SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO
CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST AND INITIAL STUDY

Former San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Opportunity Site Residential Project

INTRODUCTION

This document (“Checklist”) examines the environmental effects of the proposed development of the Former San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) Opportunity Site Residential Project (the “Project,” described in
detail below). This document has been prepared in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Califomia
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) of 1970 (as amended) and the State CEQA Guidelines (“CEQA Guidelines”) as
implemented by the City of South San Francisco (the “City”).

As supported by the analysis presented in this document, the Project would not necessitate the need for preparation
of a subsequent environmental document pursuant to the criteria of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 because as
proposed, the project would not resultin new or substantially more severe significant environmental effectsthan
what was analyzedinthe El Camino Real/Chestnut Avenue AreaPlan (“ECR/CArea Plan” or “AreaPlan”) Program
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) (“ECR/CEIR”) as updated by the Community Civic Campus Project Subsequent
EIR (“Civic Project SEIR”). The ECR/C EIR and Civic Project SEIR are collectively referred to as the ECR/C EIRs.! This
document includes a description of the Project and a comparison of the potential impacts of the Project to those
identified inthe ECR/CEIRs.

This document also examines the consistency of the Project with the ECR/C Area Plan for the purposes of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183, which allows a streamlined environmental review processfor projects that are consistent
with the densities established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an EIR was
certified.

LEGAL AUTHORITY
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168

CEQA requires local governments to conduct environmental review on public and private development projects.
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines establishthe type of environmental documentationwhich is required for subsequent
actions covered by a program EIR. The Project would implement the vision and goals described in the ECR/C Area
Planfor the Projectarea, and isa component of the ECR/C AreaPlan analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR. CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines allow for limited environmental review of subsequent projects within the scope of the analysis of a
program EIR, which involves the examination of the subsequent project in light of the program EIR to determine
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. The CEQA Guidelines require agencies to use
checklists or similar mechanisms to conduct this analysis.

1The full, original ECR/CEIRs are available for public review at the City of South San Frandsco PlanningDivision, 315 Maple Avenue, in South
San Franciscoandonline on the City of South San Frandisco website at
http://weblink.ssf.net/weblink/Browse.aspx?startid=341385&row=1&dbid=0 and http://weblink.ssf.net/weblink/0/fol/341385/Row1.aspx.
Both of the ECR/CEIRs areincorporated by reference.
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CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c) explains how the City should use the ECR/C EIR with later activities within the
scope of the AreaPlan:

Later activities in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmentaldocument must be prepared.

1. If alater activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial study
would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration. That later analysis may
tierfromthe program EIR as providedin Section15152.

2. Ifthe agency finds that pursuantto Section 15162, no subsequent EIR would be required, the agency
can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no
new environmental document would be required. Whether a later activity is within the scope of a
program EIR is a factualquestion that the lead agency determines based on substantial evidence in
the record. Factors that an agency may consider in making that determination include, but are not
limited to, consistency of the later activity with the type of allowable land use, overall planned density
and building intensity, geographic area analyzed for environmental impacts, and covered
infrastructure, as described in the program EIR.

3. Anagencyshallincorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developedin the program
EIR into later activities in the program.

4. Wherethe later activities involve site specificoperations, the agency should use a written checklist
or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the
environmental effects of the operation were within the program EIR.

5. A program EIRwill be most helpfulin dealing with later activities if it provides a description of planned
activities that would implement the program and deals with the effects of the program as specifically
and comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed project description and analysis of the
program, many later activities could be found to be within the scope of the project described in the
program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be required.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183

The Projectalso isdesigned to be consistent with the development standardsin the AreaPlan and Zoning Code,
which were analyzedinthe ECR/CEIRs. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelinesmandate that projects consistent with the
development density established by existing zoning policies or community plan for whichan EIR was certified shall
notrequire additional environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whetherthere are project-
specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site. Specifically, in approving a project meeting
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15183, the City must limitits examination of environmental effects
to those that the agency determines, in aninitial study or otheranalysis:

1. Arepeculiar tothe projector the parcel on which the project would be located,

2. Were notanalyzed as significant effectsin a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community
plan with which the projectis consistent,

3. Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the
prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action, or
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4. Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new information which
was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse
impactthan discussed in the prior EIR.

(CEQA Guidelines § 15183(b).) Ifan impactis not peculiarto the parcel or to the project, has beenaddressedasa
significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied
development policies or standards, then no additional EIR is required to address that impact. Uniformly applied
development policies and standardsinclude those policiesin the General Plan, Area Plan, and Municipal Code, as
well asapplicable regional, state, and federal laws.

APPLICABILITY

One purpose of the Checklistis to analyze whetherthe construction or operation of the Project could resultin any
new or substantially more severe significant environmental impacts than those identified in the ECR/C EIRs or
require new mitigation measures. This Checklist demonstrates that none of the conditions described in Section
15168 have occurred and, thus, that no further environmental documentation is required forthe Project pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. As determined in the analysis provided in the Checklist, as proposed, the
Project will not involve “new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects” that were not previously identified ECR/C EIRs. Additionally, no new
mitigation measures would be required; mitigation measures that were adopted for the ECR/C EIRs continue to
remain applicable. The environmental impacts associated with the Project would be within the scope of impacts
analyzedinthe ECR/C EIRs and would not be new or greater. On the basis of substantial evidence in the light of
the whole record, the City has determined that no further CEQA documentationis required for adoption of the
Projectbecause the Project meetsthe requirements under CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c) and that the Project
gualifies fora CEQA exemption under CEQA Guidelines section 15183.

In addition, the Project qualifies for other CEQA exemptions, which are discussed in further detail under Other
Available CEQA Mechanisms below.

BACKGROUND

ECR/CEIR

The ECR/C Area Plan was prepared to guide developmentinthe approximately 98-acre planning area located along
El Camino Real from Southwood Drive to north of Sequoia Avenue, establishing new land use, development, and
urban design regulations for the Area Plan area for a 20-year planning period (2010-2030). Environmental impacts
resulting from the development contemplated under the ECR/C Area Plan, and associated General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance amendments were considered. OnJuly 27, 2011, after publicreview and comment, the City certified the
ECR/CEIR (State Clearinghouse #2010072015), adopted CEQA findings and a statement of overriding considerations,
and adoptedthe ECR/CAreaPlan.

The Draft and Final ECR/CEIR is available atthe followinglink:
http://weblink.ssf.net/weblink/Browse.aspx?startid=51192&row=18&dbid=0.

In orderto estimate buildout, the ECR/CEIR assumed that approximately 70 percent of the AreaPlan area
3403645.1

City of South San Francisco
October 2019
3|Page


http://weblink.ssf.net/weblink/Browse.aspx?startid=51192&row=1&dbid=0

SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

would be redeveloped. (ECR/C EIR, p. 2-17.) Specifically, the ECR/C EIR assumed that the High Density
Residential site would be redeveloped at approximately 108 density units per acre, and the El Camino Real
Mixed Use North (High Intensity or Medium Intensity) sites will be redeveloped at an average FARof 2.1. (/d.)

Below, Table A shows the land use assumptions underlying the ECR/CEIR.

Table A. ECR/C EIR Buildout Assumptions

Existing Proposed Plan Increase
Population and Housing
Population 400 4,800 +4,400
Housing Units 132 1,587 +1,455
Households® 125 1,223 +1,098
MNon Residential and Jobs
Retail and Services (sf) 250,900 426,300 +| 75,400
Office (sf) 304,800 377,800 +73,000
Public/Institutional (sf) 60,500 110,500 +50,000
Jobs® 1,900 2,500 +600
Employed Residents® 200 2,400 +2,200
Jobs/Employed Residents 8 1.0

Buildout population was calculated assuming 3.04 persons per household; totals are rounded to the nearest hundred.

Households are estimated as 95 percent of the total housing units, assuming a 5 percent vacancy rate,

' Jobs at buildout rounded to the nearest hundred. |obs projected under the proposed Plan exclude any expansion of

Kaiser that may result in the future.

* Employed residents at buildout were calculated using the ratio of employed residents to total population as pro-

jected for 2030 in the City of South San Francisco by ABAG (50% of total population).
Sources: ABAG Projections 2009; Dyett & Bhatie 201 0.

The ECR/C AreaPlanidentifies a Focus Areawithin which it designates opportunity sites broken downintoten
blocks. (ECR/CArea Plan, Figure 1-2, p. 3.) The ECR/C Area Plan provides anillustrative vision and massing for
each of the ten blocks.? (ECR/C Area Plan, pp. 50-58). Table B shows the development assumptions of the
ECR/CEIR by each block identified in the ECR/C Area Plan. (ECR/C EIR Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix B, El
Camino Real/Chestnut Avenue AreaPlan Land Use Projections.)

However, the ECR/CAreaPlanand EIR acknowledge that a development project does not haveto be consistent
with the illustrative vision and massing and detailed block-by-block projections to be consistent with the Area
Plan. (ECR/CEIR, p. 2-17; ECR/CAreaPlan, p. 50.) As such, solongas a projectis consistent with the ECR/C Area
Plan designation and applicable policies, and the overall capacity shown in Table A has not been exceeded,
that project may rely on the ECR/C EIR for CEQA coverage. In addition to the Area Plan’s flexibility

2The Projectis located withinthe Focus Area and proposes development of Blocks A, B,and C.
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for block specific development, it should also be noted that there are currently no other residential projects
movingforwardinthe Plan Area with the exception of the SummerHill project at 988 El Camino Real.

Table D, atthe end of this section, showsthe total remainingoverall capacity underthe ECR/C Area Plan, taking
into consideration the projects approvedinthe ECR/C Area Plan area since the certification of the ECR/C EIR.
In addition to not exceeding the overall capacity in the ECR/C Area Plan, there are also no other residential
units goingforwardinthe Plan Areaaside from the Project and the SummerHill project at 988 El Camino Real.
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Table B. ECR/C EIR Buildout Assumptions By Block:
NET NEW DEVELOPMENT BY BLOCK

Project
BLOCK A
Residential Units 415
Block B & C
Residential Units 137
Retail and Services (sf) 11,600
BIOCKD & E
Residential Units 224
Retzil and Services {sf) 76,100
BIOCKF&G
Retail and Services 34,500
Office (sf) 3,000
Civic (Library) {sf} 50,000
BLOCK M, I, & J
Residential Units {sf) 370
Retail and Services {sf)®* {2,500)
OUTSIDE FOCUS AREA
Rezidential Units 305
Retail and Services (sf) 61,700

* Mo new net Retail and Services; Assume 0 sf

SUMMARY OF NET NEW DEVELOPMENT

Project
Residential Units 1,455
Retail and Services (sf)*® 175,400
Office (sf) 73,000
Civic (sf) 50,000

*MNo new net Retail and Servies; Assume O sf

Civic Project SEIR

Since certification of the ECR/CEIRand adoption of the ECR/CAreaPlanin 2011, the City has updated its plans
fora portion of the AreaPlan areato provide anewcivic center, which wouldhousealibrary, recreation center,
a new police station, and city offices on land designated as Mixed Use in the original ECR/C Area Plan, and
replace the existing Municipal Services Building with a new fire station on land designated as Publicin the
original ECR/C Area Plan (“Civic Project”). In addition to clean-up edits, the Civic Project made the following

3The residential units projection for the Civic Project Blocks (D & E) inthe Traffic Appendix of the ECR/CEIR (224 unit growth) vary from
those statedin Table 2-3 of the Area Plan (290 unit growth) by 66 units. This variation doesnot affect the conclusions of this Consistency
Checklist because the overall buildout ca pacity governs this analysisand there is enough available overall buildout capacity to cover the
Project.
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notable changestothe ECR/C AreaPlan:
e Changed property south of El Camino Real and east of Oak Avenue from Public to Mixed-Use High
Intensity; and
e Added “community class spaces” and “residential amenities with transparency” to the definition of
active uses.
The Summary of Changes to Community Civic Campus Project attached hereto includes all changes made to
the ECR/CAreaPlan, the General Plan,and the Zoning Ordinance. The Civic Project elementsare also are shown
belowin Table C.

Impacts of the proposed land uses and land use intensities of the Civic Project were not considered in the
existing ECR/CEIR, so asupplemental EIR was prepared to specifically consider whether the Civic Project would
resultinany new significantimpacts notidentified inthe 2011 ECR/CEIR, or if the CivicProjectwould cause a
substantial increase in the severity of the previously identified significant impacts (“Civic Project SEIR”). The
CivicProject SEIR also discusses any pertinent new information or changesin circumstances that could result
in new significantimpacts notidentified in the ECR/CEIR. Mitigation measures requiredin the ECR/CEIR were
identified and, where appropriate, were clarified, refined, revised, or deleted, and new mitigation measures
were identified. The City Council certified the Civic Project SEIR (State Clearinghouse #2010072015), adopted
CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and adopted the changesto the ECR/C Area
Plan, as well as associated zoning and General Plan amendments, on December 13,2017.

Itis important to note that the Civic Project SEIR covers impacts related to the Civic Project, which is located
on a small portion of the original Area Plan area. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 1.0-2.) The 2011 ECR/C EIR was greater
inscope than the CivicProject SEIRand covered the full Area Plan area, including the Project site. Assuch, the
analysis in this CEQA Checklist primarily relies on the analysis (and Area-wide land use assumptions) of the
ECR/CEIR. However, the analysis also takes into consideration any new information, analysis, and mitigation
measures presented by the Civic Project SEIR that potentially applies to the SFPUC Project.*

The Draft and Final ECR/C Civic Project SEIR is available at the following link:
http://weblink.ssf.net/weblink/Browse.aspx?startid=51192&row=18&dbid=0

4Forexample, because the Civic Project SEIR presents a new Traffic Impact Analysis with updated trip generation counts, the trafficimpact
analysis inthis CEQA Checklist will consider the SFPUCProject’s potential impacts based on the land use assumptions underlying the updated
trip generation counts provided by the updated Civic Project SEIR Traffic Impact Analysis.
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Table C. CivicProject Elements

Type of Space Purpose and Size
Performance space ¢ 100-seat theater
Exhibit space ¢ 300 square feet of gallery space
Social space ¢ 3,000 square feet of informal social space

¢ Library reading rooms and seating areas for children, teens, and adults

¢ Library collaboration spaces

Program spaces ¢ 6,000-sguare foot social hall, frequent rentals
¢ 1,600-sguare-foot library program room

¢ 1,100-sguare-foot maker space “Tinker Lah”
¢ B00-square-foot technology lab

Classrooms ¢ Four large classrooms (1,200 sguare feet)

¢ Two medium-sized classrooms (1,000 sguare feet)
¢ One large dance studio (1,600 square feet)

¢ One medium dance studio (800 square feet)

Retail ¢ 300-square-foot café
¢ 500-sguare-foot Friends of the Library store

Civic ¢ 3 000-sguare-foot council chambers, flexible for City programming and rentals
¢ City Council support spaces

Preschool* ¢ Three 20<child classrooms
¢ Staff workspace and support space
¢ Secure outdoor play space for 60 children

Staff space s Library offices and workstations

¢ Parks and Recreation Department offices and waorkstations
¢ Shared reception, collaboration, and breakout space

¢ Space for future staff growth

Storage and building support ¢ Building and program storage

¢ Building systerns, restrooms

Outdoor space ¢ Building rooftops: up to 6,000 square feet of usable rooftop area

¢ Events plaza: for day-to-day informal gathering and seating with the ability to host
periodic special events for 350-500 people

¢ Meadow: for casual gathering and passive recreation
¢ Centennial Trail: connection to the existing trail with a hike and running path

Parking ¢ Up to 294 spaces, both underground and aboveground

Source: South 5an Francisco 2017

Notes*: 1_Programming for purposes of CEQA but minor variations possible in final Community Civic Campus Project.

2. Preschool programming is under consideration for purposes of CEQA but may not be included in final Community Civic Campus Project
if alternative locations are identified.
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Remaining Capacity
As noted, Table A above shows the buildout capacity associated with the ECR/C Area Plan.® Since the 2011
adoption of the ECR/C AreaPlan, the City has approved the following projects within the Area Plan area, all of
which will contribute to the buildout capacity outlined in Table A, above:
e Civic Project: 145,000 sf of Public/institutional use, consisting of a Library (50,000 square feet), a
Recreation Center (43,500 square feet); Police Station with office space for the City’s IT and HR staff
(44,500 square feet); and Fire Station (7,000 square feet).®
e 988 El Camino Real Project: 172 apartments above approximately 10,915 square feet of commerecial
space.”

Table D showsthatthere is remaining buildout capacity available within the Area Planarea forthe Project’s proposed
800 residential units and 21,299 sf of commercial uses (discussed further below) with excess capacity even after
approval of the Projectforall land use categories, except Public/Institutional uses. Moreover, development projects
that have been approved within the Area Plan area have not utilized the full residential capacity assumed for the
given blocks. As noted, the approved Civic Project does not include any residential units, although the ECR/C EIR
assumed 224 housing units for Blocks D and E where the Civic Project is located. Similarly, the 988 El Camino Real
Project (Block 1), will only construct 172, of the 370 housing units assumed forBlocks H, I, and J. See Table B above,
for the AreaPlan block-by-block capacity.

Table D. Capacity under ECR/C AreaPlan

Land Use ECR/C Area | Approved/Pending Developments Remaining
Category Plan EIR Capacity
Land Use | Civic Project® 988 ECRC PUC Project Total

Assumptions?
Residential 1,455 0 172 800 972 483
(Units)
Retail and Service | 175,400 0 10,915 21,299 (Retail| 32,214 143,186
Uses (Square Feet) Childcare)
Office Uses 73,000 44,500 (Police, | O 0 44,500 28,500
(Square Feet) IT, HR)
Public/ 50,000 100,500 0 0 100,500 -50,5008
Institutional Uses (Library, Rec
(Square Feet) Facility, Fire

Station)

5The Civic Project SEIR, being limited inscope to cover onlythe Civic Project, did not update the analysis for the full Area Plan area, and thus
did notupdate land use assumptions forthe entire Area Plan area.

6 El Camino Real/Chestnut Area Plan Update SEIR, Transportation Impact Analysis, Project Description, p. 25 (2017)

7988 El Camino Real Mixed-Use Development, Initial Study and Consistency Checklist, Project Description, p. 5(2018)

8 As described above, the Civic Project SEIRanalyzes the impacts resulting fromthe changeinusesproposedinthe Civic Project that caused
the ECR/CEIR buildout capacity for Public/Institutional uses to be exceeded.
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A Source: El Camino Real/Chestnut Area Plan EIR, Tables 2.4-1 and 2.4-2, p. 2-18 (2011)
BSource: El Camino Real/Chestnut Area Plan Update SEIR, Transportation Impact Analysis, Project Description, p. 25 (2017)
CSource: 988 El Camino Real Mixed-Use Development, Initial Study and Consistency Checklist, Project Description, p. 5(2018)

OTHER AVAILABLE CEQA MECHANISMS

The City has chosen to rely on the CEQA review processes provided by CEQA Guidelines sections 15168.
Nevertheless, because the Consistency Checklist shows that the Project would have no new or more significant
impacts on the environment than disclosed in the ECR/C EIRs in accordance with the requirements of various
sections of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project also qualifies for afew additional CEQA exemptions.

Projects Consistent with Community Plan and Zoning

The Project also is designed to be consistent with the development standards in the Zoning Code, which were
analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines mandate that projects consistent with the
development density established by existing zoning policies orcommunity plan forwhich an EIR was certifiedshall
notrequire additional environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-
specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site. (Public Resources Code Section 21083.3;
Guidelines Section 15183) The CEQA Guideline provides thata projectis “consistent” if its densityis the same or
lessthan the standard expressed forthe parcel in the community plan for which an EIR has been certified and if
the project complies with the density-related standards contained in that plan. (CEQA Guidelines section
15183(i)(2)) As discussed in the “Land Use Designations” section below, the proposed Project’s density, at 121
units per acre (800 units/ 6.6 acres) is consistent with the Zoning forthe site. The El Camino Real/Chestnut High
Density Residential zoning allows a base density of 120 units per acre base and a bonus density of incentives of
180 units per acre. Accordingly, with the incentives program, the Project is consistent with the Zoning for which
an EIR was certified.

Specifically, in approving a project meeting the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15183, the agency must
limit its examination of environmental effects to those that the agency determines, in an initial study or other
analysis:

1. Arepeculiar tothe projector the parcel on which the project would be located,

2. Were notanalyzed as significant effectsin a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community
plan with which the projectis consistent,

3. Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the
prior EIR prepared forthe general plan, community plan or zoning action, or

4. Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new information which
was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse
impactthan discussed in the prior EIR.

(CEQA Guidelines §15183(b).) Ifan impactis not peculiarto the parcel or to the project, has been addressed asa
significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied
development policies orstandards, then no additional EIRis required to address thatimpact. Uniformly applied
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development policies and standardsinclude those policiesin the General Plan, Area Plan, and Municipal Code, as
well as applicable regional, state, and federal laws.

Mixed Use, Transit Priority Area Projects

There is also an exemption for projects consistent with a Specific Plan. (Public Resources Code §21155.4) That
section provides thatresidential, employment center, and mixed-use developmentprojects that meet three spedific
criteriaand have no new or more significantimpacts than disclosed in applicable EIRs are statutorily exempt from
CEQA review. The firstcriterionis that the project must be located within a transit priority area, whichis “an area
within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned.” A major transit stop includes an “existing
rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by eithera bus or rail transit service, orthe intersection of two or more
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes orless during the morning and afternoon peak
commute periods.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21064.3.) The Project site is within one half mile of the South San
Francisco Bart station, which qualifies as an existing major transit stop under the statutory definition. The second
criterion is that the project is undertaken to implement and is consistent with a specific plan that was approved
pursuantto a certified EIR. Although not specifically called aSpecificPlan, the Area Plan has all of the information
required by Government Code section 65451: text and diagrams that specify the (1) distribution, location, and
extent of the uses of land, including open space, within the area covered by the plan, (2) distribution, location, and
extentand intensity of major components of publicand privatetransportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste
disposal, energy, and other essential facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by the plan and
needed to support the land uses described in the plan, (3) standards and criteria by which development will
proceed, and standards forthe conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources, where applicable,
and (4) measures including regulations, programs, public works projects, and financing measures necessary to
implement paragraphs (1), (2), and (3). The Area Plan also includes a statement of its relationship to the General
Plan. Accordingly, the CEQA exemption provided by PublicResources Code section 21155.4 appliesto the Project.
The third criterionisthatthe projectis consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and
applicable policies specific for the project area in a sustainable communities strategy (“SCS”). The Project site is
within the Plan Bay Area El Camino Real Priority Development Area. Accordingly, the Project meets the criteria
requiredto be exemptfrom CEQA under PublicResources Code section 21155.4.

SUPPLEMENTAL STUDIES AND ANALYSES INCORPORATED INTO THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSISTENCY
ANALYSIS

Studies and supplemental analyses were provided as part of the Environmental Consistency Analysis and are
incorporated by reference and made a part of this ECA, as if set forth fully herein. Alist of the submitted studies and
supplemental analysesis listed below:

AirQuality Assessment

Arborist Reportand Tree Assessment

Geotechnical Reportand Environmental Soils Report
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment

Noise and Vibration Assessment

Wind Effects Assessment

SO Qo0 oW
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Shadow Analysis extracted from Submittal Set Project Plans
Fehr & Peers TrafficAssessment

Water Supply Assessment

Kimley Horn Transportation Impact Analysis
Preliminary TDMPlan

ECR/C SEIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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PROJECT INFORMATION

1 Project Title
SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address
City of South San Francisco

315 Maple Avenue
South San Francisco, CA 94080

3. Contact Person
Tony Rozzi, Principal Planner
City of South San Francisco - Planning Division
(650) 877-8535
Tony.Rozzi@ssf.net

4, Project Location
Mission Road between Grand Avenue and Oak Avenue, South San Francisco, California, APN: 093-312-060
and 093-312-050. See Figure 1.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
SSF PUC Housing Partners LLC

Brian Baker, VP of Development
L37 Partners

500 Sansome, Ste 750

San Francisco, CA 94111

6. General Plan and Area Plan Designations
High Density Residential; El Camino Real Mixed Use North, High Intensity; Park and Recreation

7. Zoning
El Camino Real/Chestnut High Density Residential (ECR/C-RH)

8. Existing Setting
The Projectsite is approximately 6.6acres and is known by Assessor’s Parcel Number (“APN”) 093-312-060
(“ProjectSite”). Itislocated within the City’s El Camino Real /Chestnut Avenue Area Plan, approximately 1/3
mile to % mile from South San Francisco BART Station. (See Figure 1.) It is bounded by Mission Road to the
East, a proposed extension of Oak Avenueto the South, and the BART right-of-way to the west.

The ProjectSite is currently vacant, primarily cleared dirt, brush, and small groupings of trees. Colma Creek
iscurrently expressedas a concrete channel withsloped embankments and a paved pedestrian/bicycle trail
at its eastern side (Centennial Way). The Project Site was owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission historically, butis currently owned by the South San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.
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9. Project Description

Overview
The ProjectSite isdividedinto 3 parcels, identified as Parcel 1, 2and 3. Parcel 1 measures approximately 1.48
acres, Parcel 2 measures approximately 3.43 acres and Parcel 3 measures approximately 1.69acres.

The Project contains three vertical development structures on thesethree parcels. Parcel 1will have Building
C2, Parcel 2 will have Building Cland Parcel 3 will have Building B. All vertical development structures will be
constructed with up to five stories of Type IlIA construction with up to three stories of Type IA construction,
with stair and elevator penthouses extending 8-12-feetin height above the max. 85-foot tall roofs, whichis
permitted with discretionary approval.

Building Clwill be overa single basement structure and 3 above grade levels of type |A constructionand up
to 5 levels of type llIA construction. The basement has 3 level stacker parking with pits and Level 1 has 2
level stacker parking. Level lis laminated with a double height entry lobby and residential units and at the
south end of the buildingisa 8,372 sf childcare center. Level 2will have 2 landscaped podium courtyards, a
clubroom and residential units. Level 3will have residential units. There will be 5levels of type llIA
construction above level 3with residential units with setbacks at various levels to conformto the zoning
requirements.

Building C2will consist of 100% affordable housing and willhave 2levels of type IA constructionand 1 to 5
levels of type llIA construction. Level 1will have stacker parking with pits and will be laminated with the
entry lobby and residential units. Level 2 will have a podium courtyard, a community room/club roomand
residentialunits. Levels 3to 7 will have residential units with setbacks at various levels to conform to the
zoningrequirements.

Building Bwill be overasingle basement structure and have 3above grade levels of type IA construction
and 5 levels of type Il1A construction. The basement has 3 level stacker parking with pits and Level 1 has 2
level stacker parkingforresidential units and surface parking forthe Market Hall. Level 1 is laminated with
the entrylobby and residential unitsand hasa 12,992 sf double height Market Hall (with a mezzanine)
facingan outdoor market plaza. Level 2 will have surface parking forthe residential units and will be
laminated with the residential units. Level 3will have alandscaped podium courtyard, a club room and
residentialunits. There will be 5levels of type IlIA construction above Level 3with residential units.

Usable openspace forthe residential program, exceeding the 150square foot per dwelling unit requirement
in the Municipal Code, will be provided on-site in a variety of ways including: private terraces, balconies of
the dwelling units and common area open space; Building C1 will have a landscaped podium courtyard on
Level 2, Building C2 will have two landscaped podium courtyards on level 2, open areason levels 2and 4 and
a roof deckonlevel 6. Building Bwill have an outdoor market plaza, alandscaped podium courtyard on level
3 and a roof deckon level 7. Off-site landscaped areas and park programming will be included as part of the
Project, which will further benefit both Project residents and the greater neighborhood.
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Land Use Designations

Both the General Plan and the Area Plan show that Parcel B is designated as El Camino Real Mixed Use
North, High Intensity and Parcel C is designated as High Density Residential.® The Zoning Code shows that
both Parcel B and Parcel C are designated as El Camino Real/Chestnut High Density Residential.

Uses

The Project will provide 800 residential units (including 13 flex units), 158 of which will be affordable to low-
income households, improvedparks and landscaping,and active ground floor uses throughout the two sites,
including aday care and a Market Hall. The Project would be approximately 1,100,089 square feet, including
non-ground floor open spaces, which is broken down below in Table A (all sizes are approximate and in
square feet):

Table E. Project Area

Building
Area (Gross Square Footage) B c1 c2
Residential Area (Includingamenity areas) 243,328 460,762 185,398
Commercial Area 12,992 - -
Day CareArea - 8,372
Parking Area 86,129 87,888 19,515
Building Totals 342,449 557,022 204,913
Project Total 1,100,089

Figure 2 shows conceptual site plans forthe ground floorand podium levels of the Project.

Residential Uses

The Project’s residential units, including the affordable units, will be comprised of a mix of studio, one-
bedroom, two-bedroom, and three-bedroom units. Flex units will also be provided in Building C1. Most of
these units will open to the park and the Centennial trail. 20% of the Project’s residential units will be
affordable and these units will be provided in Building C2. Table B provides the residential unit breakdown
for each building.

Table F. Residential Unit Counts

Building

B C1 Cc2
Dwelling Units Market Rate | Market Rate | Affordable
Studio 16 53 19
One Bedroom 163 186 45
Two Bedroom 48 134 54

% General Plan, p. 2-23 and ECR/C Area Plan, p. 47-48.
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Three Bedroom 7 22 40
Flex 0 13 0
Building Totals 234 408 158*
Project Totals 800

*158 affordable unitsis 20% of 787 units (13 Market rate flex units are not accountedin the calculations).
The Project will includeanumber of residential amenities, including podium level landscaped courtyards, a
fitness centerand dog amenities. BuildingBand C1 will also have a club room/sky lounge with an outdoor
roof deck.

Active Uses

Ground-floor active uses would include high-quality retail spaces along the Oak Avenue right of way and
adjacent open Plaza with high floor-to-ceiling storefront glass, called Market Hall. The Market Hall will
generally cater to smaller local businesses that can utilize both a storefront for the public as well as
production space. A childcare center near the south-east corner of Parcel 2 along Mission Road will be
provided with a secure exterior playground space for the facility. The childcare center will be opento the
publicwith adedicated openspace privateto the childcare. Additional proposedactive usesinclude ground
floor flex-units (described above) and new green space along the Centennial Way Trail north from Oak
Avenue (described below).

Open Space/Recreational Uses

A 1-acre Community Park will be provided between Buildings Cland C2 and the creek, a 0.8 acre publidy
accessible paseo and plaza provided between Buildings C1and C2, and approximately 0.2 acres of Market
Hall Plaza and 0.2 acres of Picnic Area will be provided on the Building B Lot. In addition, approximately
37,490 sf (landscaped podium courtyard) of open space will be provided as common open space and
approximately 10,415 sf will be provided for the residential units as private openspace. Building upon the
existing site amenities, the project will provide a series of linked public open space arrayed along the
Centennial Trails. Multiple access points from Mission Road to the Community Park will be provided. The
Community Park will include children play area, sculpture lawn, adult fitness stations and seating. The
Centennial Way pedestrian/bike trail Improvement will include better lighting, new interpretive signs,
seatingand bikeshare stationsalongthetrail. Oak Ave will extend over Colma Creek, connect to Antoinette
Lane and terminate into ashared street with awelcoming occupiable stairand accessible switchback path
that traverses up the bank to EIl Camino Real. The improved pedestrian and bicycle circulation of the site
will facilitate integrated connections between the new housing, commercial zones, the new civic center,
BART and the City’s primary park -Orange Memorial Park to the south.

Parking, Circulation, and Transportation Demand Management

Vehicle

Vehicular drop off for Building C1 and C2 is provided at the Paseo between the two Entry lobbies with a
round outand a drop off zone. The move in/move out and loading areas are in the Paseo and screened with
trees. Drop off for the daycare is provided off Mission Road in an off-street driveway with additional
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dedicated parkinginside the C1garage on Level 1.

Vehicularaccessis provided to Building C2 garage through the Paseo, to Building C1 garage through Mission
Road and Building Bresidential and Market Hall garages are accessed through a separate driveway off the
Oak Avenue shared publicright-of-way extension. Offsiteimprovements include a 4-way controlledstop at
Mission Road/Oak Avenue and restriping and signal timing at El Camino Real/McClellan.

The Project would include approximately 879 off-street parking spaces with potential to lateradd more
capacity with installation of additional stacking systems to over 900 total off-street spaces. The total
parking spaces for each buildingis provided below in Table C.

Table G. Vehicle Parking

Building
Parking B Cc1 c2
Building Totals 289 475 115
Project Total 879

Pedestrian and Bicycle

New pedestrian and bicycle connections in form of paseo and linear plaza will be provided to connect
Mission Road and Centennial Trail. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided to the Project Site. Longterm
bicycle parkingis provided within the residential garage ata 1:1 ratio. Centennial Trail willbe improved with
better lighting, new seating, interpretive signs and potentially bike share stations along the trail. New
connectionstothe Centennial Trail include payment of afee fora pedestrian trail connecting Mission Road
to the Centennial Trail in the vicinity of the intersection of Sequoia Avenue and Mission Road and
construction of a new pedestrian/bicycle bridge and pathway connecting the Kaiser property to Centennial
Trail. Oak Ave will also be extended across Colma Creek to Antoinette Lane and leadingto a shared street
that ends with a staircase and accessible pedestrian and bike path up the bank to EI Camino Real. Each
building would contain short-term and long-term bicycle parking, as described in Table D.

Table H. Bicycle Parking

Building
Parking B Cc1 c2
Short-term - 93 29 48 16
Long-term - 800 234 408 158
Building Totals
Project Total 893

Transportation Demand Management
Fehr & Peers has developed a TDM Plan that reduces peak hour driving drips and promotes travel by
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alternative forms of transportation. The Planis expected to meeta minimum alternative mode use of 28%.
While the TDM Plan is not yet final, the Project team does not anticipate that it will change significantly.
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The TDM measuresinthe draft TDM Plan are as follows:

e Marketing and Monitoring: The TDM Plan includes the appointment of a Transportation
Coordinator who will be responsible forimplementing and managing the TDM program and serve
as aliaison on transportationmatters betweenthe Project Sponsor, the City of South San Francisco,
and the Project’s tenants. This section of the TDM Plan also indicates that commute trip reduction
marketing materials willbe supplied to Project residents and employees and annual monitoring of
vehicle trips willbe undertaken by the Transportation Coordinator.

e Lland Use: The TDM Plan notes that an on-site child care facility as well as other on-site amenities,
including a Market Hall for artisan production and ancillary food and beverage retail, exercise
facilities for residents, acommunity clubhouse with ashared kitchen/bar area, co-working common
spaces, parks and play areas, including children’s play facilities, adult outdoor fitness equipment,
and publicart installations, will be included in the Project to reduce vehicle trips made by Project
residents and employees.

e Site Improvements: In addition, the TDM Plan notes that enhanced pedestrian and bicycle
improvements will be completed with the Project to encourage residents to use alternative modes
of transportation instead of driving. Other TDM site improvements include transit access
improvements, real-time transit displays and multimodal wayfinding signage, passenger loading
zones, secure bicycle storage, bike repair station, and wiring forinternet service.

e Incentive Programs and Services: The proposed TDM Plan also includes the following incentive
programs and services:

0 Subsidized ordiscounted transit program forthe affordable units
0 Unbundled parking costs

Grading

The western portion of the existing site is currently graded to drain from Colma Creek down to the lower
Mission Boulevard elevation, and primarily sheet flows to the drainage ditch that currently runs along
Mission. There is approximately 10 feet of elevation fall across the site, from the Western corner at the
pedestrian trail on ColmaCreek, tothe Eastern corner. The average slope alongthisrunis roughly 1.3%.
The eastern portion of the existingsite is graded from West to East with a fall of about 8 feetacross the site
and an average slope of 1.5%.

The proposed Project will generally maintain the existing grading and drainage patterns. The approximate
earthwork volumesinclude 30,385 CY of CUT and 10,505 CY of fill that will resultin a net off haul of roughly
19,880 CY of soil.

Positive drainage will be maintained away from building pads and accessible routes will comply with the
requirements of the California Building Code.

Frontage and Off-Site Improvements
The Project will provide frontage and off-site improvements, consistent with the Grand Boulevard Plan. On

3403645.1

City of South San Francisco
October 2019
19| Page



SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

the East side of the Project, surface improvements will include a pedestrian sidewalk along Mission Street
along with planting along the street Frontage and new driveway cuts for the Project. Park improvements
between Project property and the Centennial Trail are also beingproposed, above the existing BART tunnel
on BART property. Utility improvements will include converting the existing drainage ditch running along
Missioninto a below grade box-culvert as wellas undergroundingthe existing overhead PGE pole line along
Project frontage where feasible.

On the West side of the Project, improvements will include upgrades to the Centennial Trail along Colma
Creek and at the Southeast corner of the Project, a new Market Hall and Plaza area at the intersection of
Oak Avenue Extension and Antoinette Lane.

Phase 1 of the Oak Avenue extension, which will be completed as part of the Project, will connect Oak
Avenue to Antoinette Lane. A bridge will be constructed over Colma Creek forthis purpose. Phase 1of the
Oak Avenue extension will also contain bike and pedestrian improvements to be constructed therewith.
The right of way fora future Oak Avenue vehicularextension to connect to El Camino Real will be reserved
on the Project site, along with the right to construct pedestrian and bike improvements in connection
therewith.

The extensionis expectedtobe phased— Phase 1 will include crossingthe creek and tyinginto Antoinette
Lane inthe permanent condition. |t willthen connectto aninterim parkinglot that willleadto a set of stairs
and ramp to provide a pedestrian connection to El Camino Real. Phase 2 may include completion of the
road from Antoinette Lane to El Camino Real.

The new Oak Ave extension work will include providing a maintenance road and access to the existing BART
and SF PUC facilities located south of the Eastern Project site. The ultimate Phase 2 Oak Avenue extension
itself will cross the existing BART tunnel and property as well as a portion of SSF owned and Kaiser
Permanente owned property along El Camino Real.

On Site Infrastructure Improvements

On-site infrastructureimprovements willinclude newwater servicesforirrigation, domestic, and fire; sewer
laterals to each building; and electric, gas, and data tie-ins from the mains in Mission and Antoinette. In
addition, therewill be afew utilityrelocationsas required, including: an Overhead PGE powerlinethat runs
south through the site and crosses Colma Creek to the nearby Kaiser property; an existing water main that
runs south through the Western site and crosses Colma Creek;and an existing sewer mainrelocated outside
the building footprint and into the Oak Avenue extension on the Southern site. Each of these main
relocations would be covered with new easements or right of way for Oak Avenue proposed for the Utility
Provider.

Other on-site improvements will include lighting and landscape upgrades as well as new storm drain
infrastructure improvements including water quality components to comply with the Municipal Regional
Stormwater Permit. Storm drainimprovementswouldconnectto the new boxculvert on Mission or tie into
existing stormdrain pipesnear Antoinette. There will be one new stormwater connection that will discharge
to Colma Creek.
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10.

11.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The Project Site is within the El Camino Real / Chestnut AreaPlan area (see Figure 1).

Plans for a new Community Civic Campus (“Campus”) are underway on the parcels immediately to the
southeast of the Project Site. The Campus will house new municipal facilities including a Police Operations
Center, 911 Dispatch Center, Fire Station,and a Library/Parks & Recreation Community Center. The Oversight
Board recently approved the City’s proposal to purchase the properties for the Campus. The project is
expectedto be completed by 2021 and cost approximately $210 million. It will be funded by proceeds from
bonds related to Measure W, a local sales and use tax increase of 0.5% that took effectin April 2016. To the
northeast of the site, the County of San Mateo is exploringthe possibility of redevelopingits former County
Municipal Courtsite into housing and other complementary uses. The Countyrecentlysolicited qualifications
from architecture and planning firms for the completion of a Master Plan for the site. The City anticipates the
County will select a firm and begin the master planning process in late 2017. In addition to these public
projects, there are several private development projects underway in the vicinity. The most recent housing
projects completed orunderconstruction include the following:
e Park Station Lofts, located at 1200 El Camino Real, includes 99 units;
e A Mid-PeninsulaHousing Project, located at 636 El Camino Real, includes 109 affordable units and
5,700 square feet of commercial space;
e The Mission & McLellan project, located at 1309 Mission Road, includes 20units and 6,000 square
feet of commercial space; and
e CityVentures’ Transit Village Residential Project, located across the streetfromthe South San
Francisco BART Station at 1256 Mission Road, includes 31 units.

Figure 1 showsthe PUC Site within the context of the El Camino Real/Chestnut Avenue AreaPlan.

Reguired approvals

City: The Projectrequires:

e Conditional Use Permit for conditional uses and incentive bonuses per SSF Table 20.270.003 and
Section 20.270.004(A) and AreaPlanTable 4-1;

e DesignReview;
e Transportation Demand ManagementPlan;
e Waivers and Modifications Request, including;
0 Build-ToLine Waiveralong Mission Road per SSF Code 20.270.004(C);

0 Active Frontage Chief Planner Waiver for 50% Active Use along Mission Road per SSF Code
20.270.005(B)(4);

0 Ground FloorEntrance Chief Planner Alternative Design Approval for Buildings Cland C2
facing BART right of way and Colma Creek per SSF Code 20.270.005(G)(5);
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e Parking Managementand Monitoring Plan;
e VestingTentative Tract Map;

e State Density Bonus Law for (1) 25% bonus on Parcel B from General Plan and Area Plan density
per Government Code Section 65915(f)(1) (2) development standard waiver to increase the FAR
by 10% on Parcel B from the permitted FAR per Government Code Section 65915(e); and (3)
development standard waiverfromrear yard setback requirements setforth in 20.270.004(D)(1-
4) for Buildings Parcels B, C1and C2 fronting BART and Colma Creek per GovernmentCode Section
65915(e);

o Affordable Housing Agreement;
e Development Agreement;and

e Purchase andSale Agreement.

Caltrans: The Projectrequires encroachment permits from Caltrans forimprovements within the Mission
Road right-of-way.

BART: The Project requires encroachment permits forimprovements (i.e. pedestrianaccess to Centennial

Trail from the Project and various parks) within the BART right-of-way as well as permits to allow for
excavation and foundationinstallations for the Project that will be done in BART’s Zone of Influence.

FIGURE 1- PROJECT VICINITY MAP
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FIGURE 2 - CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
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FIGURE 4 — TRANSIT MAP
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12. Analysis of Impacts

This Environmental Consistency Analysis provides an analysis of each environmentalissue identified in the ECR/C
EIRs to determine whether new effects would occur or new mitigation measures should be required. This
document assesses the Proposed Project to determine whetheritis within the scope of the ECR/CEIRs or the
Projectwouldresultin new significantimpacts or substantially more severeimpacts under CEQA Guidelines Section
15162 and 15168. The Checklist uses a modified form of the Appendix G Initial Study environmental checklist, as
recently amended by the CEQA Guidelines amendments adopted in December of 2018.

DETERMINATION

The Projectis within the scope of the Area Plan program EIR and no new environmental documentis required.
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c).) All of the following statements are found to be true:

1 This subsequent Projectis within the scope of the project covered by the Final EIR forthe City’s
AreaPlanand CivicCampus SEIR.

2. This subsequent Project will have no additional significant environmental effects not discussed
oridentified inthe ECR/CEIRs;

3. No substantial changesto the AreaPlanare proposedas part of this Project. Further, no substantial changes
have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the ECR/C EIRs were certified, and no new

information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time that the ECR/C EIRs were
certified as complete has become available.

4. No new or additional mitigation measures or alternatives arerequired.
5. All applicable policies, regulations, and mitigation measures identified in the ECR/C EIRs will be
applied to this subsequent Project or otherwise made conditions of approval of this subsequent
Project.
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1. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater Impact, consistent Impact with Impact, consistent
than identified in | with the EIRs Mitigation with the EIRs

the EIRs Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs,
would the Project:

a) Havea substantialadverseeffect
on ascenicvista?

b)  Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock X
outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway?

c) In nonurbanized areas,
substantially degrade the existing X
visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point).
If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial
lightor glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views inthe
area?

a. At the outset, it is noted that State Legislature has specified pursuant to SB 743 that “aesthetic impacts
of...a mixed use residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significantimpacts on theenvironment” under CEQA. (Pub. Res.Code §21099(d)(1)) “Transit priority area”
means an areawithin one-half mile of a majortransit stop. (Pub. Res. Code §21099(a)(7)) The Projectisin
fact in a transit priority area as it is within one half mile of the South San Francisco BART station.
Accordingly, aestheticimpacts may not be considered significantimpacts forthis project underCEQA.
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Nonetheless each aestheticimpactareais disclosed forinformational purposes. The ECR/CEIR identified
that new development could affect scenic views of San Bruno Mountain and Sign Hill from some
viewpoints in the area. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.8-9 to 10) However, according to the ECR/C EIR, development
standards based on policies in the Area Plan limit tower dimensions and require a minimum tower
separation. Design guidelinesinthe Zoning Code and Area Plan would help ensure that views of Sign Hill
and San Bruno Mountain would be available. Additionally, views that exist along streetintersections will
remain uninterrupted, and in the instance of the extension of Oak Avenue view corridors will be added.
Assuch, the ECR/CEIR concludes that compliance with the City’sZoning Code and the Area Plan’s policies
and design guidelines would ensure aless thansignificantimpact on scenicviews of Sign Hill and San Bruno
Mountain. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.8-9.)

The Civic Project SEIR notes that buildings in the Area Plan area would be visible from Sign Hill and San
Bruno Mountain, however, the Area Plan area is already developed and new construction would blend
with existing structures. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.1-7.) The Civic Project SEIR concluded that impacts on
scenicvistas resulting from the CivicProject would be less than significant without the needfor mitigation.
(Id.)

The Project’s three buildings range from 75-84’. The height complies with the height restrictions of the
Zoning Code, which permits a maximum height of 120 feet on the Project Site or 160 feet with
discretionary approval. (Zoning Code, Figure 20.270.004-2) The Project complies with the Area Plan
policiesintended to protectscenicvistas, includingthe requirementfor Design Review.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzedinthe ECR/C EIRs, it would notresultin any
new or more significant impacts related to scenic vistas compared to those analyzed in those EIRs in
accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made available since certification of the ECR/CEIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore,
the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to scenic vistas and no further review is
necessary.

b. The ECR/C EIR explains that the Area Plan area is not visible from a State Scenic Highway. (ECR/CEIR, p.
3.8-7.) According to the ECR/C EIR, El Camino Real is a State Highway, but it is not an official designated
State Scenic Highway, noris it eligible to become aState ScenicHighway. (/d.) The ECR/CEIR determined
there would be noimpact on state scenic highwayswiththe development ofthe Plan. (/d.) The Civic Project
SEIRalso concluded that the CivicProject would have noimpact on any scenichighway. (Civic Project SEIR,
p.3.1-8.)

There have been no new scenic highway designations within the Project’s proximity.!° Highway 280 is a
State Scenic Highway located approximately one mile from the Project Site, but is not visible from the
Project Site norcan the Project Site be seen fromit.

10 California Department of Transportation, CaliforniaScenic Highway Ma pping System, available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/LandArch /16 _livabili enic_higshways/ (last accessed09/04/18).
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See also analysis of potential impacts related to scenicvistas above.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to scenic resources compared to those analyzedin those EIRs in
accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change theirconclusions. Therefore,
the Project would resultin less-than-significantimpacts related to scenicresources and no further review
isnecessary.

C. The ECR/C EIR concluded that implementation of the ECR/C Area Plan would have a beneficial impact on
the visual character of the Area Plan area. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.8-7) The Area Plan is aimed at improving the
existing aesthetic value of the Planning Area and calls for the development of a vibrant corridor that is
walkable and pedestrian-scaled. The Area Plan’s new construction development standards are an
integrated package of requirements for the street and building interface, land use, building height, and
building setbackswhich help minimize negative aestheticimpacts and ensure harmony with the scaleand
character of surrounding development. (/d.) The Area Plan establishes pedestrian oriented areas by
maximizing active frontages along key streets and open space connections, developing the area with an
overall characterand urban design scheme that promotes livability and sustain ability. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.8-
8) The CivicProject SEIR concludedthat the CivicProject wouldhave aless than significantimpact on visual
character. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.1-7.)

Implementation of the Projectis consistent with the Area Plan’s aestheticvisionforthe Project Site. The
Project would replace a vacant parcel with uses that would activate Mission Road, Centennial Way, and
ColmaCreek consistentwith the Area Plan’s goal to create awalkable, pedestrian-oriented area. This goal
also is supported by the Project’s proposed construction of significant pedestrian and streetscape
enhancementsalong El CaminoReal and Chestnut Area, as well as attractive and usable publiclyaccessible
open space amenities. The Project would be subject to the Area Plan’s design guidelines, which ensure
conformity withthe AreaPlan’s vision. The Project complieswith the Area Plan policies intendedto protect
scenicvistas, includingthe requirement for Design Review.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzed inthe ECR/C EIRs, it would notresultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to visual character compared to those analyzedin the ECR/CEIRs
in accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information
has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions.
Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to visual character and no
furtherreview is necessary.

d. The ECR/CEIR concluded thatimpacts of the original Area Planfrom construction and operation as a result
of lightand glare would be less than significant because the AreaPlan area is highly developedand has a
number of existing light sources. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.8-11) The Area Plan allows residential uses, which the
ECR/CEIR found may increase the amount of nighttime lighting. (/d.). However, the ECR/CEIR found that
compliance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, which contains general standards forlighting, including
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standards that control outdoor artificial light, would reduce potentiallysignificant long-termlight and glare
impactsto lessthan significantlevels (/d.).

The CivicProject SEIR also found that the CivicProject would resultin less than significantimpacts related
to lightand glare withimplementation of Area Plan policies. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.1-9.)

Proposed development on the vacant Project Site would increase nighttime lighting and glare.
Nonetheless, all new lightingwould be subject to the Zoning Code, which contains general standards for
lighting as well as standards that control outdoor artificial light. Implementation of existing Zoning and
AreaPlan standards would reduceimpacts from project nighttime lighting. In addition, to confirm that the
Project would not adversely affect the light received by neighboring uses, the applicant submitted a
Shadow Study prepared by BAR Architects on June 10, 2019, which demonstratesthatthere will be little
to no adverse shading effects to the adjacent properties as a result of the Project.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzedinthe ECR/C EIRs, it would notresultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to light or glare compared to those analyzed inthe ECR/C EIRs in
accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made available since certification of the ECR/CEIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore,
the Project would resultin less-than-significantimpacts related to light and glare and no furtherreviewis
necessary.

Itisalsonotedthatlllingworth & Rodkin considered potentialwind impactsinaletterreport dated August
22, 2019 (“Wind Report”). In summary, the Wind Report states that adverse wind issues for off-site
pedestrians are not expected since the project buildings do not exceed 100 feetin height. The proposed
project would consist of three buildings that would be up to 85 feet high. Further, several features are
included in the project that would lessen the channeling and downward acceleration of wind caused by
the buildings. The projectlandscaping planincludes existingand plannedtrees in strategicareas to reduce
wind flow The projectincludes articulated buildings that pose various angled obstructions towind.
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Il. AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY RESOURCES

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, greater
than identified in
the EIRs

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, consistent
with the EIRs

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

No Impact or Less
Than Significant
Impact, consistent
with the EIRs

ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY RESOURCES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources
Agency, to nonagriculturaluse?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

c¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forestland (as
defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could resultin
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of
forestland to non- forest use?
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a, b, e. As described in the ECR/CEIR, there are no agricultural resources in the Area Plan area, and therefore,
developmentin accordance with the Area Plan would have noimpact on any agricultural resources. (ECR/C
EIR, p.3.12-2.) The CivicProject SEIR confirmed that no changes have occurred inthe Area Plan areasince
the certification of the ECR/CEIR, and concluded that the Civic Project would continue to have noimpact
related to agricultural resources. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.0-2.)

The Project Site is a vacant lot located in an urbanized area and is not designated as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation.!! There are no
Williamson Act contracts covering the Project Site and the site is not zoned foragricultural uses.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzedinthe ECR/C EIRs, it would notresultin any
new or more significant impacts related to farmland compared to those analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs in
accordance with the criteriaunder Section 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made available since certification of the ECR/CEIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore,
the Projectwould resultin noimpacts related to agricultural resourcesand no further review is necessary.

¢, d, e. As described in the ECR/C EIR, there are no forestry resources in the Area Plan area, and therefore,
development in accordance with the Area Plan would have no impact on any forestry resources. (ECR/C
EIR, p.3.12-2.) The CivicProject SEIR confirmed that no changes have occurredinthe AreaPlan areasince
the certification of the ECR/CEIR, and concluded that the CivicProject would continue to have noimpact
related toforestry resources. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.0-2.)

The ProjectSite isavacantlotlocatedin an urbanizedareaandis not designated as forestland, timberland,
or zoned forforestland or timberland.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzed inthe ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any
new or more significant impacts related to forestland compared to those analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs in
accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made availablesince certification of the ECR/CEIRs that would change theirconclusions. Therefore,
the Project wouldresultin noimpacts related to forestland and no furtherreview is necessary.

11 California Department of Conservation, San Mateo County Important Farmland 2016, available at
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp /FMMP/pdf/2016/smt16.pdf (last accessed 9/18/18).
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Ill. AIR QUALITY

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater |Impact, Impact with Impact, consistent
than identified in | consistent with | Mitigation with the EIRs
the EIRs the EIRs Measures,

consistent with

the EIRs

AIR QUALITY. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would the

Project:

a) Conflict with or  obstruct X
implementation of the applicableair
quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable X

net increaseofany criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality

standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to X
substantial pollutant

concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as X
those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of
people?

a. The ECR/C EIR found that new development underthe Area Plan would be consistent with the 2010 Bay
Area Clean AreaPlan, inthat the projected Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) increase for the Area Plan area
islessthanthe projected populationincrease, and the Area Plan policies are consistent withthe air quality
plan control measuresinthe2010Bay AreaClean Area Plan.(ECR/CEIR, p. 3.2-17) The ECR/CEIR’s analysis
followed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) guidelines, which specify that plan-
level air qualityimpactis evaluated by determining the proposedplan’s VMT increase and comparingit to
the project populationincrease. The Area Planwould increase the City's population by 20.4 percent, while
VMT wouldincrease by approximately 16.6 percent. The ECR/CEIR also found that the City’s General Plan
policies conformedto the control strategiesincludedin the 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan and concluded
that impacts would be less than significant. (ECR/CEIR, pp. 3.2-18 to 24)

As notedinthe CivicProject SEIR, since the ECR/CEIR was prepared, BAAQMD has prepared anew Clean
AirPlan (the 2017 Clean AirPlan). The Civic Project SEIR foundthat the Area Plan would remain consistent
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with the 2017 Clean Air Plan because development planned forthe City, includinginthe AreaPlan area, is
consistent with the growth projections used by BAAQMD to developthe 2017 Clean Air Plan. (Civic Project
SEIR, p.3.2-21.)

The Projectis consistent with the land use designationsand development density presented in the General
Plan and Area Plan, and therefore would not cause the City to exceed the population or job growth
projections used to inform the air quality forecasts of the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The Project also supports
the primary goals in the 2017 Clean Air Plan, which, among other goals, aims to reduce Bay Area
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissionsand promote locating newdevelopment neartransit and pedestrianand
cycling opportunities. The Projectis atransit-oriented mixed-use development, and will improve the City’s
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructureto help encourage alternative modes of transportation. Accordingly,
the Project remains consistent with the Clean Air Plan, consistent with the conclusionsin the ECR/CEIR,
and, as such, would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of either of those plans.

b. The ECR/C EIR did not calculate whether development of the Area Plan area would violate air quality
standards during construction, but, as discussed above, did conclude that operation of development
permitted by the Area Plan area would be consistent with the goals and policiesof the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
The Clean Air Planis BAAQMD's strategy to reduce emissions and ambient concentrations of ozone, fine
particulate matter, toxicair contaminants, as well as greenhouse gases that contribute to climate change
and thus consistency with the Clean Air Planindicates that the Area Plan would notviolate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

The CivicProject SEIR calculated construction-related, operational, and cumulative emissions (Civic Project
SEIR, pp. 3.2-22-3.2-23). Accordingtothat document, all construction projectsin South San Francisco are
requiredtoimplement the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures (see Table AQ-1, below) as
a condition of project approval, making the measures generally applicable standards. With
implementation of the measures, the CivicCenter Project would conform to BAAQMD recommendations
related tofugitive dust emissions and all criteria pollutant emissions would remain below theirrespective
thresholds, with the exception of NOx. But implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2.2, which requires
all diesel-powered construction equipment comply with California Air Resource Board (CARB) regulations
(have Tier 3 engines or better) would reduce impacts to less than significant (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.2-23).
Operational emissions were less than significant without any mitigation. (/d.) The Civic Project SEIR also
concludedthatthe CivicProject would make aless than cumulatively considerable contribution to any air
quality violations because its project-level impacts were less than significant and air quality analysis is
inherently cumulative. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.2- 28.)

There have been no changes in circumstances since the preparation of the Civic Project SEIR. Like that
project, the Project would comply with General Plan Policy 7.3-1-3, which requires projects to incorporate
BAAQMD’s recommended BMPs during construction to ensure that the Project would not exceed the
significance threshold for construction projects. Compliance with these BMPs would be included as a
Condition of Approval and are listedin Table AQ-1 below. In addition, the Project would need to comply
with the generally applicable state requirement for construction equipmentto meet CARB’s Tier 3engine
requirements as well asthe BAAQMD regulations listed in Table AQ-2below. Inaddition, as noted in the
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Project’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment (the “Air Quality Assessment”)*?, the construction
activities in connection with the Project are considered to be less-than-significant by BAAQMD CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines if best management practices are implemented to reduce emissions.!®* The Air Quality
Assessment also found that the Project’s operational emissions would be less-than-significant.

TABLE AQ-1
BAAQMD BASIC AND ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION MEASURES

BAAQMD Basic Construction Mitigation Measures

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parkingareas, stagingareas, soil piles, graded areas,and unpaved access roads)
shall bewatered two times per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off siteshall becovered.

3. All visiblemud or dirttrack-outonto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers atleastonce per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

4. All vehiclespeeds on unpaved roads shall belimited to 15 miles per hour.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall becompleted as soon as possible. Building pads shall
be laidas soon as possibleafter gradingunless seeding or soil binders are used.

6. Idlingtimes shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idlingtimeto 5 minutes (as required by the Californiaairbornetoxics control measureTitle 13, Section 2485 of

California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access
points.

7. All construction equipment shall bemaintained and properly tuned inaccordancewith
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipmentshall be checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator.

8. Posta publicly visiblesign with the telephone number and person to contactatthe lead agencyregardingdust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. Theair district's phone number
shall also bevisibleto ensure compliancewith applicableregulations.

BAAQMD Additional Construction Mitigation Measures

1. All exposed surfaces shall bewatered at a frequency adequate to maintain minimumsoil moistureof 12 percent.
Moisture content can be verified by lab samples or moisture probe.

2. All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall besuspended when average wind speeds exceed
20 mph.

3. Windbreaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall beinstalled onthe windward side(s) of actively disturbed areas

of construction. Windbreaks should have at maximum 50 percent air porosity.

4. Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be plantedin disturbed areas as soon
as possibleand watered appropriately until vegetationis established.

5.The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction activities on thesame

area atany one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at
anyone time.

12 pyblicUtilities Commission Mixed-Use Development Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared by Illingworth &
Rodkin, Inc.,dated March 19, 2019.

13 Air Quality Assessment, p. 10-11.

Yd. atp. 12.
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6. All trucks and equipment, includingtheir tires, shall bewashed off prior to leaving the site.

7.Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall betreated with a 6-to 12-inch compacted
layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel.

8. Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall beinstalled to prevent siltrunoffto public roadways from
sites with a slopegreater than one percent.

9. Minimizingthe idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment to 2 minutes.

10. The project shall develop a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be
used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) would achieve a project wide
fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent PM reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet
average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model engines, low-emission diesel
products, alternativefuels, engineretrofittechnology, after-treatment products, add-on devices such as particulate
filters,and/or other options as such become available.

11. Uselow VOC (i.e., ROG) coatings beyond the local requirements (i.e., Regulation 8, Rule 3: Architectural
Coatings).

12. Requiringthatall construction equipment, diesel trucks,and generators be equipped with Best Available
Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM.

13. Requiringall contractors use equipment that meets CARB’s most recent certification standard (Tier 4) for off-
road heavy-duty diesel engines.

TABLE AQ-2
ADDITIONAL BAAQMD REGULATIONS

BAAQMD Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Requirements. The construction contractor shallimplementthe following
measures during demolition and construction to reduce TAC emissions:

Notify BAAQMD atleastten business days beforeany demolition activities. The purpose of the notification
process is toassurethat buildingsaredemolished in compliancewith procedures that assureasbestos is
not released into the environment.

Require surveys and removal of lead-based paints by licensed contractors certified in the handling
methods requisiteto protect the environment, public health,and safety.

BAAQMD Architectural Coating Requirement. The construction contractor shallimplement the following
measures to reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs):

Use paints and solvents with a VOC content of 100 grams per liter or less for interior and 150 grams per
liter or less for exterior surfaces.

BAAQMD Hearth Emissions.

Iffireplaces or wood burningstoves areinstalled in newresidential units, require cleaner-burning (e.g.,
natural gas or propane) USEPA-certified stoves andinserts.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, and the Air Quality
Assessment found that its impacts to construction and project level emissions would be less-than-
significant, the Project would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to cumulatively
considerable netincreases of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is in non-attainment
compared to those analyzed in those EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been
made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the
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Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to any net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the Projectregionisin non-attainmentand nofurtherreview is necessary.

C. The ECR/CEIR (p. 3.2-25) concluded that two permitted sources of toxicair contaminant (TAC) emissions
exist within the Area Plan area: a dry cleaner located at 1053 El Camino Real, and a stand-by diesel
generatorlocated at 1040 Old Mission Road, whichis a site owned by the County of San Mateo. As stated
in the ECR/C EIR, BAAQMD’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook recommends a 300-foot buffer around
dry cleaning operations, but the dry cleaneris required to phase out perchloroethylene operations by
2023, which would reduce healthrisks to aless than significant level. Projects proposed prior to the phase-
out will be required to complete asite-specificanalysis. The risks from the generator were considered de
minimus because it is less than 50 horsepower and operates only one day per week. The Area Plan area
did not have sufficient traffic volumes to pose a significant risk from mobile sources of air pollutants to
sensitivereceptors. Therefore, the ECR/CEIR concluded that development pursuant to the Area Plan would
have less thansignificantimpacts.

Consistent with the ECR/CEIR, the Civic Project SEIR concluded that the Civic Project would have less than
significant impacts related to TACs. (Civic Project SEIR, pp. 3.2-24-3.2-25.) Regarding construction TAGs,
the CivicProject SEIR found thatthe use of TAC sources (diesel-powered equipment) would be temporary
and episodic, reduced by compliance with BAAQMD'’s regulations and California regulations limiting the
idling of vehicles, and that diesel fumes disperse rapidly over relatively short distances. For these reasons,
construction emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial amounts of air toxins. The Civic
Project SEIR also concluded that the project’s operational emissions would not create significant TAC
impacts because the proposed use would notinclude any stationary sources.

The Air Quality Assessment found that the Project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect
to community risk caused by project construction activities based on the combined cancer risk
concentrations and hazard risk valuesprojected.’® It alsofound that community risk impacts from combined
sources upon the Project site would be considered a less-than-significant impact.'® Lastly, the Air Quality
Assessment noted that the operation of the Project is not expected to be source of TAC or localized air
pollutantemissions because it would not generate substantial truck trafficorinclude stationary sources of
emissions.'” In addition to the foregoing, the Project would be subject to the same BAAQMD and state
regulations discussed inthe ECR/CEIRs.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, and the Air Quality
Assessment found that its impacts relating to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations would be less-than-significant, the Project would not resultin any new or more significant
impacts related to such exposure compared to those analyzedin those EIRs. No changeshave occurred and

5 d. at p. 20-21.
6 1d.atp.17.
7 Id.atp.14.
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no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin less-than-significantimpacts relating to the exposure of
sensitivereceptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and no furtherreview is necessary.

d. The ECR/C EIRs (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.2-27; Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.2-26) identifies BAAQMD- recommended
screeningdistances forknownodor-emitting sources,and determines that none of themare located within
the Area Plan area, or within a one-mile distance. New industrial uses are not permitted in the Area Plan
area. The ECR/C EIRs thus conclude that development consistent with the Area Plan would not result in
significantimpacts related to odor. There have been no changesin circumstances related to emissions, such
as those leadingto odors, since preparation of the ECR/CEIRs.

The Project does not propose uses typically associated with objectionable odors, such as wastewater
treatment plants, sanitary landfills, food processing facilities, chemical manufacturing plants, rendering
plants, paint/coatingoperations, asphalt batch plants, agricultural feedlots, and dairies. Instead the Project
would consist of commercial and residential uses. The Project may contain a café or restaurant, but would
not contain usesthat would cause objectionable odors. As part of standard project review, equipment used
for outdoor food preparation (courtyard) and the outdoor fireplace (courtyard) would be subject to City
approval for safety and odor control. The Project will also be required to comply with zoning standards
related to odors. Furthermore, the Project will accommodate refuse and recyclingin an enclosed trash
rooms at the streetlevel lower/street level of the garage fed by trash chutes. Refuse and recycling pick-up
would be provided by alocal waste service provider (South San Francisco Scavenger) and would occurona
weekly basis.

As discussedinthe CivicProject SEIR, Project odors generated during construction would be intermittent,
temporary, and would disperse rapidly with distance from the source, and therefore construction-related
odors would not result in the frequent exposure of a substantial number of individuals to objectionable
odors. The Project is required to comply with BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3, Architectural Coatings, and
Rule 15, Emulsified Asphalt, which establish volatile organic compound (VOC) content limits for these
construction materials. VOCs are the main sources of odors from these sources.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/CEIRs, the Project would not result
inany new or more significantimpacts related to emissions, including those leading to odors, compared to
those analyzedinthose EIRs in accordance with thecriteria under Section 15162. No changes have occurred
and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change
theirconclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin less-than-significant impacts relating to emissions,
includingthose leadingto odors and no furtherreview is necessary.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Significant and | Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater | Impact, consistent | |mpact with Impact, consistent
than identified | with the EIRs Mitigation with the EIRs
in the EIRs Measures,

consistent with

the EIRs

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C
EIRs, would the Project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fishand Wildlifeor U.S.
Fishand Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect
on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and
Wildlifeor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect
on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct X
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with

X
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlifenursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological X

resources,such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or X
other approved local, regional, or state
habitatconservation plan?

a. The ECR/C EIR did not find any impacts to special-status species withinthe Area Plan area. (ECR/CEIR, pp. 3.12-9
to 10.) Three special-status species were analyzed for the potential to occur in the Area Plan area: San
Francisco garter snake, Alameda song sparrow, and congested-headed hayfield tarplant. The analysis
concluded that there were no wetlands, coastal resources, or other habitats within the Area Plan area
suitable to supportthose species, and there have been no reported occurrences of those specieswithin the
AreaPlanarea.(/d.)

The CivicProject SEIR performed subsequent analysis of the area within 1 mile of the CivicProjectsite, an
area which includesthe Project Site. (Civic Project SEIR, pp. 3.3-11 to 13.) This subsequent analysis showed
that the area remained, “fairly consistent with the conditions analyzedinthe [ECR/C] EIR,” and therefore,
“the three species discussedin the [ECR/C] EIR still do not have the potential to occur on the projectsite.”
(Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.3-15.) However, the Civic Project SEIR concludes that, “the disturbed habitat and
large trees on the [CivicProject] site may provide suitable habitat for nesting raptors, migratory birds, and
special-status bats.” (/d.) As such, the Civic Project SEIR provides Mitigation Measures 3.3.1a-f, which
require certain protections of these resources applicable during the construction phase of that project.
(CivicProjectSEIR, pp. 3.3-15 to 16.) With implementation of these mitigation measures, the CivicProject
SEIR found impacts related to special-status species to be less than significant. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.3-
15.)

While the Project Site is the only area withinthe ECR/C AreaPlan area that is not paved, it was previously
developed as a driving range with a structure. (ECR/C EIR, 3.12-4.) Further, although Colma Creek bisects
the Project Site, it is completely channelized and lined with concrete sides, with no aquatic vegetation
present. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.3-15.) Therefore, Colma Creekin thisareais not suitableto support spedial-
statusaquaticspecies. (/d.) To the extent that the Project Site contains the potential habitat subject to Civic
Project SEIR Mitigation 3.3.1a-f, it will incorporate those measures in order to minimize any potentially
significant impact to special-status species. See the ECR/C EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR,
construction of the Project and related improvements would not result in any new or more significant
impacts related to special-statusspecies located on land orin Colma Creek compared to those analyzed in
the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since
certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result
in less-than-significantimpacts related to special-status species and no furtherreview isnecessary.

b,c. TheECR/CEIR did notidentify any riparian habitats or other natural communities or wetlands or Waters of
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the United States in the Area Plan area. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.12-10.) The Civic Project SEIR confirms that the
conditionsonthe Civic Project site have not changed since the ECR/C EIR analysis and concludes that that
projectwould have noimpacts related to such habitats. (CivicProject SEIR, pp. 3.3-16, 17.)

Similarly, the conditions on the Project Site have not changed since the ECR/C EIR and Civic Project SEIR
analysis.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to riparian habitats or other natural communities or wetlands or
Waters of the United States compared to those analyzed in the ECR/CEIR. No changes have occurred and
no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change its
conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR. Therefore, the Project would resultin no impacts
related to such resources and no furtherreview is necessary.

d. The ECR/C EIR analysis showed that the Area Plan areawas highlyurbanized, was notlocated in a migratory
corridor, and would not interfere with any wildlife migration routes. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.12-10.) As such, the
ECR/CEIR concludes thatthe implementation of the ECR/C Area Plan would resultin noimpacts related to
wildlife movements and nursery sites. (/d.) According to the Civic Project SEIR, site conditions have not
changedsince the ECR/C EIR analysis was performed with regard to wildlife movements and nursery sites.
(CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.3-17.) The CivicProject SEIR concludes that that project would resultin no impacts
related to wildlife movement. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.3-18.)

Available data on movement corridors and linkages for the Project Site was accessed via the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”) Biogeographic Information and Observation System (“BIOS”)
Viewer.® Datareviewed includes the MissingLinkages in California [ds420] layer, the Essential Connectivity
Areas - California Essential Habitat Connectivity (CEHC) [ds620]layer, the Interstate Connections - Califomnia
Essential Habitat Connectivity (CEHC) [ds619] layer, the Potential Riparian Connections - CEHC [ds622] layer,
Linkage Design for the California Bay Area Linkage Network [ds852] layer, the Landscape Blocks for the
California Bay Area Linkage Network [ds853] layer, and the Natural Areas Small- California Essential Habitat
Connectivity (CEHC) [ds1073] layer.'® The Project Siteis not located within an identified corridor. In addition,
the Project Site is urbanized, does not provide suitable movement opportunities, and is surrounded by
additional urban land uses. Construction and development associated with implementation of the Project
would not occur within an area containing habitat or wildlife corridors that supportsbiological resources.

Nevertheless, landscaping vegetation, including within the Project Site, could provide potential nesting
habitat for migrating birds. If Project vegetation removal were to occur during the February 1 through
August 31 bird nesting period, construction would be required to comply with generally applicable
regulationsinthe California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503, 3513, or 3800), which would protect nesting
birds from construction disturbances; compliance is required as a standard condition of approval.

18 CDFW, BIOS Viewer, https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?bookmark=648 (last accessed 9/18/18).
19 https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?bookmark=648 (last accessed 9/18.18).
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Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to wildlife movements and nursery sites compared to those
analyzed in the ECR/C EIR. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available
since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change its conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project
SEIR. Therefore, the Project would result in no impacts related to wildlife movements and nursery sites
and no furtherreview is necessary.

e. The ECR/C EIR analysisidentified that new development would be subject to City Municipal Code, Chapter
13.30 (“Tree Preservation Ordinance”), and concluded the implementation of the Area Plan would not
change nor conflict with the Tree Preservation Ordinance. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-10.) The ECR/CEIR also found
that the Area Plan area is not located within the area subject to the San Bruno Mountain Habitat
Conservation. (/d.) The ECR/C EIR concludes that the implementation of the Area Plan would result in no
impacts related to conflicts with local regulations protecting biological resources. (/d.) The Civic Project SEIR
also concludes that the Civic Project would result in less than significant impacts related to conflicts with
local regulations protecting biological resources, including tree preservation ordinances and habitat
conservation plans. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.3-18.)

To the extent the Project involves removal or pruning of protected trees, it will comply with the Tree
Preservation Ordinance, including obtaining a permit for any tree removals or alterations of protected trees.
Compliance with the Tree Preservation Ordinance would be required as a condition of approval for the
Project. The Projectis notsubject to any habitat conservation plan and would not conflict with General Plan
policies regarding natural resources.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to conflicts with local regulations protecting biological resources,
compared to those analyzed in the ECR/C EIR in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162. No
changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIR that would change its conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR. Therefore, the Project would
result in less-than-significant impacts related to conflicts with local regulations protecting biological
resourcesand no furtherreviewis necessary.

f. As disclosed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, there is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
planapplicable tothe AreaPlan area. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-10; CivicProjectSEIR, pp. 3.3-18, 19.) Therefore,
these EIRs conclude that the respective projects would resultin no impacts related to conservation plans.
(Id.)

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/CEIR, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to any conservation plan, compared to those analyzed in the
ECR/C EIR in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162. No changes have occurred and no new
information has been made available since certification of the ECR/CEIR that would changeits conclusions,
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as confirmed by the CivicProject SEIR. Therefore, the Project would resultin noimpacts related to any
conservation plans and nofurtherreview is necessary.
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V. CULTURAL and TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Impact |Than Significant
Impact, greater Impact, consistent (with Mitigation Impact, consistent
than identified in |with the EIRs Measures, with the EIRs
the EIRs consistent with

the EIRs

CULTURAL and TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented
in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a) Would the project cause a
substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in
PublicResources Code § 21074
as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is
geographically defined interms
of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American
tribe, and thatis:

i) Listed or eligible forlistingin
the California Register of X
Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical
resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or
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ii) A resource determined by
the lead agency, in its X
discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code §
5024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of
PublicResource Code § 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource
to a California Native American
tribe.

a. The ECR/C EIR identified one recorded historicresource withinthe AreaPlan area, however, the resource
has since been demolished. (ECR/C EIR, pp. 3.14-12.) The ECR/C EIR also identified seven unrecorded
propertiesinand aroundthe Area Plan areathat meetthe State Office of HistoricPreservation’s minimum
age standard that buildings, structures, and objects 45 years or older may be of historical value. However,
inaddition to age, these unrecordedbuildings would have to possess architecturally significantelements or
integrityin orderto be eligible to be determined for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR). (/d.) The 1985-1986 South San Francisco Historic Preservation Survey does not identify any local
historic resources within the Area Plan area. (ECR/C EIR, pp. 3.14-13.) The ECR/C EIR concluded that
compliance with federal, state, and local laws would reduce potential impacts on historicresourcesto less
than significant. (/d.) A new search was conducted in connection with the Civic Project SEIR to determine
whetherany resourcesare located within one-quarter mile of the Civic Project site. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.4-
11.) Eight potentially historic resources were identified, none of which however were located within the
Civic Project site. As such, the Civic Project SEIR concluded that that project would result in less than
significantimpacts related to historicresources.

The ProjectSite is partially located within the area studied by the CivicProject SEIR. The CivicProject SEIR
considered resources within one-quarter mile of the CivicProjectsite. (CivicProject SEIR, Table 3.4-1) The
PUC ProjectSite isdirectly adjacentto the CivicProjectsite and thus within the area subject to analysisin
the Civic Project SEIR. The Project Site was not identified as a potentially historic resources. Further, the
Project Site isvacant and thus contains no historicresources.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to historicresources compared to those analyzed in the ECR/CEIR
in accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information
has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change its conclusions, as
confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts
related to historicresources and no furtherreview is necessary.
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The ECR/CEIR found one Native American archaeological resource withinthe Area Plan area, but evaluation
of the resource revealed that the site had been destroyed. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.4-13.) The ECR/C EIR also found
a sensitivity for historicarchaeological materials withinthe AreaPlan area, sinceitincludesthe former edge
of marshlands, and that there may be potential for construction activities in the Area Plan area to impact
prehistorical archaeological resources. (/d.) The ECR/CEIR outlines state regulations that provide guidance
on the steps that must be taken if significant resources are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities
associated with construction. Specifically, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f), if potentially
significant cultural resources are discovered, work would stop in that area until a qualified archaeologist
can assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures in
consultation with the City and other appropriate agencies and interested parties. If the archaeologist
determinesthatthe find does not meetthe CEQA standards of significance, construction may proceed. On
the otherhand, if the archaeologist determines that furtherinformationis needed to evaluate significance,
Department of Economic and Community Development staff would be notified and a data recovery plan
would be prepared. In addition, General Plan Policy 7.5-1-5requires the preparation of aresource mitigation
plan and monitoring program by a qualified archaeologist in the event archaeological resources are
uncovered. Based on required compliance with state law and General Plan Policy 7.5-1-5, the ECR/C EIR
concluded thatimpacts from development within the AreaPlan area on archeological resources would be
lessthansignificant. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.4-13.)

The Civic Project SEIR identified two archaeological Native American sites within one-quarter mile of the
CivicProjectsite.Those resources consisted of ashell midden site (thatis, “completely disturbed by landfill,
planting of exoticspecies, and urbanization”) and a past habitation site (that was excavated and recorded
in 2000). (Civic Project SEIR, Cultural Resources Appendix, p. 2.) The Civic Project SEIR found that due to
that project site’s location near Colma Creek and the location of two identified archaeological resources
nearthe site, project construction had the potentialto impact unidentified archaeological resources during
ground disturbance, and concluded that potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant with
the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4.2a-c, which are consistent with state regulations of
archaeological resources and with standard archaeological mitigation measures applicable to unexpected
occurrences of potential archaeological resources. (Civic Project SEIR, pp. 3.4-11 to 12.)

The Project site is located within the one-quarter mile of the Civic Project site, and thus within the area
subjectto additional analysis underthe Civic Project SEIR. The Project Site was notidentified in that study
as containingan archaeological resource.

The Project involves excavation of previously-undisturbed earth. As such, the Project proposes that
compliance with Mitigations Measures 3.4.2a-c of the CivicProject SEIR, which are consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(f), be required as a condition of approval for the Project to prevent significant
impacts related to potentially undiscovered archeological resources. See the ECR/C EIR Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. The Project wouldalso comply withand applicable General PlanPolicy
7.5-1-5, which requires the preparation of a resource mitigation plan and monitoring program by a
gualified archaeologistinthe eventthatarchaeological resources are uncovered.
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Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to archaeological resources compared to those analyzed in the
ECR/C EIR. The Project will incorporate Civic Project SEIR Mitigation Measures 3.4.2a-c in the event
undiscoveredarchaeological resources are discovered. No changes have occurred and no newinformation
has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change its conclusions, as
confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts
related to archaeological resourcesand nofurtherreviewis necessary.

The ECR/C EIR concluded that developmentinthe AreaPlan area would not cause a potentially significant
impact to any known or unknown cemeteries or human remains in the project vicinity (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.4-
14). There are no known cemeteriesinthe AreaPlan area. As noted inthe ECR/C EIR, should any unknown
human remains be found during development of the Area Plan area, the developerwould have to comply
with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, which requires that no further disturbances shall
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition of the
remains pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, which outlines the Native American
Heritage Commission notification process and the required procedures if the County Coroner determines
the human remains to be Native American. (/d.) The Civic Project SEIR also concluded that because
compliance with state law concerning the discovery and disposition of human remainsis required, project
construction wouldresultinalessthansignificantimpacts. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.4-13.)

The Project would similarly be subject to the above-described state law relating to the discovery and
disposition of humanremains.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to discovery and disposition of human remains comparedto those
analyzed in the ECR/C EIR. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available
since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would change its conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project
SEIR. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to discovery and
disposition of human remains and no furtherreview is necessary.
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VI. ENERGY

Significant and | Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater | Impact, consistent |Impact with Impact, consistent
than identified | with the EIRs Mitigation with the EIRs
in the EIRs Measures,

consistent with

the EIRs

ENERGY. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would the
Project:

a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project X
construction or operation?

b) Conflictwith or obstruct a stateor
local planforrenewable energy or energy
efficiency? X
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d.

Energy use for the Project would be required to comply with the Area Plan and would be moderated by the

application of State regulations. The Project would have to adhere California's Energy Efficiency Standards
for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24, Part 6) and CALgreen Code (Title 24, Part 11), which
outlinesimprovedsite planningand building design as well as energy conservation measures, ensuring that
energy use will not be wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary. In addition, State regulations such as AB 1493
Pavley and SB 1078 Renewable Portfolio Standard will further ensure that energy use will not be wasteful,
inefficientand unnecessary. In addition, the Projectis situated in transit-oriented development area, within
one half mile of multiple transit stations, including the South San Francisco BART station. Therefore, the
Project would result in less than significant impacts related to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation and no further review is
necessary.

In 2002, California established its Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, with the goal of increasing the
percentage of renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix to 20 percent of retail sales by 2017. In
November 2008, Executive Order S-14-08 was signed requiring all retail sellers of electricity to serve 33
percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020. In 2015, Senate Bill 350 codifies the requirement for
renewables portfolio standard to achieve 50 percent renewable by 2030, and in 2018, Senate Bill 100requires
60 percent renewable by 2030 and 100 percent by 2045.2° As discussed above, the Project would comply
with the energy efficiency requirements of the Area Plan as well as state and local building codes and would
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of city and State plans for renewable energy and energy
efficiency. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to the wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation and

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater | Impact, Impact with Significant
than identified consistent with Mitigation Impact,
in the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with | the EIRs
the EIRs

GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly causepotential
substantial adverse effects,
includingtheriskof loss,injury, or
death involving:

20 california Energy Commission, California Renewable Energy Overview and Programs. Availableat:

https://www.energy.ca.gov/renewables/. AccessedJune 3, 2019.
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i) Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division
of Mines and Geology Special
Publication42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
includingliquefaction?

iv) Landslides? X

b) Resultinsubstantialsoil erosionor
the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unitor sail
that is unstable, or that would
become unstableas a resultofthe
project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or
indirectrisks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supportingthe use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater X
disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?
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f) Directly orindirectlydestroy a unique
paleontologicalresourceorsiteor
unique geologic feature? X
a. (i) The ECR/CEIR found that the Area Plan would have a less than significant impact due to fault rupture

because of the lack of active faultsinthe AreaPlan area. The San Andreas Fault, located approximatelytwo
miles west of the AreaPlan area, is the nearest active fault. Because ground rupture generally only occurs
at the location of afault, and no active faults are knownto traverse the ECR/Carea, the development would
not be subjectto a substantial risk of surface fault ruptures. The ECR/CEIR also indicated thatany projects
in the planning area would implement the California Building Code and Chapters 19.40 and 20.170 of the
South San Francisco Municipal Code. Chapter 19.40 requiresapreliminary soilsreport as part of the City’s
standard subdivisionprocedures. Chapter 20.170 requires all areas identified as seismic and geologic hazard
areas in the City’s General Planto prepare a soils and geologicreport prior to construction. (ECR/CEIR, p.
3.10-8).

The Civic Project SEIR concluded that because the project would be required to comply with the building
standards in the California Building Code (contained in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations), the
projectwould have aless than significantimpact due to fault rupture. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.5-7.)

The Project, being within the ECR/C Area Plan area, is not on an active fault and would comply with the
California Building Code and Chapters 19.40 and 20.170 of the South San Francisco Municipal Code. In
addition, a Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation and Limited Environmental Sampling and Analysis was
performed forthe ProjectSite by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. on May 1, 2019 (the
“Geotechnical Evaluation”). The Geotechnical Evaluation did not highlight any concerns or considerations
with respect to seismic risk and concluded that, from a geotechnical standpoint, the Project site could be
developed as planned.?!

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to fault rupture compared to those analyzed in those EIRs. No
changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project wouldresultin less than significantimpacts
relatedtofaultrupture and nofurtherreview is necessary.

at least one major earthquake during their functional lifetime. Building codes and construction standards
established by the CaliforniaBuilding Code and contained in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
would protect against building collapse and majorinjury. Additionally, the ECR/CEIR found that the Area

21 Geotechnical Evaluation, p. 10.
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Plan area has a high liquefaction potential. Liquefaction-induced ground failure can result in damage to
underground utilities, shallow foundations, and paved areas. The ECR/C EIR noted that all projects in the
AreaPlanareawould needto comply with the California Building Code as well as Chapters 15.08 and 19.40
of the City’s Municipal Code. Chapter 15.08 adopts and amends the California Building Code. Chapter 19.40
requires apreliminarysoils report using the City’s standard subdivision procedure. The ECR/C EIR concluded
that compliance with California Building Code and requirements in Chapters 15.08 and 19.40 of the
Municipal Code would reduce seismic-relatedground shaking and liquefactionto lessthan significant levels.
(ECR/CEIR, pp. 3.10-8 t03.10-9)

The Civic Project SEIR also noted that the area is susceptible to seismic activity and susceptible to
liguefaction, and development would be required to comply with the California Building Code and the
Municipal Code. Nevertheless, the Civic Project SEIR concluded that there could be potentially significant
impacts that would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.2,
which requires the City to prepare a site-specific geotechnical report for the Civic Project site prior to
construction. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.5-7 to 3.5-8.)

The Project would be required to comply with the California Building Code and City Municipal Code, and
thus would prepare a site-specific geotechnical report in accordance with Municipal Code Chapter 19.40.
The Project additionally proposescompliance with Civic Project SEIR Mitigations Measure 3.5.2 be required
as a condition of approval for the Project to preventsignificantimpacts related to potential ground failure,
including liquefaction. See the ECR/C EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to potential ground failure, including liquefaction, compared to
those analyzedinthose EIRs in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162. No changes have occurred
and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change
their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to potential
ground failure, including liquefaction and no furtherreview is necessary.

(iv.) The ECR/C EIR stated that the AreaPlan area is "flatland” and potential slope hazards related to slope
instability are minimal. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.10-2.) The Civic Project SEIR came to the same conclusion. (Civic
ProjectSEIR, p.3.5-1.) The Projectsite, beinglocated in the AreaPlan areais “flatland.” Because the Project
isconsistent with that which is analyzed inthe ECR/CEIRs, it would not resultin any new or more significant
impacts related to landslides compared to thoseanalyzedin those EIRs in accordance with the criteria under
Section 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since
certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin
less than significantimpacts related to landslides and no further reviewis necessary.

b. The ECR/CEIR evaluated whetherthere is significant risk of developmentin the Area Plan area resultingin
substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. The ECR/C EIR outlines policies required in the City’s Municipal
Code that require site-specific soil analysis and requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit, which requires the preparation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) to minimize the discharge of pollutants, includingsilt and sediment,
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during construction. The ECR/CEIR determined that mandatory compliance with the City’s Municipal Code
and NPDES General ConstructionPermit requirementswould reduceimpacts from developmentin the Area
Plan area due to soil erosion to less than significant levels. (ECR/CEIR, pp. 3.10-9-3.10-10.)

The Civic Project SEIR noted that development would disturb soil, but would be subject to the State’s
General Construction Permitand would be required to prepare an SWPPP. As the CivicProject SEIR noted,
SWPPPs provide a schedule for the implementation and maintenance of erosion control measures and a
description of erosion control practices, including appropriate design details and a time schedule.
Additionally, Municipal Code Chapter 15.08 requires development projects to obtain grading permits from
the City Engineer priorto excavation, grading, filling, clearing, or erosion control measures. The Civic Project
SEIR concluded that compliance withapplicablelaws and regulations, including the requirement to prepare
a soils report and a SWPPP that would include measures to control erosion during construction would
prevent construction from havingasignificantimpact on soil erosion and loss of topsoil. (Civic Project SEIR,
pp.3.5-8 t0 3.5-9.)

The Project would remove the topsoil for the portion of the Project Site that would be excavated for the
underground parking garage and also move soil around during other ground-disturbing activities. As
discussedinthe ECR/CEIRs, the Project must comply with City Municipal Code provisions that require site-
specificsoils analysesand with the NPDES General Construction Permit, which requires the implementation
of an SWPPP that would include measures to control erosion and effectively manage runoff and retain
sedimenton-site during construction.

Because the Projectis consistent withthat whichisanalyzed in the ECR/CEIRs, it would not resultin any new
or more significantimpacts related to soil erosion and top soil removal compared to those analyzed in those
EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the
ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant
impacts related to soil erosion and top soil removal and no furtherreview is necessary.

c., d. As described in the ECR/C EIR, due to the variability of soils in the planning area, it is possible that future
development could be subject to soil expansion and settlement. The ECR/C EIR outlines provisions in the
South San Francisco Municipal Code for development that require the preparation of a site-specific soil
report as a way of reducing hazards related to expansive or unstable soils. The ECR/C EIR concluded that
compliance with the City’s Municipal Code wouldreduce impacts to aless thansignificantlevel. (ECR/CEIR,
pp. 3.10-9-3.10-10.)

The CivicProject SEIR noted that the site there isnotin an areawhere landslides have historicallyoccurred
and isrelatively flat. Thatdocument noted that the areawhere the CivicProject wouldbe located is known
to have a high shrink-swell potential and the potential for soil settlement and has potential for unstable
soils. The Civic Project SEIR found that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.2, which requires the
preparation of a geotechnical report and requires that any recommended building techniques be
implementedin the project’s construction plans, wouldreduce impacts to aless than significant level. (Civic
ProjectSEIR, p. 3.5-9.)
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Being adjacent, the Project isin an area that has soils similar to the Civic Project site. The Project must
comply with City Municipal Code provisions that require site-specific soils analyses and with the NPDES
General Construction Permit, which requires the implementation of an SWPPP. The Project additionally
proposes compliance with Civic Project SEIR Mitigations Measure 3.5.2 be required as a condition of
approval for the Project. A Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation and Limited Environmental Sampling and
Analysis was prepared by Langan on May 1, 2019 (“Geotechnical Evaluation”). The Geotechnical Evaluation
determined that the threat of lateral spreading on the Project Siteis low and that multiple layers withinthe
Stream Deposits at each of the exploration points were susceptible to liquefaction and associated
liquefaction-induced settlements.?2 Project construction also would not cause soil to become unstable or
exacerbate the risk of landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Accordingly, the
Project would have no new or more significant impacts than disclosed in the ECR/C EIRs and no new
mitigationisrequired. See the ECR/C EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Because the Projectis consistent withthat whichisanalyzed inthe ECR/CEIRs, it would not resultin any new
or more significantimpactsrelated to unstable and expansive soils compared to those analyzedin those EIRs
inaccordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made availablesince certification of the ECR/CEIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the
Project would result in less than significant impacts related to unstable and expansive soils and no further
review is necessary.

e. The ECR/C EIR did not evaluate Area Plan impacts from soilsincapable of adequately supporting the use of
septictanks because the developmentinthe AreaPlan will be served by the City’smunicipal sewer system,
and all future projects would be connected to this system. As such, the Area Plan was found to have no
impact withrespectto use of septictanks.

The Project would not use septictanks becauseit wouldbe connected to the City’smunicipal sewer system,
which has adequate capacity to serve the Project. Because the Project is consistent with that whichis
analyzedinthe ECR/CEIRs, it would notresultinany new or more significantimpacts related to the use of
septictanks compared to those analyzedinthose EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information
has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions.
Therefore, the Project would resultin noimpacts related to the use of septictanks and no furtherreviewis
necessary.

f. The Area Plan notes thatthe University of California Museum of Paleontologyhas indicatedthat at least one
locality where fossils have been foundis located in the City, but it has not provided the exact location of
where the Equus fossil was found in South San Francisco. (ECR/CEIR p. 3.4-3). It also notes, however, that
the lithology of the fossil is identified as mudstone which is located in areas near the Bay and in the San
Bruno Mountains (not near the Planning Area). (ECR/C EIR p. 3.4-3). It further notes that, due to the built
out nature of the Planning Area, itis unlikely that the locality of thefossil isin the PlanningArea. (ECR/CEIR
p. 3.4-3). Because itis unlikely that there are unique paleontological resources in the Planning Area, it is
alsounlikely thatthere are unique paleontological resourcesin the Project area. Therefore, the Project

22 Geotechnical Evaluation, p. 8-9.
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wouldresultin noimpacts related to unique paleontological resources and no furtherreview is necessary.
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Viil. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater Impact, Impact with Significant
than identified consistent with Mitigation Impact,
in the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with the EIRs
the EIRs

EIRs, would the Project:

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,

the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

either directly or indirectly, that X
may have a significantimpacton
the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for X

To determineif the Area Plan would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that may have a significant
impact on the environment, the ECR/C EIR examined (1) whether implementation of the Area Plan would
decrease GHG emissions by 2020 and 2030 from the City’s 2005 baseline inventory (“Analysis 1”) and (2)
comply with BAAQMD'’s project-level service population threshold, which is 4.6 metrictons (MT) CO2e per
year per service population, where service population is residents and employees (“Analysis 2”). With
respectto Analysis 1and Analysis 2, baseline inventory emissions were 604,988 MT and 9.8 MT per capita.
Analysis 1 accounted forthe following state and local programs: Renewable Portfolios Standard, assuming
energy providers will achieve a 26 percent renewable portfolio by 2020; Low-Carbon Fuel Standard,
assuming a 6.6 percent reduction in emissions from the City’s transportation sector compared to 2005;
Pavley Phase 1and 2, assuming a 14 percent reduction in emissions from the City’s transportation sector
compared to 2005; and the City’s Construction and Waste Ordinance, assuming that emissions from
construction and demolition wasteswould stay constant through 2030. In addition, Analysis 1and Analysis
2 accounted for the following Area Plan measures that would reduce GHG emissions: local serving retail
within half-mile of a project, and 100 percentincrease inthe diversity of land uses, design, and density; a
15 percent reduction from 2005 levels was applied to the GHG emissions generated from City’s
transportation sector. Under Analysis 1, the ECR/C EIR concluded that the Area Plan would decrease
emissions from the baseline inventory, with 2020 emissions falling to 566,541 MT and 7.3 MT per capita.
But 2030 emissions would rise to 639,511 MT, although per capita emissions, at 8.3 MT would be less than
the baseline inventory. Under Analysis 2, the ECR/CEIR showed that Area Plan emissionsin both 2020 and
2030 would be 4.6 MT CO2e per year per service population. The ECR/C EIR concluded that even though
total emissions wouldincreasesslightly by 2030from baseline conditions, because emissions associated with
the Area Plan would notexceed BAAQMD's service population threshold, emissions were less than
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cumulatively considerable.

The CivicProject SEIRdid not recalculate emissions for the entire AreaPlanarea. Asnoted in that EIR, there
have been a few regulatory changes since publication of the ECR/C EIR. First, the City adopted a Climate
Action Plan (CAP), which includes goals, policies, and programs to reduce GHG emissions, adapt to climate
change, and support the goals of AB 32 and SB 375. In addition, the state has enacted Senate Bill (SB) 32,
which codified the goal to reduce GHG emissions 40 percent by 2030 first articulated in Executive Order B-
30-15. SB 32 statesthat the intentisforthe legislature and appropriate agencies to adopt complementary
policies that ensure the long-term emissions reductions advance specified criteria. CARB has updated the
state Scoping Planto reflectthe requirements of SB 32. The state also enacted SB 350, which updates the
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to require the amount of electricity generated and sold by utilities to
retail customers per year from eligible renewable energy resources to be increased to 50 percent by
December 31, 2030. That bill also made other revisions to the RPS program and to certain other
requirements on publicutilities and publicly owned electric utilities. Additionally, the state amended Title
24 to require more energy efficiency from new development. Finally, the Association of Bay Area
Governments (“ABAG”) adopted an updated Sustainable Communities Strategy (“SCS”)/Regional
Transportation Plan (“RTP”) (known as Plan Bay Area). These regulatory changes will help the state and the
City continue to decrease GHG emissions and therefore do not resultin any newor more significantimpacts
than accounted forin the ECR/C EIR analysis.

The Project implements the Area Plan and this is within the scope of development analyzed in the ECR/C
EIR. For thisreason, the Project would not resultin new or more significantimpacts than discussedinthe
ECR/CEIR and no new mitigation is required. In addition, the Air Quality Assessmentfound theannual GHG
emissionsresulting from operationof the Project were predicted to be 5,375 MT of CO2e for the year 2030
and the service population emissions forthe year 2030 would be 2.3.23 The Air Quality Assessment went on
to note that “[t]he 2030 emissions increase does exceed the 2030 bright-line threshold of 660 MT
CO2e/year but does not exceed the 2030 service population emissions ‘Substantial Progress’ efficiency
metricof 2.8 MT CO2e/year/service population. To be considered significant, the project must exceed both
the GHG significance threshold in metric tons per year and the service population significance threshold.
This project does not exceed both thresholds.”?* As such, the Assessment finds, the Project would have a
less-than-significantimpact regarding GHG emissions.?®

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, and the Air Quality
Assessment found thatitsimpacts to GHG emissions would be less-than-significant, the Project would not
resultinany new or more significantimpacts relatedto GHG emissions comparedto those analyzed in the
EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the
ECR/CEIRs that would change theirconclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-significant
impacts related to GHG emissions and no furtherreviewis necessary.

23 Air Quality Assessment, p. 27.

24 d,
25 d.
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b. The ECR/C EIR noted that in 2011, the City did not have a CAP, but was workingto develop one. Therefore
the ECR/CEIR analyzed the AreaPlan’sconsistency withAB 32 and Bay Area 2010 Clean AirPlan. The ECR/C
EIR concluded thatthe AreaPlan would not conflict with AB 32 or the Clean Air Plan. Regarding AB 32, the
ECR/CEIR found that the City’s GHG emissions will be reduced to below current levels as a result of State
mandates and furtherreduced as a result of implementing the Area Plan and that these reductions would
assist Californiain achievingits reduction goal. Regarding the Clean Air Plan, the ECR/C EIR found that the
Area Plan and the City’s General Plan policies conform to the control strategies included in the Bay Area
2010 Clean AirPlan andtherefore the AreaPlanis consistent with the 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan control
measures. Forthese reasons, the ECR/C EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. (ECR/C
EIR, p.3.3-43.)

The Civic Project SEIR analyzed the Area Plan’s consistency with the City’s CAP and the current version of
Plan Bay Area. The CAP contains separate policy provisions addressing the increase of pedestrian, bicyde,
and private shuttle systems. The Civic Project SEIR noted that consistent with the CAP, the Area Planis a
transit-oriented development in support of the South San Francisco BART station. The CAP contains
environmental sustainability related policy provisions in the categories of land use and mixed- use
development, open space, efficient and alternative transportation, transportation demand management,
and parking that promotes transit. The Area Plan would provide moderate- to high-density housing in
locations within convenient walking distance of employment centers, shopping centers, and transit routes.
As such, the Area Plan would resultinimproved access to local and regional transit services, and promote
alternative means of transportation through increased access to pedestrian and bicycle facilities and is
consistent with the CAP. Plan Bay Area is ABAG’s plan to achieve a 7 percent per capita reduction in GHG
emissionsfrom cars and light-dutytrucks compared to 2005 vehicle emissions by 2020 and a 15 percent per
capitareduction by 2035. Plan Bay Area contains funding priorities for individual transportation projects and
transportation and land use strategies that help the region achieve state GHG emissions reduction targets
andfederal Clean Air Act requirements. The CivicProject SEIR notes thatthe AreaPlanareais characterized
as an Urbanized Area in Plan Bay Area, as opposed to a Priority Conservation Area, and is surrounded by
landsidentified as Urbanized Area.Therefore, ABAG predicts urban growth willoccurin the Area Plan area.
Development of the Area Plan area is consistent with Plan Bay Area’s goal to encourage mixed-use
developmentand developmentin proximity to transit options.

The Projectis consistent with the AreaPlan’s planning strategy to encourage mixed-use development near
transit. The Projectis mixed-use developmentin close proximity to bicycle paths, bus stops, and less than
one mile fromthe South San Francisco BART station. Accordingly, the Project would have no new or more
significant impacts related to plan consistency than disclosed in the ECR/C EIRs and no new mitigation is
required.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, the Project would not result
inany new or more significantimpacts related to conflict with an applicable plan adopted to reduce GHG
emissions compared to those analyzedinthose EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information
has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions.
Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to conflict with an applicable
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planadoptedto reduce GHG emissions and nofurtherreview is necessary.
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1 (. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater Impact, Impact with Impact,
than identified in | consistent with Mitigation consistent with
the EIRs the EIRs Measures, the EIRs
consistent with
the EIRs

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions
presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the
public or theenvironment through X
the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the
public or theenvironment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and X
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

d)Be located onasitewhichis included
on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to X
Government Code § 65962.5 and,
as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan, or, where
sucha plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the
project resultina safety hazard or
excessivenoisefor peopleresiding
or workinginthe projectarea?
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f) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an X
adopted emergency responseplan
or emergency evacuationplan?

g) Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or X
death involving wildland fires?

a, b. The ECR/CEIR concluded there would be no impacts related to hazardous materials use, including uses near
schools, because the land use designations and zoning would limit development to commercial and
residentialuses.No hazardous materials handlers (e.g., auto repair/vehicle service) wouldbe permitted by
the Area Plan and associated zoning as a future commercial land use. The ECR/C EIR thus concluded that
the Area Plan would have noimpact related to creating a significant hazard through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials or by a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident. (ECR/CEIR, pp.
3.12-15-3.12-16.)

The Civic Project SEIR noted that demolition and construction activities would require the temporary
transport, handling, use, storage, and disposal of common products used in construction equipment such
as gasoline, diesel fuel, oils, and construction materials such as solvents, asphalt, glues and cements, and
paints. That EIR also found that uses allowed by the Area Plan would involve the routine use of common
items such as cleaningand maintenance products, but would notinvolve uses that handle large quantities
of hazardous materials or industrial uses that would pose a substantial adverse risk to people and the
environment. The Civic Project SEIR found that numerousexisting regulations at the federal, state, and local
levels would minimize potential hazards to the publicand the environment from the improperhandlingor
accidental release of hazardous materials, including compliance with the State’s Construction General
Permit and SWPPP requirements. Accordingly, it concluded that impacts would be less than significant.
(CivicProjectSEIR, p.3.7-7.)

The Project includes residential uses and commercial uses (i.e., Market Hall and childcare), which do not
handle large amounts of hazardous materials. As the Civic Project SEIR noted, construction would involve
the use of hazardous materials, butthose are regulatedat the federal, state, andlocal levels to ensure that
they are not mishandled.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not result in any
new or more significant impacts related to potential exposure of hazardous materials compared to those
analyzedinthose EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since
certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin
lessthan significantimpacts related to potential exposure of hazardous materials and no furtherreview is

necessary.
C. The ECR/C EIR noted that there are five schools within aquarter mile of the Planning Area: El Camino High
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School, Baden Continuation High School, Buri Elementary School, Urban Sprouts Pre-School and RW Drake
Pre-School. The ECR/CEIR concludedthat there would be noimpact to these schoolsbecause no hazardous
materials handlersare anticipatedto be built underthe AreaPlan. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-16.) The Civic Project
SEIR also concluded that none of that project’s activities or uses would result in hazardous air emissions
within a quarter mile of the schoolsin the vicinity. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.7-7.)

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to potential exposure of hazardous materials within close proximity
of schools compared to those analyzed in those EIRs in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162.
No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project wouldresultin less than significantimpacts
related to potential exposure of hazardous materials within close proximity of schools and no further review
isnecessary.

d. The ECR/C EIR stated that the Area Plan area does not contain any sites listed on the Cortese List. (ECR/C
EIR, p. 3.12-16.) The eastern portion of the Civic Project site contains two sites identified on the Cortese
List, both of which are former underground fuel storage tank sites that are on the parcel which would
remain developed with existing uses. The Civic Project SIER required for the portion of the Civic Project site
that has an existing ESA (see Civic Project SEIR, Appendix HAZ) that recommendations in the applicable ESA
be implemented or an additional Phase Il would be required prior to construction; and for those parcels
that have no ESA that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7.2a and MM 3.7.2b would ensure that
hazardous materials contamination, ifany, isproperly identifiedand managed in accordance withapplicable
regulations. The CivicProject SEIR concludes that these measures would reduce the Civic Project’s impacts
to less than significant with mitigation. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.7-8 t03.7-9.)

A search of the State Waterboard’s GeoTracker and Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC's)
EnviroStor databases?® shows thatthe Projectsiteis currently notlocated on asiteidentifiedon the Cortese
List. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment was prepared by Langan on November 27, 2018, for the
Projectsite (“Langan ESA”). The Langan ESA found that the Project site was largely historically agricultural
or vacant land. From approximately 1974 to 1998, during, a portion of the site was occupied by various
commercial structures.?’” From approximately 1974 to at least 2009, another portion of the site appearsto
have been occupied by a parking lot.?® The Langan ESA concluded that no previous site occupants were
identified which suggest the potential for environmental concern and no recognized environmental
conditions were identified in connection with the site.?® As such, the Project Site is not a siteincludedon a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuantto Government Code Section 65962.5 and would have
no new or more significant impacts related to this issue than disclosed in the ECR/C EIR and no new
mitigationisrequired.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzed inthe ECR/CEIRs, it would notresultin any

26 State Water Board’s GeoTracker website accessed 12/03/18; DTSC's EnviroStor we bsite a ccessed 12/03/18.
27 Langan ESA, p. 19.

28,

2,
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new or more significant impacts related to development on a Cortese-listed site compared to those
analyzed in those EIRs. The Phase | ESA confirms the analyses of the ECR/C EIRs as to the Project site.
Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to potential exposure of
hazardous materials within close proximity of schools and no furtherreviewis necessary.

e. The ECR/C EIR noted that the Area Plan area is located north of San Francisco International Airport (SFO)
and concluded thatthe AreaPlanis consistent with 1996 Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (amended
1998). The ECR/CEIR noted that future development would need to adhere to the limitsinthe most recently
adopted Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan. It also mentioned that General Plan Policy 2-1-22, which
requires that “all future development conforms with relevant height, aircraft noise, and safety policies and
compatibility criteria contained in to the most recently adopted version of the San Mateo County
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan for the environs of San Francisco International Airport,” reinforces
that requirement. The ECR/CEIR was sent to SFO who responded that they had no comments concerning
the Area Plan and that the height limits that comply with the FAA’s requirements. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-16
and 3.12-17.) The Civic Project SEIR concluded that air hazards did not require evaluation. (Civic Project
SEIR, p.3.7-6.)

The Projectis consistent with the development standardsin the Area Plan and General Plan. There are no
private airports withintwo miles. Becausethe Projectis consistent with that which isanalyzedin the ECR/C
EIRs, it would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to air hazards compared to those
analyzedinthose EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since
certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin
lessthansignificantimpacts related to airhazards and no furtherreview is necessary.

f. The ECR/C EIR statesthat the Area Plan would not block access to roadways or on-site emergency vehide
access and that new development underthe AreaPlan would notinterfere with and would comply withall
applicable emergency response or evacuation plans. The ECR/C EIR concluded that there would be no
impact to emergency response or excavation plans. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.12-17.) (Potential impacts from
transportation are discussedin the Transportation Section, below.) The Civic Project SEIR did not disdose
any new or differentimpacts. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.10-33.)

Phase | of the Oak Avenue extension, which will completed as part of the Project, will connect Oak Avenue
to Antoinette Lane. A bridge will be constructed over Colma Creek for this purpose. The right of way for a
future Oak Avenue extension will be reserved on the Project site with pedestrian and bike improvements
to be constructedon it in the near term. The Project, including the Phase | Oak Avenue extension and any
later Oak Avenue extension will be designed to meetthe City’s emergency vehicle access requirements in
the Municipal Code. Becausethe Projectis consistent withthat whichis analyzed in the ECR/CEIRs, it would
not resultinany new or more significantimpacts relatedto emergencyaccess compared to those analyzed
in those EIRs in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162. No changes have occurred and no new
information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin less than significantimpacts relatedto emergency access
and no furtherreview is necessary.
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g. The ECR/C EIR states that there is no wildland fire risk in the vicinity of the Area Plan area, which is not
within a fire hazard management unit and concludes that there would be no impact. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-
17.) The CivicProject SEIR notes that the area iscompletely urbanized and also concludes that there is no
risk of wildland fires. (Civic Project SEIR, p. 3.7-6.)

The Project Site is located in an urban environment not adjacent to wildlands and, therefore, would not
expose peopleorstructures toasignificantrisk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Because the
Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any new or more
significantimpacts related to wildland fire risk compared to those analyzedin those EIRs. No changes have
occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would
change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to
wildlandfire riskand no furtherreview is necessary.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, greater
than identified in
the EIRs

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

No Impact or
Less Than
Significant
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified

a) Violate any water quality standards
or waste dischargerequirements or
otherwise substantially degrade
surfaceor ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the siteorarea,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious
surfaces, ina manner whichwould:

i)resultinsubstantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

ii)substantiallyincrease therate
or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

iii) create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?; or

iv)impede or redirect flood
flows?
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project X
inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water
quality control plan or X
sustainable groundwater
managementplan?

a. The ECR/CEIR evaluated whetherimplementation of the Area Plan would resultin a violation of any water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The ECR/CEIR concluded that development permitted
by the Area Plan would not result in a significant impact because all development would have to comply
with the Construction General Permit, which requires development to provide permanent treatment for
site runoff, prepare SWPPPs and Erosion Control Plans for construction related activities, and implement
best management practices (BMPs) as part of its storm water management program. The ECR/CEIR further
notes that future development will be subject to review and approval by the City Engineer and the City's
Storm Water Coordinator prior to any grading or construction activities. The ECR/C EIR concluded that
adherence to federal, state, and local laws protecting water quality would ensure that impacts from Area
Plan development will be less than significant. (ECR/CEIR, pp.3.11-10 to 3.11-11.)

The Civic Project SEIR analyzed whether the Civic Project would result in a violation of any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements as aresult of construction activity, its operations, and whether
itwould contributeto acumulative impact. It foundthat becausethe construction period contractors would
be required to implement a SWPPP and BMPs in accordance with the Construction General Permit
requirements, the CivicProject’s construction would notresultin any new or more severe impacts related
to water quality or waste discharge during the construction period than had been analyzed in the ECR/C
EIR. Further, it found that with compliance with the stormwater runoff reduction measures in Area Plan
Policies UD-7 and DG-40, and with Municipal Code Chapter 14.04 (Stormwater Management and Discharge
Control) and the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program C.3 Stormwater Technical
Guidance Manual, the Civic Project’s operationwould not resultin any violations of water quality standards.
(CivicProjectSEIR, pp.3.8-8 t03.8-9.)

The Project will be subjecttothe federal, state, and local regulations listed above that ensure that both the
construction of the Project and its operation will not cause a violation of any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements. The Project willinvolve a new stormwater connection, which will discharge
to Colma Creek. This new connection to Colma Creek will be properly permitted. Because the Project is
consistent with that which isanalyzedinthe ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any new or more significant
impacts related to water quality compared to those analyzed in those EIRs. No changes have occurred and
no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Specifically, itis noted that the Phase 1 Oak Avenue extension will span Colma Creek and will
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not involve the placement or construction of any structures in Colma Creek. As a result, the Phase 1 Oak
Avenue extension will not have any hydrology impacts. Therefore, the Project would result in less than
significantimpacts related to water quality and no furtherreview is necessary.

b. The ECR/C EIR concluded that implementation of the Area Plan would have no impact on groundwater
supplies or recharge. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.11-10.) The Civic Project SEIR noted that there are no changed
circumstances since certification of the ECR/C EIR in 2011 and there would be no impact relative to
depletion of groundwatersupply orrecharge. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.8-7.)

Beingon a largely undeveloped site, the Project would substantially alterthe percentage of the Area Plan
area that is impervious. However, the Project does not include a well, and will not utilize groundwater
supplies.Instead the Project, like allother development withinthe Area Plan areawillrelyon water supplies
from the California Water Company. Accordingly, the Project will not deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such thatthere would be a net deficitin aquifer volume
or a loweringof the local groundwater table level. Thus the Project would have no new or more significant
impacts than disclosed inthe ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it would not result in any
new or more significantimpacts related to groundwater supplies and recharge compared to those analyzed
inthose EIRs. No changes have occurredand no newinformation has beenmade available since certification
of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than
significantimpacts related to groundwatersupplies and recharge and no furtherreview isnecessary.

C. ECR/C EIR found that within the Area Plan area, the majority of the stormwater run-off is conveyed to a
network of drain inlets and pipes that discharge to Colma Creek. The ECR/C EIR also found that the Area
Plan areais largely developed with impermeable surfaces and the underlying soils are typically clays with
low permeability and erosivity. It concluded that as buildout occurs, compliance with the Construction
General Permit would require the preparation of SWPPPs, which would include BMPs, and Erosion Control
Plans that would reduce potential erosion and/or siltation impacts to less than significant. (ECR/C EIR, p.
3.11-11.)

The Civic Project SEIR analyzed the impacts that could result from construction and operation of the Civic
Project. It found that adherence to SWPPP and best management practices in accordance with the
Construction General Permit requirements as described in the ECR/C EIR would ensure that construction
activities would not result in any new or more severe impacts than previously identified related to
construction runoff, changesin drainage patterns, orerosion. (CivicProject SEIR, pp. 3.8-8 to 3.8-9.)

The construction of the Project will resultinasignificant netincreaseinimpervious area, however, thisnet
increase was analyzed in the ECR/C EIR as the Area Plan contemplates redevelopment of the Project site.
The Project will comply with all applicable federal, state and local rules and regulations including the
preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs. Because the Projectis consistent with that which s
analyzedinthe ECR/CEIRs, itwould notresultin any new or more significantimpacts related to alteration
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of drainage patterns compared to those analyzed in those EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new
information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to alteration of
drainage patternsand no furtherreview is necessary.

The ECR/C EIR notes that future development will be subject to review and approval by the City Engineer
and the City's Storm Water Coordinator, and will be required to submit a SWPPP and an Erosion Control
Plan to the City Engineer and the Water Quality Control Division prior to any grading or construction
activities. The ECR/C EIR found that by following the federal, state, and local laws, rules, and regulations,
including the requirements contained within the Area Plan, development would not create or contribute
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or otherwise substantially degrade water quality
at a significantlevel. (ECR/CEIR, pp. 3.11-11 to 3.11-12.)

The Civic Project SEIR found that while construction site runoff has the potential to contribute soil and
pollutants from equipment and materials handling to Colma Creek, which could affect water quality, the
implementation of SWPPP and BMPs in accordance with the Construction General Permit requirements
would ensurethat the potential constructionimpacts did not require any new mitigationsand would remain
lessthansignificant. Further, it foundthat with compliance with the stormwater runoff reduction measures
in Area Plan Policies UD-7 and DG-40, and with Municipal Code Chapter 14.04 (Stormwater Management
and Discharge Control) and the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program C.3 Stormwater
Technical Guidance Manual, the Civic Project’s operation would ensure that there would be no new or
unidentified impact. (Civic Project SEIR, pp. 3.8-8 t03.8-9.)

During construction and operation the Project will be subject to the federal, state, and local laws, rules and
regulations regarding storm water discharge. Because the Projectis consistent with that which is analyzed
in the ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any new or more significant impacts related to polluted runoff
compared to those analyzed in those EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been
made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the
Project would resultin less than significant impacts related to polluted runoff and no further review is
necessary.

d. The ECR/C EIRidentifies thesite inaZone AE: High Risk Flood Area. The site maps have been updatedsince
the ECR/CEIR and Parcel C remainsin Zone AE. (FEMA Flood Map, 06081C0037E, 06081C0041E). Chapter
15.56 of the South San Francisco Municipal Code provides regulations regarding flood damage protection.
The Municipal Code regulates the standards of construction, including the requirement to elevate to or
above the base flood elevation for projects in a Zone AE, which must be certified by a civil engineer. The
Project will comply with all requirements setforthinthe Municipal Code. As such, it will not have any new
or significant impacts as compared to those analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs. In addition, the Project team is
working with a consultant whois currently performing modeling to confirm the 100-year flood elevations.
Their analysis to date shows that the proposed buildings will be outside the 100-year flood elevation of
Colma Creek. Once theycompletetheir model, they willwork withthe City and submit their results to FEMA
with the intentto get the FEMA map revised with aletter of map revision (“LOMR”) such that the
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Projectis no longershown to be impacted by the 100-year flood zone. As of the date of this Checklist, the
draft LOMR has been submitted to FEMA and the Projectteam expectstoreceive the first round of FEMA
comments within the next month or per FEMA response timelines. Upon receipt, and any revision, if
necessary, the Project team will resubmitarevised LOMR based uponany FEMA comments. If the revised
LOMR is acceptable to FEMA, it will be approved following FEMA’s 90 day review period. As such,
development and construction will be required to comply with applicable federal, state and local flood
construction regulations. Because the Projectis consistent with that which is analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs, it
would not resultin any new or more significant impacts related to flood hazard risk compared to those
analyzedinthose EIRsin accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162. No changes have occurred and
no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin less than significantimpactsrelated to flood hazard risks
and no furtherreview isnecessary.

e. For the reasons discussed in (a) above, the Project would not interfere with the Municipal Code Chapter
14.04 or the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program C.3 Stormwater Technical
Guidance Manual. Further, the Project site is not located within an area subject to a sustainable
groundwater management plan and the Project would not extract groundwater supplies. Therefore, the
Project would resultin no impacts related to obstruction of a water quality control plan and no further
review is necessary.
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XIl. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or Less
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Than Significant
Impact, greater |Impact, consistent| Impact with Impact, consistent
than identified in | with the EIRs Mitigation with the EIRs
the EIRs Measures,

consistent with

the EIRs

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C
EIRs, would the Project:

a) Physicallydivideanestablished
community?

b) Cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an X
environmental effect?

a. The ECR/C EIR concludes thatimplementation of the Area Plan would reinforce, with no substantial change
in, established community-wide land use patterns. The Area Plan would make areas withinthe AreaPlan’s
boundaries more compatible with Station Area Transit Village development to the north and the South El
Camino Real areato the south.The AreaPlan allows high-intensity mixed-use development and multi-family
residential development on El Camino Real and along Mission Road, as well as permit heights and densities
similartothose allowed to the northand south of the Planning Area. The Area Plan would resultina corridor
with more compatible land use and urban design patterns, resulting in a more cohesive community. The
ECR/CEIR also finds thatimplementation of the Area Plan will improve connections to and continuity with
surrounding communities, by increasing compatibility along El Camino Real, increasing opportunities for
housing, and improving linkages. Therefore, the ECR/CEIR concluded thatthe Area Plan would have a less
than significant impact on an established community. (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.9-7 to 3.9-8.) The Civic Project SEIR
found that the Civic Project’s change in land uses would not divide an existing community. (Civic Project
SEIR, p. 3.0-3.)

The Project is consistent with the Area Plan land use designations that provide the basis of the ECR/C EIR
and Civic Project SEIR conclusions. As identified previously, Phase 1 of the Oak Avenue extension will
connect Oak Avenue to Antoinette Lane as part of the Project. The right of way for a future Oak Avenue
extension that willultimately connect to El Camino Real willbe reserved on the Project site with pedestrian
and bike improvements to be constructed on it in the near term. The pedestrian and bike improvements
will encourage multi-modal transportation and foster community gathering. The right of way for the full
Phase 2 Oak Avenue extension to El Camino Real will be reserved for construction at a later time. Because
the Project is consistent with what was analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, the Project would resultin less than
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significantimpacts related to division of established communities and nofurtherreviewis necessary.

b. General Plan amendments for the Area Plan area were adopted concurrently with the Area Plan. These
amendments ensure consistency betweenthe Area Plan and General Plan. Amendmentsto the Zoning
Ordinance also were adopted to include development standards that apply to the Area Plan area. (See
ECR/CEIR, pp. E-2 to E-4, 3.9-9 to 3.9-10.)

The Civic Project updated the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance to allow for the proposed uses on the
CivicProjectsite. The CivicProject SEIR noted that the CivicProject would follow all design guidelines and
other regulations in the ECR/C Area Plan and the General Plan, and that construction activities would be
required to comply with the provisions of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. As such, the Civic Project SEIR
concluded that the Civic Project would not be in conflict with existing City regulations, and would have no
impact. (CivicProject SEIR, p. 3.0-3.)

The Project complies with all applicable ECR/C standards, guidelines, and regulations. The applicant will be
requesting a Conditional Use Permit for construction of multi-family residential development and density,
height and FAR increases, as allowed under the Area Plan’s incentive program. The remaining entitlements
are listedin Section 10of the “Project Information” Section. No legislative amendments are required.

Overall density for this project will be consistent with the standards set forth in City Zoning Code. The
proposed density across the entire site, ParcelsBand C (or alternatively the proposed new Parcels 1, 2 and
3), combined, is 121 du/ac (800 units/ 6.60 acres). The proposed density by parcel is as follows:

Proposed Parcel 1 (Building C2) is 107 du/ac (158 units/1.48ac)

Proposed Parcel 2 (Building C1) is 119 du/ac (408 units/3.43 ac)

Proposed Parcel 3 (Building B) is 138 du/ac (234 units/1.7 ac)

The ECR/C- RH zoningforboth Parcels C and B (proposed parcels 1, 2 and 3) indicate the parcels are zoned
High Density/Residential and allow a base maximum density of 120 du/ac per Table 20.270.004-1. Per
Section 20.270.004(A) an additional 30 units per acre can be granted for the incorporation of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures or as deemed appropriate by the Chief Planner. A
TDM plan has been submitted and currently meets the requirements set forth in Section 20.400. Another
30 units peracre of density may be granted per Section 20.390 bonus program for projects exhibiting high
quality architecture, green building provisions, off-siteimprovements, affordable housing and/or other
noted criteria. The Projectincludes over 3 acres of open space improvements forthe public, including
upgradesto bike and pedestriantrails, parks, child care, publicart, playgrounds, fitness stations, and a
Market Hall and connected plazas. Accordingly, the proposed project, with its 121 du/acdensity s
consistent with and well below the allowable bonus maximum density of 180 du/acin the Zoning Code. The
proposed parcels therefore conform with the more detailed implementingin the Zoning Code (as noted
above).

The General and AreaPlansindicate Parcel B has an allowed base maximum density of 80 du/ac with up to
110 du/acwith a TDM or quality design bonus. In addition to qualifying forthe TDM and quality design
bonusesforthe reasons stated above, the applicant will apply the State Density Bonus to Parcel Bto bring
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its allowed density underthe General and Area Plans up to 149 du/ac (110 x 1.35 (assuminga35% bonus)).
With the above noted density of 138 du/ac forthe proposed project on Parcel B, it is consistent with the
allowable maximum density. Applicantis requesting to build less (i.e. with a 25% bonus) than the 35%
maximum allowable density underthe California Density Bonus law. As noted above, the all proposed
parcels, including Parcel B conform with the more detailed, implementing Zoning Code density.

Moreover, Table D in the Background section shows the total remaining overall capacity underthe ECR/C
AreaPlan, takinginto consideration the projects approvedinthe ECR/C AreaPlan areasince the
certification of the ECR/CEIR. In addition to not exceeding the overall capacity in the ECR/C AreaPlan,
there are also no otherresidential units goingforward in the Plan Area aside from the Projectand the
SummerHill project at 988 El Camino Real. As such, in considering the remaining capacity underthe Area
Plan, the proposed Project would have no new or more significantimpacts than disclosed inthe ECR/CEIRs
and no mitigationisrequired.

There is noadopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or otherapproved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan that is applicable to the Area Plan area. (ECR/CEIR, p.
3.1204; CivicProjectSEIR, p.3.0-4.)

The Projectsite is withinthe AreaPlan area, and thus not subject to any habitat conservation plan. Because
the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIRs, it would not resultin any new or
more significant impacts related to habitat conservation plans compared to those analyzed in those EIRs.
No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project wouldresultin less than significantimpacts
related to habitat conservation plansand nofurtherreview is necessary.
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Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater Impact, Impact with Significant
than identified in | consistent with Mitigation Impact,
the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with the EIRs
the EIRs

would the Project:

MINERALRESOURCES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs,

a) Resultinthe loss of availability ofa
known mineral resource that
would be a valueto the regionand
the residents of the State?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery sitedelineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
landuseplan?

a, b.The ECR/CEIR found the AreaPlan area does not contain any mineral resourceswithin its limits, and concluded

thatthe implementation of the ECR/C Area Plan wouldresultin less-than-significantimpacts related to such
resources. (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.12-4.) According to the South San Francisco General Plan, no areas in the City are
designated as having significant mineral resources. The Civic Project SEIR also concludes that that project
wouldresultin noimpacts related to mineral resources. (Civic Project SEIR, p.3.0-4.)

Because there are no mineral resource areas inthe AreaPlan area, the Project will notresultinthe loss of
availability of aknown mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State
orinthe loss of availability of alocallyimportant mineral resource recovery site delineated on alocal general
plan, specificplan orotherland use plan.

The Projectis consistent with that which is analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR, and as such would notresultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to mineral resources compared to those analyzedin the ECR/CEIR.
No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIR that would change its conclusions, as confirmed by the CivicProject SEIR. Therefore, the Project would
resultin no impacts related to mineral resources and no furtherreview is necessary.

3403645.1

City of South San Francisco
October 2019
73| Page



SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

XIIl. NOISE

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater Impact, Impact with Significant
than identified in consistent Mitigation Impact,
the EIRs with the Measures, consistent

EIRs consistent with the

with the EIRs
EIRs

NOISE. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a) Generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increasein
ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the projectin excess of standards
establishedinthe local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive X
groundborne  vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip or an
airport land use plan or, where X
such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use
airport, would the project
expose people residing or
working in the project area to
excessivenoiselevels?

a. The ECR/CEIR concluded that construction activities associatedwiththe project couldsubstantially increase
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive locations, which could result in potentially significant, but
temporary, impacts to sensitive receptors. However, compliance with the limitations on construction
activity and associated noise standards established in Title 8 of the South San Francisco Municipal Code,
including limiting the hours during which such construction activity may occur, would ensure that
construction noise impacts were less than significant (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.5-15). The ECR/C EIR concluded that
the plan couldincrease noise over existing conditions due to trafficvolumeincreases. Noise was calculated
to increase by lessthan 3 dB overexisting conditions by 2030. This increase would not be noticeable, and
therefore the ECR/CEIR concluded the impact would be less than significant (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.5-16).
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The CivicCenterEIR did notinclude any information that would alter the conclusions of the ECR/C EIR with
respectto noise and no otherchangesin circumstances have occurred.

The Project is consistent with the Area Plan, the ALUCP, the General Plan, and the Municipal Code, and is
requiredto continueto comply with these documents. This ensures that the Project will not expose persons
to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards. In addition to the above, the Noise and
Vibration Assessment performed for the Project (the “Noise Assessment”)® found that, with the
implementation of these controls, the increase in ambient noise levels due to construction would be
temporary and less-than-significant.3! On the same note, and for the reasons outlined above, the Noise
Assessment foundthat the Project would resultin less-than-significant impacts withrespect to a permanent
noise level increase.® The Project would have no new or more significant impacts than disclosed in the
ECR/C EIR and no mitigationisrequired.

The Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR, and as such would not resultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to a substantialincreasein ambient noise levels compared to those
analyzedinthe ECR/CEIR inaccordance withthe criteriaunder Section 15162. No changes have occurred
and nonew information has been made available since certification of the ECR/CEIR that would change its
conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR. Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to a substantial increase in ambient noise levels and no further review is
necessary.

b. The ECR/C EIR found that the risk of Area Plan development causing an impact is less than significant
because new development would have to adhere to Section 20.300.010 of the Zoning Ordinance which
contains performance standards regarding vibrations. This portion of the municipal code includes a
provision requiring that “no vibration shall be produced that is transmitted through the ground and is
discernible without the aid of instruments by a reasonable person at the lot lines of the site. Vibrations
from temporary construction, demolition, and vehicles that enter and leave the subject parcel (e.g,
construction equipment, trains, trucks, etc.) are exempt fromthis standard.” (City Code § 20.300.010 (F).)
The CivicProject SEIR did not find changed circumstances related to vibration.

The Project would consist of apartments above ground-level retail and commercial spaces and associated
parking. None of these uses will generate ground-borne vibrations and ground-borne noise. During
construction, the Project will generate ground-borne vibrations and noise, but the vibrations will be
temporary and exempted by the City’s Municipal Code as disclosed and analyzedin the ECR/C EIRs. The
Project is compliant with both the Area Plan’s and the Municipal Code’s requirements and would not
produce impacts beyond thosedisclosed and analyzedin the ECR/CEIRs. In addition, the Noise Assessment
found that, with the implementation of the following measures, which shall be incorporated as Project

30 pyblic Utilities Commission Mixed-Use Development Noise and Vibration Assessment performed by Illingworth & Rodkin,
Inc., dated June 10, 2019.

31yd.at p. 23-24.

32id.atp. 28.
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conditions of approval where vibration levels due to construction activities would exceed acceptable
levels, any potential impact would be reduced to aless-than-significant level:

e Complywiththe constructionnoise ordinance to limit hours of exposure.The City’s Municipal Code allows
construction activities between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, from 9:00
a.m.to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays.

e The project contractor shall avoid using vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive areas, such as the
northern property line and near the existing BART buildings, whenever possible.

e Prohibitthe use of heavy vibration-generating construction equipment, such as vibratory rollers or clam
shovel drops, within 20feet of any adjacent sensitive land use, where feasible.

e The contractor shall alert heavy equipment operators to the close proximity of the adjacent structures so
they can exercise extracare.

e The contractor shall retaina qualified firm to conduct a pre- and post-construction cosmeticcrack survey
of the buildings adjacent to the southernand western boundaries and shall repair any additional cosmetic
cracking.®?

The Projectis consistent with that which is analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR, and as such would notresultin any
new or more significant impacts related to groundborne excess vibration or noise compared to those
analyzed in the ECR/C EIR. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available
since certification of the ECR/C EIR that would changeits conclusions, as confirmed by the Civic Project SEIR.
Therefore, with the implementation of the measure discussed above, the Project would resultin less-than-
significantimpacts related to groundborne excess vibration or noise and no further review isnecessary.

C. The ECR/C EIR found that per the San Francisco International Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (the
“CALUP”), the 2001 Noise Exposure Map (NEM) indicates that a small portion in the southwest corner of
the Area Plan area is in between the 60-65 dB and CNEL 65 dB areas, but notes that no noise/land use
compatibility standards apply within those noise contours (ECR/C EIR, p. 3.5-10). For this reason,
implementation of the AreaPlan would have noimpact.

The CivicProject SEIR found thatas analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR, there are no private airportsin the vicinity
of the CivicProjectsite and there had been no changesin circumstances that would affect the ECR/CEIR’s
analysis.

San Francisco International Airport (“SFO”) is the closest publicor private airstrip to the ProjectSite. The
Project is approximately 2.5 miles from the airport. Examination of the current and 2019 Noise Contour
Maps published by the airport indicates that the Project Site is outside of the current and future 65 dB
CNEL contour®*. Further, the Projectis consistent with the Area Plan and the analysis contained within

33
Id.atp. 45.
342014 SFO Noise Exposure Map accessed on 6/5/19: https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo p150 2014-nem-36x24-
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the ECR/C EIRs. In addition, the Noise Assessment similarly noted that the Project is more than 2 miles
away from SFO and is outside of the noise contours shown in the CALUP. As such, it determined that
excessive noise levels from an airport was a less-than-significant impact. Based on the foregoing, the
Project would have no new or more significantimpacts than disclosed in the ECR/C EIRs and no mitigation
isrequired.

The Projectis consistent with that which is analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR, and as such would notresultin any
new or more significantimpacts related to excessive noisein the vicinity of a private airstrip, an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport compared to those analyzedin the ECR/C EIR in accordance with the criteriaunder Section 15162.
No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the ECR/C
EIR that would change its conclusions, as confirmed by the CivicProject SEIR. Therefore, the Project would
resultinless-than-significantimpacts relatedto excessive noisein thevicinity of a private airstrip, an airport
land use plan or, where such aplan has not been adopted, withintwo miles of a publicairport or publicuse
airportand no furtherreview is necessary.

plot-signed ada.pdf;and 2019 SFO Noise Exposure Map accessed on6/5/19: https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Significant and Significant and Less Than No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater Impact, Impact with Significant
than identified in | consistent with Mitigation Impact,
the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with the EIRs
the EIRs

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified
ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by X
proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or otherinfrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of

existing people or housing, X
necessitating the construction

of replacement  housing
elsewhere?
a. The ECR/C EIR estimated the populationinthe Area Plan area to be 400. It found that with the AreaPlan,

the population would grow to approximately 4,800. Although the population in the Area Plan area was
projected to increase substantially, the Area Plan was not considered growth inducing, as it would
accommodate almost half of the growth projectedforthe Cityby ABAG. Additionally, becausethe Area Plan
area is located near publictransit and has available land, it was determined that the additional growth
induced by the plan would be a redistribution of growth from other areas of the City, and not growth on
top of what was projected by ABAG (ECR/C EIR, pp. 5-1 to 5-2). The Civic Project SEIR found that the
proposed modifications tothe Area Plan would notinduce population growth above what was analyzed in
the ECR/CEIR. Itfound that because the Civic Project would not increase population over what wasanalyzed
inthe ECR/CEIR, the project would have a less than significantimpact.

The Project would construct 800 residential units, 158 of which will be affordable to low-income
households, above active ground-floor uses, including retail and commercial spaces, and under-ground
parking. Thisis consistent with the AreaPlan, General Plan, and the City’s Municipal Code, which together
control the population growth in the City through the regulations contained within them. The Area Plan
plansforapproximately 1,455 additional residential units and approximately 298,400 additional square feet
of non-residentialdevelopment. The Projectis asmall portion of this planned increaseand isconsistent
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with the density and intensity the Area Plan envisioned on the Project Site. Thus, the Project would have no
new or more significantimpacts than disclosed in the ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to population growth compared to those
analyzed in the previous EIRs in accordance with the criteria under Section 15162. No changes have
occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the previous EIRs that
would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin less-than-significantimpacts related
to population growth and no furtherreview is necessary.

b. TheECR/CEIR foundthatit was possible forresidential uses to convertto high densityor mixed uses. Any loss
of housing units due to conversion of residential uses to high densityor mixed useswould be offset because
of the significant increase of the total number of dwelling units allowed under the Area Plan in the Area
Planarea.Therefore, ECR/CEIR concluded the Area Plan would have aless than significantimpact.

The Project Site is currently vacant. There is no housing on the site. The Project would not displace any
existing housingor people inthe AreaPlan area and thus would not alterthe conclusions of the ECR/CEIR.
The Projectis consistent with the Area Plan as well as the analysisof the ECR/CEIRs. The Project would have
no new or more significantimpacts than disclosed in the ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationisrequired.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to displacement compared to those
analyzedinthe previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available
since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would
resultinless-than-significantimpacts related to displacement and no furtherreview is necessary.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, greater
than identified
in the EIRs

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

No Impact or
Less Than
Significant
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

PUBLIC SERVICES. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and
the Project:

conclusions presented in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would

a)

Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physicallyaltered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
any of the publicservices:

Fire protection?

Policeprotection?

Schools?

Parks? (Note: impacts to parks
are analyzed in the Recreation
Section)

X[ X | X | X

Other public facilities? (Note:
impacts to water supply,
wastewater, and landfill
capacity are analyzed in the
Utilities and Service Systems
Section)

Fire and Police

The ECR/C EIR found that the population increase from development allowed under the Area Plan would
not put the City over the National Fire Protection Association’s standard of one firefighter per 1,000
residents at full buildout, taking into consideration current fire station staffing levels. The ECR/C EIR
concludedthatthe AreaPlan had a less than significantimpact on fire services. (ECR/CEIR, p. 31.7-17.) The
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ECR/CEIR found that population at full buildout of the Area Plan area wouldrequire the additionof 4 police
officers based on the standard of 1.5 police officers per 1,000 residents, but that these additional police
officers would not require the construction of new facilities. The ECR/C EIR concluded that the Area Plan
had a less than significantimpact on police services. The Civic Project SEIR noted that the Civic Project would
change the land use designation in a portion of the Area Plan area and that this change would allow
additional housing to be developed. The CivicProject SEIR concluded, however, thatthe change would not
resultina population thatwould exceed the population analyzed in the ECR/CEIR and therefore there the
ECR/C EIR’s “no impact” conclusion remained accurate. There have been no changesin circumstances that
would alterthe “no impact” conclusion.

The Project is consistent with the Area Plan and its construction will not result in additional residents or
employees beyondwhat was analyzed inthe ECR/CEIRs. Therefore, the Project wouldhave no new or more
significantimpact onfire and police services and no mitigationis required.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, it
would not resultin any new or more significantimpacts related tofire and police protection compared to
those analyzed in the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made
available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project
wouldresultin noimpacts related to fire and police protection and no furtherreview isnecessary.

Schools and Parks

The ECR/C EIR concluded that the schools had sufficient capacity to accommodate the projected new
students and that all new residential development would pay state-required school impact fees, resulting
in lessthan significantimpacts on school facilities. The CivicCenter EIR noted that the CivicProject would
allow more housing than the original Area Plan, but concluded that because the Civic Project would not
increase the population beyond that consideredinthe Area Plan the ECR/CEIR conclusions remained valid.
There have been no changesin circumstances that would alterthe ECR/C EIRs’ conclusions.

The Project’s proposed developmentis consistentwith the Area Planand the Project would be required to
pay the Schools Facilities Impact Fee. Therefore the Project would have no new or more significantimpact
on schoolsfacilities than disclosed in the ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/CEIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to schoolsand parks compared to those
analyzedinthe previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new informationhas been made available
since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would
resultinlessthansignificantimpacts related to schools and parks and no furtherreview isnecessary.
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XVI. RECREATION

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, greater
than identified in
the EIRs

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

No Impact or
Less Than
Significant
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

RECREATION. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented
the Project:

in the certified ECR/C EIRs, would

a) Would the project increase the

use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that
substantial physical
deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

b)

Does the project include
recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical
effect onthe environment?

a, b. Asdescribedinthe ECR/CEIR, while the Area Plan would increase population in the City, the plannedincrease
in parkland withinand nearthe Area Planarea wouldaccommodate the recreational needs of future Area
Planresidentsand employees.The newparks planned as part of the Area Plan and underthe General Plan
will limit the physical deterioration of existing parkland. Therefore, the ECR/CEIR concluded that the Area
Plan would have aless than significantimpact on recreational resources (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.6- 4).

The CivicProject noted thatit wouldinclude publicparkland and open space and also would notincrease
the AreaPlan’s projected population beyond what was contemplated by the ECR/C EIR and therefore
would have no impact on recreational resources. There have been no changes in circumstances that
would alterthe conclusionsinthe ECR/CEIRs.

The Projectis adding 800 units, or approximately 2,310.4% people using 3.04 persons per household® as
was usedin the ECR/CEIR (p. 4.2). The Projectincludes recreation facilities forits residents, decreasing

35800x .95 (see note below) = 760; 760 x 3.04 = 2,316.48.
36 Households arecalculated in the ECR/C EIR as 95% of the total housingunits,assuminga 5% vacancy rate (p. 4.2).
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the need for residents to use parkland for recreational needs (impacts from the construction of these
facilities is accounted for in other sections of this document). In addition, the City has adopted the
Parkland Acquisition and Park Construction Fee pursuant to the authority of the Mitigation Fee Act and
the Project will pay applicable park fees. This increase in demand on park land is accounted for in the
ECR/CEIR because the Project’s densityis consistent with that allowedby the Area Plan and Zoning Code.
Because the Project will pay applicable park fees, in addition to including recreation facilities for its
residents, the Project would have no new or more significant impacts to recreational resources than
disclosedinthe ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required.

Because the Projectis consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/CEIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would notresultinany new or more significantimpacts related to recreation compared to those analyzed
in the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made available since
certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result

inlessthan significantimpacts to recreation and nofurtherreview is necessary.

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Significant  and| Significant and| Less Than| No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater | Impact, Impact with| Significant
than identified in| consistent with| Mitigation Impact,
the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with | the EIRs
the EIRs

ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Compared to the assumptions,

analysis and conclu

sions presented in the certified

a) Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing

the circulation system,
including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

X

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?
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c) Substantially increase hazards X
due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

d) Resultininadequate emergency X
access?
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a,b. TheECR/CEIR analyzed twelve intersections and fourfreeway segments. The ECR/CEIR’s findings with
respectto intersection level-of-serviceimpacts are summarized in Table TRA-1:
TABLE TRA-1
ECR/C INTERSECTION TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS
Intersection ECR/C EIR Existing Plus ECR/C EIR Cumulative Impact
Project Impact Conclusions Conclusions
1. El Camino Less than significant with | Cumulatively significant, project
Real/Hickey Boulevard mitigation (Policy C-6 of the | contribution less thansignificant
proposed plan to modify signal | with mitigation
operations to include an
eastbound right turn overlap
phase would improve LOS in 2010
Existing plus Projectto LOS C)
2. EI Camino Less than significant Significant and unavoidable —
Real/MclLellan mitigation involved the
Boulevard construction of a third
southbound lane along El Camino
Real
3. El Camino Less than significant Less than significantwith
Real/Arroyo Drive/Oak mitigation
Extension
4. El Camino Less than significant Significant and unavoidable —
Real/Chestnut mitigation involved the
Avenue construction of a second
eastbound right turn land and
a second eastbound left turn
lane
5. El Camino Less than significant Significant and unavoidable — the
Real/Orange Avenue construction  of a second
westbound right turn lane would
require the taking of property
from a privatebusiness.
6. Mission Road/Grand Less than significant Less than significantwith
Avenue mitigation
7. Chestnut Less than significant Less than significant
Avenue/Grand Avenue
8. Mission Road/Oak Less than significant Significantand unavoidable —the
Avenue construction of additional travel
lanes would require additional
right of way, which makes the
mitigationinfeasible.
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9. Mission Less than significant Significantand unavoidable

Road/Chestnut

10. Junipero Serra | No impact. No project trips are | No impact. No project trips are

Boulevard/Arroyo Drive | being added to this intersection; | being added to this intersection;

(WorstApproach) therefore, there is no impact at | therefore, there is no impact at
this intersection as a result of the | this intersection as a result of the
proposed plan. proposed Plan.

11. Westborough Less than significant Cumulatively significant, project

Boulevard/I-280 SB Off- contribution less than

Ramp significant.

12. Westborough Less than significantwith Cumulatively significant, project

Boulevard/I-280 NB On- | mitigation contribution less thansignificant

Ramp/Junipero Serra with improvements

Boulevard

The ECR/C EIR found that the Area Plan would have less than significant impacts with mitigation
incorporated under existing plus project conditions. The mitigation involved the restriping of streets to
improve the level of service, which the ECR/CEIR found to be feasible (ECR/CEIR, p. 3.1-25). The ECR/C EIR
found impacts on freeway segments to be less than significant under the existing plus project scenario,
because all freeway segments would continue to operate at an acceptable level of service (id., p. 3.1-33).
Under the 2030 cumulative conditions plus project scenario, the ECR/C EIR concluded that the Area Plan
would have multiple impacts, some of which could be mitigated and others that were significant and
unavoidable. These conclusions are summarized in Table TRA-1, above. The City Council determined that
certain trafficimpacts could not be avoided and no other feasible mitigations or alternatives would avoid
or lessen the impacts. Consequently, the City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
ECR/C EIR that determined the Area Plan’s benefits outweighed the trafficimpacts.

The CivicProjectSEIRanalyzed level of service impacts at the same intersections and on the same freeway
segments asanalyzedinthe ECR/CEIR. The CivicProject SEIR concluded that the Civic Project would result
insignificantimpacts atIntersections1, 4, and 12, butimpacts could be reduced to less than significantwith
mitigation. The Civic Project would have no project-level impacts at the other study intersections or on
freeway segments. In the cumulative scenario plus project scenario, the Civic Project would make a
cumulative considerable contributionto cumulative impacts at Intersections 1, 2,4, 5, and 8. These impacts
could be reduced to less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation. The Civic Project would make a
less than cumulatively considerable contribution to the other study intersections and freeway segments.
The cumulative analysis considered project trips associated with implementation of the AreaPlan.

For Intersection 4, the Civic Project SEIR concluded that Mitigation Measure 3.10.6¢c would be required
underthe cumulative plus project scenario:

The City shall optimizethe trafficsignal cycle length in boththe AM and PM peak hours.
The City shall also modify trafficsignal operations at the intersection of El Camino Real
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and Chestnut Avenue to include a right turn overlap phase for vehicles traveling
eastbound on Chestnut Avenue. If feasible within the existing right-of-way, the City shall
alsoadd an eastbound left turnlane from Chestnut Avenue to El Camino Real.

Mitigation Measure 3.10.6c¢ includes the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.10.1b, which requires the
Civic Project to modify the signal timing to optimize the cycle length at the intersection of El Camino Real
and Chestnut Avenue. Italsoincludes additional recommendations, including adding an eastboundleft tum
lane. Even though the City was uncertain whether an eastbound left turn lane could be added, the Civic
Project SEIR concludesthat projectimpacts would be less than cumulatively considerable because General
Plan Policy 4.2-G-14 allows for LOSEor LOS Fif there is no practical and feasible way to mitigate the impact
and if the proposed uses are of clear and overall public benefit. The Civic Project SEIR concludes that the
CivicProjecthasan overall publicbenefitand therefore,evenif the intersection would continue to operate
at LOS F or LOS E, the City would not considerit a significant impact. There have been no changes in
circumstancesthat would alterthe level-of-service impact conclusions of the ECR/CEIRs.

The following mitigations will be required by the applicant priorto final certificate of occupancy if they have
notalready been completedas part of the City of South San Francisco’s sponsored Community Civic Campus
project:

e Mitigation Measure 3.10.1a: The City shall add an eastbound rightturn overlap phase for vehides
going eastbound on Hickey Boulevard and makingaright turn onto southbound El CaminoReal.

e Mitigation Measure 3.10.1b: The City shall modify the signal timing, as outlined in the TIA, to
optimize the cycle length atthe intersection of El Camino Real and Chestnut Avenue.

e Miitigation Measure 3.10.1d: The City shall modify the signal timingto optimize the cycle lengthin
the AM and PM periods at the intersection of WestboroughBoulevard/I-280 NB On-Ramp/Junipero
Serra Boulevard. The City shall alsorestripe the southbound approach on Junipero Serra Boulevard
to one left through lane, one shared through/left turn lane, one through turn lane, and one right
turn lane. The City shall also add an eastbound leftturnlane and a westbound left turn lane along
Westborough Boulevard.

e Miitigation Measure 3.10.6b: The City shall modifythe signaltiming at the intersection of El Camino
Real and McLellan Drive to remove split phasing and optimizethe cycle lengthin the AM peak hour.
The City shall also restripe the eastbound approach on McLellan Drive to one left turn late and one
shared through/rightturn lane and restripe the westbound approach on McLellan Drive to one left
turn lane, one shared through/rightturnlane, and one rightturn lane.

e Mitigation Measure 3.10.6¢: The City shall optimize the traffic signal cycle length in both the AM
and PM peak hours. The City shall also modify traffic signal operations at the intersection of El
Camino Real and Chestnut Avenue to include a right turn overlap phase for vehicles traveling
eastbound on Chestnut Avenue. If feasible within the existing right-of-way, the City shall also add
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an eastbound left turn lane from Chestnut Avenue to El Camino Real.

e Mitigation Measure 3.10.6d: The City shall modify the southboundlane geometry on El Camino Real
to include asouthbound leftturnlane.

e Miitigation Measure 3.10.6e: The City shall restripe the eastbound approach of Oak Avenue to be
one left turn lane and one shared through/right turn lane. The City shall restripe the westbound
approach of Oak Avenue to be one leftturnlane and one shared through/rightturn lane. The City
shall also constructa two-way left turnlane along Mission Road.

The Projectis consistent with the development contemplated and analyzed in the ECR/CEIRs. Specifically,
new pedestrian connections to Centennial Trail are consistent with Area Plan policiessuch as TCMB-2 (“The
proposed Plan includes the following station access improvements...Increased east-west pedestrian and
bicycle connectivity between EI Camino Real, Mission Road and Centennial Way to encourage use of the
trail'sdirectaccess to the BART station”); US-13 (“Create an open space and trail extension of Centennial
Way along the BART right-of-way from Chestnut Avenue to Colma Creek, just north of the Oak Avenue
extension. Establish the portion between Chestnut Avenue and Oak A venue as a pedestrian district”)and
UD-16 (“Provide a diverse range of amenities and activities throughout park spaces in the Planning Area,
including passive and active recreation areas; urban plazas with landscaping, paving, benches, and trees;
and linkages along Centennial Way to access bike and pedestrian trails”).

To ensure that the Project would not create new or more substantial impacts than disclosedin the Program
EIR, a traffic consultant prepared a transportation impact analysis assessment (the “Traffic
Assessment”)3” forthe Project

The TrafficAssessment shows that the Project couldhave a potentiallysignificantimpact at the intersection
of Mission Road and Oak Avenue, but thatimplementation of Civic Project SEIR Mitigation Measure 3.10.6e
would reduce theimpactto less than significant.® Itis anticipated that the City would perform the restriping
as required by the Civic Project SEIR for that project. Nevertheless, to ensure that the signal optimization
occurs by the time this Projectis constructed, the conditions of approval for the Project would require the
Project sponsorto work with the City to accomplish the restriping priorto occupancy of the Projectif it has
not already been accomplished. With this existing mitigation measure from the SEIR, the Project would not
have any significantlevel of service impacts and has no new or more significantimpacts than disclosed and
analyzedinthe ECR/CEIRs and no new mitigation is required.In addition, the Traffic Assessment finds that
the Projectis withinthe scope of developmentanalyzedinthe ECR/C EIR and remains consistent with the
CMP and therefore would not create new or more significantimpacts to freeway segments than discussed
inthe ECR/CEIRs and no new mitigation is required.®

Additionally, at the request of the City, Kimley Horn, Planning and Design Engineering Consultants®,
reviewed the Project for consistency with the ECR/C EIRs. The Kimley Horn analysis identified that the
Projectis proposing a net increase of 244 residential units and 9,799 SF of commercial use to Blocks A, B,
and C as compared to the assumptionsinthe ECR/CEIRs. However, the Project does not resultinan overall
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increase in trip generation withinthe Area Plan when development on other blocks within the Area Plan
are considered. Intersection #2 (El Camino Real and McLellan Boulevard) and Intersection #8 (Mission Road
and Oak Avenue) do not create significant impacts as under Cumulative conditions with the 2019 Specific
Plan SFPUC Update since the projectimplements improvements to those intersections. With the

37 CEQA Transportation ImpactAnalysis Assessment for the SFPUC Site prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated December 5,2018.
38 g,

39d.

40El Camino Real / Chestnut Plan Area 2019 Update Traffic Study prepared by Kimley Horn, dated October 10,2019
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c, d.

improvements, both intersections operate acceptably.** Further, under both the existing and cumulative
scenarios, there are no new significant impacts with prior mitigation from the earlier EIRs and Project
improvementsincorporated.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/CEIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to conflict with an approved traffic plan
comparedto those analyzedin the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has
been made available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions.
Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts relating to conflict with an approved
trafficplanand no furtherreview is necessary.

The ECR/C EIR concluded that development of the AreaPlan area would notincrease hazards dueto a
design feature or incompatible uses and instead would increase the design quality of the Area Plan area
through policies and design guidelinesinthe Plan, including the policies promoting active frontages along
certain streets and streetscapeimprovementssuch as public plazas and pedestrian connections. The ECR/C
EIR also found thatthe AreaPlan would notchange emergency vehicle access routes, which would remain
adequate toserve the AreaPlanarea.

The CivicProject SEIR concluded that projectalso would not increase hazards due to a design feature.The
project did not change Area Plan policies and design guidelines, and would follow applicable policies to
ensure compliance with the General Plan, resulting in less than significant impacts. There have been
changesin circumstances that would alterthe ECR/C EIRs’ impact conclusion.

The Traffic Assessment confirmed that the Project would have no new or greater impacts on the
surrounding roadway system than discussed in the ECR/CEIRs.*? The Project does not propose incompatible
uses or offsite roadwayalterations or alterations that would make the existing, adequate emergency access
inadequate. Additionally, the Project would pay the City’s Public Safety Impact Fee that funds
improvements to infrastructure or public services necessitated by new development to ensure adequate
emergency access. The Project would not substantiallyincrease hazards due to adesign feature or use with
incompatible vehicles such as farm equipment and would not result in inadequate emergency vehide
access. Thusthe Project would notresultin any newor more significantimpacts than disclosed in the ECR/C
EIRs and no mitigationisrequired.

Because the Projectis consistent with that whichis analyzedinthe ECR/CEIR and the CivicProject SEIR, it
would not resultin any new or more significant impacts related to hazards due to a design feature or
emergency vehicleaccess comparedto those analyzed inthe previous EIRs. No changeshave occurred and
no new information has been made available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change
their conclusions. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts relating to hazards
due to a design feature oremergency vehicleaccess and no furtherreview is necessary.

411d., Table3.

421d.
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XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact, greater
than identified in
the EIRs

Significant and
Unavoidable
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

Less Than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Measures,
consistent with
the EIRs

No Impact or
Less Than
Significant
Impact,
consistent with
the EIRs

UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS. Compared to the assumptions, analysis and conclusions presented in the certified
ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a)Require or resultinthe construction

of new water or wastewater
treatment or distributionfacilities,
or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could
cause significant environmental
effects?

b)

Have sufficient water supplies
availableto serve the projectfrom
existing entitlements and
resources, or arenew or expanded
entitlements needed?

c) Result in a determination by the

wastewater treatment provider
that serves the project area that it
does not have adequate capacity
to serve the project area’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing
commitments?

d)

Be served by a landfill with
insufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

e) Fail to comply with federal, state,

and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

On pages 3.7-20, the ECR/C EIR found that based on discussions with California Water Service (CWS), the
existing water distribution system is generally in good condition and should be able to support the Area
Plan’s proposed development without the need for major repairs or upgrades to the existing system,
although minor upgrades could be required. The Civic Project SEIR confirmed that no improvements to
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infrastructure beyond what was identified and analyzed in the ECR/C EIR would be required to serve the
AreaPlanarea. Thusthere are no changesin circumstances that would alterthe ECR/CEIR’s conclusions.

As the Area Plan was found to have a less than significant impact, and the Proposed Project is consistent
with the Area Plan, the Project will not require the construction of significant water facilities that would
have a significant impact. In addition, a Water Supply Assessment was conducted for the Project by EKI
Environment & Water, Inc. on May 24, 2019 (“WSA”). The WSA found that sufficient water supply is
available to Cal Water to meetall future demandsinthe Projectarea as well as those associated with the
Project.*® As such, the Proposed Project would have no new or more significant impacts than disclosed in
the ECR/C EIR and no mitigationisrequired.

The ECR/C EIR stated that the planningareais largely covered with impermeable surfaces. Asnoted in the
AreaPlan, the existing and future storm drain systemdischarges into the Colma Creek canal,and anincrease
in stormwater flows and accompanying major infrastructure improvements is not anticipated. The ECR/C
EIR noted that the addition of the community park, as well as other open spaces, would likely improve
runoffinthe area. Italso noted that future projects would be subject toincentivesand guidelines to include
plazas and open spaces with permeable surfaces in project design to potentially decrease on- site
stormwater runoff. The ECR/C EIR concluded that with implementation of these measures, the capacity of
the storm drain systemwould not be exceeded, and impacts would be less than significant.

The Civic EIR found that changes to the Area Plan would not result in new increases not previously
anticipated. The EIR also noted that development in the Area Plan area would be required to implement
stormwater runoff reduction measures as directed under Area Plan Policy DG-40 and in compliance with
the Provision C.3 of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program Technical Guidance
Manual. There are no changesin circumstances that would change the conclusionsinthe ECR/CEIRs.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to the construction of new water or
wastewater facilities comparedto those analyzed in the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new
information has been made available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their
conclusions. Therefore, the Project would resultin lessthan significantimpacts relating to the construction
of new water or wastewaterfacilities and no furtherreviewis necessary.

b. The ECR/CEIR stated that the population growthassociated with the Area Plan (a combination of residential
and nonresidential) uses would increase the demand for waterin the CWS area, but such growth would be
within the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) projections. The ECR/C EIR concluded that the
development contemplated by the Area Plan would not require additional water supply in excess of the
supply contemplated by the UWMP.

The Civic Project SEIR noted that Cal Water’s South San Francisco District (the City’s water supplier) had
adopteda new UWMP in 2016 (the “2015 UWMP”). As the CivicProject SEIR notes, the 2015 UWMP

43 WSA, p. 26.
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concluded that the South San Francisco District has sufficient water supply during years under normal
conditions, but during one-year or multiyear droughts, shortfalls of up to 20 percent or more are projected.
Under such conditions, Cal Water willimplement its Water Shortage Contingency Plan. In recent drought
years, customers were asked to reducetheir demand by 8 percent as specified by the State Water Resources
Control Board. The South San Francisco District exceeded thisamount (20 percent reductionbased on June
2015 to March 2016 totals). Cal Water is also working toward increasing the water supply portfolio for the
South San Francisco District (Cal Water 2016).

As noted above, the WSA found that sufficient water resources exist to serve the Project. Further, the
Project consists of uses that are not particularly water-intensive and that are consistent with the
development allowed by the Area Plan. Thus the Project would have no new or more significant impacts
than disclosed by the ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, it
would not result in any new or more significant impacts related to sufficient water supplies compared to
those analyzed in the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made
available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project
wouldresultinlessthansignificantimpacts to sufficient water supplies and no furtherreview is necessary.

C. Asdescribedinthe ECR/CEIR, all wastewater producedin South San Francisco is treated at the City’s Water
Quality Control Plant (WQCP), which also treats water from San Bruno. As further described in the ECR/C
EIR, the plant is permitted by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and,
has an average dry weather flow (ADWF) design capacity of 13 mgd. Inits analysison Page 3.7-21, the ECR/C
EIR found that implementation of the Area Plan (i.e., buildout underthe AreaPlan) would have less-than-
significant impacts on wastewater treatment facilities and that no mitigation would be required because
there isadequate wastewatertreatment capacity to accommodate the proposed development. The WQCP
complies with the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and therefore there would be
no exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements.

According to the SEIR, in 2016, there is still sufficient permitted influent capacity at the WQCP to treat
effluentfrom AreaPlan development. Accordingly, no changesin circumstances have occurred that would
alter the ECR/C EIR’s assessment that there is sufficient wastewater treatment capacity to serve the
development contemplated by the Area Plan, including the Project, as well as existing development.

Asthe Projectis consistent withthe AreaPlan, it willnot cause an excess in wastewater beyond that which
the existing facilities can treat. The WQCP complies with the requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and because the Project’s wasteswould be treatedat that facility, its wastes would be treated
incompliance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. Further, the Project would pay
the City’s sewer capacity fee, which helps to offset impacts on sewer capacity from new development
projects. Accordingly, there are no new or more significantimpacts than disclosedin the ECR/CEIRs and no
mitigationis required.
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Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, it
would notresultinany new or more significantimpacts related to sufficient wastewater capacity compared
to those analyzed in the previous EIRs. No changes have occurred and no new information has been made
available since certification of the previous EIRs that would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project
would result in less than significant impacts to sufficient wastewater capacity and no further review is
necessary.

d, e. The ECR/C EIR evaluated whetherfuture development underthe proposed Plan will be served by a landfill with
adequate permitted capacity and would not fail to fully comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste on page 3.7-22. The ECR/C EIR found that buildout consistent with the
AreaPlan’s development standards would not necessitate any mitigations as there is adequate capacity at
Ox Mountain to accommodate the solid waste needs of development permitted by the Area Plan while
maintaining compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The
ECR/CEIR also noted thatdiversionrates would likelycontinue, resultingin less solid waste that would need
to be landfilled, and that General Plan policies addressedthe need forsolid waste reduction. The ECR/CEIR
concluded impacts were less than significant.

The Civic Project SEIR confirmed that there remains adequate capacity at Ox Mountain to accommodate
solid waste from buildout of the Area Plan. It also noted that solid waste requiring landfill disposal would
be reduced compared to 2011 with continued implementation of the City’s recycling programs and state
mandates for increased diversion and enactment of legislation requiring additional increasesin diversion
(e.g., AB 341 and AB1826). Thus there are no changes in circumstances that would result in new or more
severe impacts.

The Projectis consistent with the Area Plan and will not resultin landfill waste beyond that contemplated
inthe ECR/CEIR. Thus, the Project will not resultin new or more significantimpacts related to landfills than
disclosedinthe ECR/CEIRs and no mitigationis required. In addition, solid waste will be disposed of in the
manner outlined in the ECR/C EIRs and as required by law. As such, the Project will not resultin new or
more significant impacts related to compliance with federal, state, and local regulations governing the
disposal of solid waste.

Because the Project is consistent with that which is analyzed in the ECR/C EIR and the Civic Project SEIR, it
would not resultin any new or more significant impacts related to landfill capacity or compliance with
regulations governing disposal of solid waste compared to those analyzed in the previous EIRs. No changes
have occurred and no new information has been made available since certification of the previous EIRs that
would change their conclusions. Therefore, the Project wouldresultin less than significant impacts to landfill
capacity or compliance with regulationsgoverning disposal of solid waste and no further reviewis necessary.

XX. WILDFIRE
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Significant  and | Significant  and | Less Than | No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater| Impact, Impact with | Significant
than identified in | consistent  with | Mitigation Impact,
the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with
consistent with | the EIRs
WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very Fné-h‘}‘lré hazard severity zones,

would the project:

a) Substantially impairan adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds,
and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

c) Require the installation or
maintenance  of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources,
power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including
downslope or downstream
flooding orlandslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?
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The Project siteis not located in or near state responsibility lands for fire management or lands classified
as very high fire hazard severity zones. Therefore, this topicis not applicableto the Project.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Significant  and| Significant  and | Less Than | No Impact or
Unavoidable Unavoidable Significant Less Than
Impact, greater| Impact, Impact with | Significant

than identified in | consistent  with| Mitigation Impact,

the EIRs the EIRs Measures, consistent with

consistent with | the EIRs

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Compared to the assumptions, ana/y'sis and conclusions presented in the
certified ECR/C EIRs, would the Project:

a) Does the project have the potential
to substantially the quality of the
environment, substantially reducethe
habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
causea fish or wildlife population to X
drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially
reduce the number or restrict the
rangeof a rareor endangered plantor
animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that
are individually  limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a
projectareconsiderable when viewed
in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.)?

c) Does the project have
environmental effects which will X
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or

indirectly?
a. Based on the precedingdiscussion and the ECR/CEIRs prepared forthe AreaPlan, ithas been determined
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that the Projectis consistent with the analysisof the ECR/CEIRs and would not degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threatento eliminate a plant oranimal community, reduce
the numberorrestrict the range of arare or endangeredplantoranimal, or eliminateimportant examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b. Accordingto CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, “Cumulative impacts refertotwo or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase otherenvironmental
impacts.” “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects. The potential cumulativeimpacts of the Project have
been considered foreach environmental topicevaluated above. Given the relatively short-term nature of
the Project’s construction schedule, and the fact that it would serve an existing community within an
urbanized area consistent with the adopted Area Plan, the Project will not have any cumulatively
considerable impacts that are different or more significant than those as disclosed in the ECR/CEIRs

C. The Project would not have environmental effects that would cause substantialadverse effectson human
beings, eitherdirectly orindirectly, as analyzed in the ECR/CEIRs.

Conclusions

As discussed, the Environmental Checklist confirmsthat 1) the Project does not exceed the environmental impacts
analyzedinthe ECR/CEIRs in accordance with the criteriaunderSection 15162, 2) that no new impacts have been
identified, and 3) no new mitigation measures are required. As detailed in the analysis presented above, the
Project would not result in greater impacts than were identified for the ECR/C EIRs. No new impacts have been
identified and no new mitigation measures are required.

3403645.1

City of South San Francisco
October 2019
98| Page



SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

References

El Camino Real/Chestnut Avenue AreaPlan

El Camino Real/Chestnut Avenue AreaPlan Draftand Final Program EIR

Community Civic Center Campus Project Subsequent EIR

Summary of Changes to Community Civic Campus Project

FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer:
http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html|?webmap=cbe088e 7c8704464aa0fc34eb99%e

7f30
&extent=-122.45397202661182,37.649016688411635,-122.41242997338809,37.660228901797346

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15

3403645

State Water Board GeoTracker Website: https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/

2014 SFO Noise Exposure Map accessed on 6/5/19: https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-
abatement/sfo p150 2014-nem-36x24-plot-signed ada.pdf

2019 SFO Noise Exposure Map accessed on 6/5/19: https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-
abatement/sfo p150 2019-nem-36x24-plot-signed ada.pdf

Public Utilities Commission Mixed-Use Development Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared
by lllingworth & Rodkin, Inc. onJune 10, 2019

Public Utilities Commission Mixed-Use Developmentin South San Francisco, CA—Wind Issues Assodated
with Project, August 22, 2019

ArboristReportand Tree Assessment prepared by AGI Avant, Inc. on November 16, 2018.

Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation and Limited Environmental Sampling and Analysis, SSF Transit-
Oriented Development — 1051 Mission Road, South San Francisco, CA, Langan Project No.: 750652601,
prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. on May 1, 2019

CEQA Transportation Impact Analysis Assessment forthe SFPUCSite, prepared by Fehr & Peerson
December5, 2018

Project Plans, dated June 13, 2019, submitted June 13, 2019

. Cortese List accessed 6/5/19:
1
City of South San Francisco

October 2019
99| Page


http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=cbe088e7c8704464aa0fc34eb99e7f30&amp%3Bextent=-122.45397202661182%2C37.649016688411635%2C-122.41242997338809%2C37.660228901797346
http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=cbe088e7c8704464aa0fc34eb99e7f30&amp%3Bextent=-122.45397202661182%2C37.649016688411635%2C-122.41242997338809%2C37.660228901797346
http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=cbe088e7c8704464aa0fc34eb99e7f30&amp%3Bextent=-122.45397202661182%2C37.649016688411635%2C-122.41242997338809%2C37.660228901797346
http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=cbe088e7c8704464aa0fc34eb99e7f30&amp%3Bextent=-122.45397202661182%2C37.649016688411635%2C-122.41242997338809%2C37.660228901797346
http://fema.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=cbe088e7c8704464aa0fc34eb99e7f30&amp%3Bextent=-122.45397202661182%2C37.649016688411635%2C-122.41242997338809%2C37.660228901797346
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2014-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2014-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2014-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2019-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2019-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf
https://media.flysfo.com/media/sfo/noise-abatement/sfo_p150_2019-nem-36x24-plot-signed_ada.pdf

SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project
CEQA Checklist

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

3424557.1

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&reporttype=CORTESE&site type=C
Sl TES,OPEN,FUDS,CLOSE&status=ACT,BKLG,COM&reporttitle=HAZARDOUS+WASTE+AND+SU
BSTANCES+SITE+LIST

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Langan Engineeringand Environmental Services, Inc.
on November 27,2018

Water Supply Assessment forthe South San Francisco SFPUC Site prepared by EKI Environment & Water,
Inc. on May 24, 2019

Public Utilities Commission Mixed-Use Development Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared by
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. onJune 10, 2019

Shadow Study prepared by BAR ArchitectsonJune 10, 2019
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan prepared by Fehr & Peers onJune 20, 2019.

El Camino Real/Chestnut Plan 2019 Update Traffic Study prepared by Kimley Horn on October 10, 2019.

3403645.1

City of South San Francisco
October 2019
100| Page


http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&amp%3Breporttype=CORTESE&amp%3Bsite_type=CSITES%2COPEN%2CFUDS%2CCLOSE&amp%3Bstatus=ACT%2CBKLG%2CCOM&amp%3Breporttitle=HAZARDOUS%2BWASTE%2BAND%2BSUBSTANCES%2BSITE%2BLIST
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&amp%3Breporttype=CORTESE&amp%3Bsite_type=CSITES%2COPEN%2CFUDS%2CCLOSE&amp%3Bstatus=ACT%2CBKLG%2CCOM&amp%3Breporttitle=HAZARDOUS%2BWASTE%2BAND%2BSUBSTANCES%2BSITE%2BLIST
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&amp%3Breporttype=CORTESE&amp%3Bsite_type=CSITES%2COPEN%2CFUDS%2CCLOSE&amp%3Bstatus=ACT%2CBKLG%2CCOM&amp%3Breporttitle=HAZARDOUS%2BWASTE%2BAND%2BSUBSTANCES%2BSITE%2BLIST
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&amp%3Breporttype=CORTESE&amp%3Bsite_type=CSITES%2COPEN%2CFUDS%2CCLOSE&amp%3Bstatus=ACT%2CBKLG%2CCOM&amp%3Breporttitle=HAZARDOUS%2BWASTE%2BAND%2BSUBSTANCES%2BSITE%2BLIST

	INTRODUCTION
	LEGAL AUTHORITY
	CEQA Guidelines Section 15168
	CEQA Guidelines Section 15183

	APPLICABILITY
	BACKGROUND
	ECR/C EIR
	Table B. ECR/C EIR Buildout Assumptions By Block3
	Civic Project SEIR

	Table C. Civic Project Elements
	Remaining Capacity

	Table D. Capacity under ECR/C Area Plan

	OTHER AVAILABLE CEQA MECHANISMS
	Projects Consistent with Community Plan and Zoning
	Mixed Use, Transit Priority Area Projects

	SUPPLEMENTAL STUDIES AND ANALYSES INCORPORATED INTO THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
	PROJECT INFORMATION
	2. Lead Agency Name and Address
	3. Contact Person
	4. Project Location
	6. General Plan and Area Plan Designations
	7. Zoning
	8. Existing Setting
	9. Project Description
	Overview
	Land Use Designations
	Uses
	Table F. Residential Unit Counts
	Parking, Circulation, and Transportation Demand Management

	Table G. Vehicle Parking
	Table H. Bicycle Parking
	Grading
	Frontage and Off-Site Improvements
	On Site Infrastructure Improvements


	10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
	11. Required approvals
	FIGURE 1 – PROJECT VICINITY MAP
	SFPUC Opportunity Site Residential Project

	FIGURE 3 – PROJECT CONTEXT
	I. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES
	II. AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY RESOURCES
	III. AIR QUALITY
	IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
	V. CULTURAL and TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
	VI. ENERGY
	VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
	VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
	I
	X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
	XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
	XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
	XIII. NOISE
	XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
	XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
	XVI. RECREATION
	XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
	XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS
	XX. WILDFIRE
	XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
	Conclusions
	References

