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SHADOW

SHA-2 The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
impact to shadow.

Pursuant to the Shadow Analysis, none of the cumulative projects identified in Chapter 4, Environmental
Evaluation, of this Draft EIR, would potentially also cast net new shadow on the Turk-Hyde Mini Park. As
described in impact discussion SHA-1, both variant options of the proposed mixed-use development were
found to not have significant shadow-related effects on nearby open spaces. Additionally, future
developments in the area under the jurisdiction of San Francisco would be subject to San Francisco
Planning Code Section 295 and would not be approved unless the Planning Commission determines that
the new shade would not have a significant adverse effect on open space. Therefore, the proposed mixed-
use development, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would result in less-than-significant cumulatively considerable shadow impacts.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.
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TRANSPORTATION

4.8 TRANSPORTATION

This chapter describes the potential transportation impacts associated with the approval and
implementation of the proposed University of California (UC) College of the Law, San Francisco (the
College or UC Law SF) Long Range Campus Plan Update (LRCP Update) and the construction and operation
of the proposed 201 Golden Gate Avenue Mixed-Use Project (mixed-use development). The proposed
mixed-use development is presented in two scenarios: Academic Light (Variant 1) and Academic Heavy
(Variant 2). This chapter describes the regulatory framework and existing conditions, identifies criteria
used to determine impact significance, provides an analysis of the potential transportation impacts, and
identifies feasible mitigation measures that could mitigate any potentially significant impacts. Trip
generation data is included in Appendix H, Transportation, of this Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR).

4.8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

4.8.1.1 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the College, being a State entity, is
generally not subject to regulations of local government. However, the College consults and coordinates
on a regular basis with San Francisco (e.g., the Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency [SFMTA or Muni], San Francisco Public Works, and the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure) when planning new development within San Francisco. Where College
development projects require changes to property that is under the jurisdiction of San Francisco, such as
streets and sidewalks, the College complies with San Francisco regulations. San Francisco transportation
plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed project are described in this section.

San Francisco Transit First Policy

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

San Francisco Better Streets Plan

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

PLACEWORKS 4.8-1
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San Francisco Bicycle Strategy

The San Francisco Bicycle Strategy (Bicycle Strategy) describes a San Francisco program to provide the
safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle
Strategy identifies the citywide bicycle route network and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class |,
Class Il, or Class Il facility) for each route. Bicycle facility classifications are defined in Section 4.8.1.2
under the heading Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities.

4.8.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Roadway Network
Regional Roadway Network

Key regional roadways in the LRCP planning area are:

= Interstate 80 (I-80). I-80 is 0.6 miles southeast of the LRCP planning area. I-80 connects San Francisco
to the East Bay and other points east of San Francisco via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.

" Interstate 280 (I-280). 1-280 is 1.5 miles southeast of the LRCP planning area. I-280 connects San
Francisco to the South Bay with connections to 19th Avenue and the San Francisco neighborhoods of
Mission Bay and South of Market.

= U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101). U.S. 101 is 0.2 miles west of the LRCP planning area. U.S. 101 connects
San Francisco to the Peninsula and South Bay to the south, and to the North Bay to the north via the
Golden Gate Bridge. U.S. 101 connects to 1-80 in the South of Market neighborhood of San Francisco
and connects to |-280 in the southeastern area of San Francisco. U.S. 101 also consists of surface
streets in the vicinity of the LRCP planning area, including Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street.

Local Roadway Network

Key local roadways in the LRCP planning area are:

®  Market Street — Market Street is one of San Francisco’s primary arterial streets that provides two-way
northeast and southwest travel. Market Street operates primarily as a transit-only street that only
allows access to buses, streetcars, taxis, bicycles, and local delivery trucks. Market Street includes
center-running streetcar tracks with island and curbside transit stops in both directions serving
several Muni routes. Market Street provides a designated Class Il Bikeway east of the intersection of
Grove Street and 8th Street and a Class IV Bikeway west of the intersection.

®  Turk Street — Turk Street is a one-way westbound roadway with a maximum of three travel lanes and
street parking on both sides. It serves Muni Route 31 and provides a designated Class IV Bikeway.

® Golden Gate Avenue — Golden Gate Avenue runs one-way eastbound with two travel lanes and has
street parking on both sides. Golden Gate Avenue serves Golden Gate Transit Routes 101, 130, and
150, and is a designated Class IV Bikeway. Golden Gate Avenue includes painted curb extensions at
the intersection with Leavenworth Street adjacent to the LRCP planning area.
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McAllister Street — McAllister Street has three lanes and runs in the eastbound and westbound
directions. Street parking is available in the westbound direction. McAllister Street also serves
multiple Muni and Golden Gate Transit routes and is a designated Class Il Bikeway.

Grove Street — Grove Street has two travel lanes in each direction and runs in the eastbound and
westbound directions. Street parking is available in both directions. Grove Street also serves Muni
Route 21 and is a designated Class Il Bikeway in both directions. Grove Street includes an eastbound
Class Il bike lane to the east of Van Ness Avenue.

Jones Street — Jones Street runs one-way southbound with two travel lanes and street parking on
both sides. Jones Street becomes a two-way street south of Golden Gate Avenue.

Leavenworth Street — Leavenworth Street runs one-way northbound with two travel lanes with street
parking on both sides.

Hyde Street — Hyde Street runs one-way southbound with three travel lanes and has street parking on
both sides. Hyde Street also serves Muni Route 19.

Larkin Street — Larkin Street runs one-way northbound with three travel lanes and street parking on
both sides. Larkin Street also serves Muni Route 19.

Polk Street — Polk Street has three travel lanes, and runs in the northbound and southbound direction,
with street parking in both directions. South of Grove Street, Polk Street is one-way southbound. Polk
Street is served by Muni Route 19 and has a combination of both Class Il and Class IV bicycle
infrastructure.

Van Ness Avenue — Van Ness Avenue (U.S. 101) is the major north-south arterial in the central section
of San Francisco. Van Ness Avenue has two travel lanes and a designated transit priority lane for Muni
and Golden Gate Transit in each direction separated by a center median, and metered parking on
both sides of the street. Van Ness Avenue serves Muni Route 49 and Golden Gate Transit Routes 101,
130, and 150.

Transit Service

The College is well served by public transit, with bus, streetcar, light rail, and regional rail available in the
surrounding area. Figure 4.8-1, Existing Transit Services, shows available transit services within a 0.25-mile
radius of the LRCP planning area.

Regional Transit Service

Key regional transit services in the LRCP planning area are:

Alameda-Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit) — AC Transit operates bus services in
western Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, as well as routes to the San Francisco and San Mateo
County. AC Transit operates various Transbay bus routes between the East Bay and the Salesforce
Transit Center in San Francisco, primarily during peak periods. The Salesforce Transit Center is 1.25
miles northeast of the LRCP planning area and can be accessed by various public transit routes.

PLACEWORKS 4.8-3
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=  Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) — BART provides regional rail service between the East Bay (Antioch,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton, and Berryessa/North San Jose) and the Peninsula (SFO Airport and
Millbrae) via San Francisco. Weekday hours of operation are currently between 5:00 a.m. and
midnight. BART currently provides 5- to 15-minute headways along each line during the weekday PM
peak period. BART operates under Market Street in the vicinity of the LRCP planning area. The closest
BART station is Civic Center, which is less than 0.25 miles from the LRCP planning area. This station can
be accessed by various local public transit options.

=  (Caltrain — Caltrain provides regional passenger rail service on the Peninsula between San Francisco
and San Jose with several stops in San Mateo County and Santa Clara County. Limited weekday
commute service is also available south of San Jose to Gilroy Station. Caltrain currently provides four
trains per hour during the AM and PM peak periods. Caltrain service terminates at San Francisco
Station at Fourth and King Streets 1.5 miles east of the LRCP planning area. This station can be
accessed by various public transit options.

" Golden Gate Transit — The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District operates Golden
Gate Transit, which provides bus and ferry service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma
Counties) and downtown San Francisco. The nearest stop to the LRCP planning area is less than 0.25
miles to the west served by Routes 101, 130, and 150.

® San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) —SamTrans is the primary transit provider in San Mateo
County and provides service to San Francisco and Santa Clara Counties. The nearest stop to the LRCP
planning area is 0.5 miles to the south at the intersection of Mission Street and Seventh Street, which
is served by Routes 292, 397, and FCX.

Local Transit Service

Primary transit access to the LRCP planning area is provided by Muni bus, light rail, and streetcar services,
which provide connections to other modes of transit in the area. Muni transit routes within a 0.25-mile
radius are shown in Table 4.8-1, Transit Services.

TABLE 4.8-1 TRANSIT SERVICES
2023 Weekday Distance
PM Peak Period Nearest Stop to LRCP
Frequency Hours of Location to Mixed- Planning
Route (3-7 PM) Operation use Development Area Neighborhoods Served by Route
5 Fulton 11 minutes 24-hour McAllister and 0.1 miles Chinatown Downtown / Civic Center;
service daily Hyde Financial District; Golden Gate Park; Inner
Richmond; Outer Richmond; Seacliff; SoMa;
Western Addition; Haight Ashbury
5 Fulton 10-11 minutes Weekdays McAllister and 0.2 miles Chinatown Downtown / Civic Center;
Rapid 7a.m.to7 Jones Financial District; Golden Gate Park; Inner
p.m. Richmond; Outer Richmond; Seacliff; SoMa;

Western Addition; Haight Ashbury
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TABLE 4.8-1 TRANSIT SERVICES
2023 Weekday Distance
PM Peak Period Nearest Stop to LRCP
Frequency Hours of Location to Mixed- Planning
Route (3-7 PM) Operation use Development Area Neighborhoods Served by Route
6 Haight/ 20 minutes S5am.tol Market and Eighth 0.2 miles Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
Parnassu a.m. daily Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
S Golden Gate Park; Mission; Parkside; SoMa;
Twin Peaks; West of Twin Peaks; Western
Addition; Inner Sunset; Haight Ashbury
7 Haight/ 12 minutes S5a.m.to 11 Golden Gate and <0.1 miles  Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
Noriega p.m. daily Hyde Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
Golden Gate Park; Mission; Outer Sunset;
SoMa; Western Addition; Inner Sunset;
Haight Ashbury
9 San 10 minutes Sa.m.tol Market and Eighth 0.2 miles Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
Bruno a.m. daily Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
Golden Gate Park; Mission; Outer Sunset;
SoMa; Western Addition; Inner Sunset;
Haight Ashbury
9R San 12 minutes Weekdays 7 Market and Eighth 0.2 miles Bayview / Hunters Point; Bernal Heights;
Bruno a.m.to7 Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
Rapid p.m. Excelsior; Financial District; Mission; Potrero
Hill, SoMa; Visitacion Valley; Western
Addition
14 8 minutes 24-hour Mission and Eighth 0.3 miles Bernal Heights; Crocker Amazon; Downtown
Mission service daily / Civic Center; Excelsior; Financial District;
Glen Park; Mission; Noe Valley; Ocean View;
Outer Mission; SoMa; Western Addition
14R 7 minutes 5a.m.to11 Mission and Eighth 0.3 miles Bernal Heights; Crocker Amazon; Downtown
Mission p.m. daily / Civic Center; Excelsior; Financial District;
Rapid Glen Park; Lakeshore; Mission; Noe Valley;
Ocean View; Outer Mission; SoMa; Western
Addition
19 Polk 15 minutes 5a.m.to 11 Market and 0.2 miles Bayview / Hunters Point; Bernal Heights;
p.m. daily Seventh Downtown / Civic Center; Marina; Mission;
Nob Hill; North Beach; Pacific Heights;
Potrero Hill; Russian Hill; SoMa; Western
Addition
21 Hayes 20 minutes 5a.m.to 10 McAlister and 0.2 miles Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
p.m. daily Hyde Financial District; Golden Gate Park; Inner
Richmond; SoMa; Western Addition; Haight
Ashbury
27 Bryant 15 minutes 5a.m.to 10 Market and 0.2 miles Bernal Heights; Downtown / Civic Center;
p.m. daily Seventh Financial District; Mission; Nob Hill; Noe
Valley; Pacific Heights; Potrero Hill; Russian
Hill: SoMa; Western Addition
31 20 minutes 5a.m.to 10 Turk and Hyde 0.1 miles Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
Balboa p.m. daily Financial District; Golden Gate Park; Inner
Richmond; Outer Richmond; Seacliff; SoMa;
Western Addition
38 Geary  8-10 minutes 24-hour O'Farrell and 0.4 miles Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
service daily Larkin Financial District; Inner Richmond; Nob Hill;

4.8-6
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TABLE 4.8-1 TRANSIT SERVICES
2023 Weekday Distance
PM Peak Period Nearest Stop to LRCP
Frequency Hours of Location to Mixed- Planning
Route (3-7 PM) Operation use Development Area Neighborhoods Served by Route
Outer Richmond; Presidio Heights; Seacliff;
SoMa; Western Addition
38R 8 minutes 5a.m.to 11 O'Farrell and 0.5 miles Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
Geary p.m. daily Taylor Financial District; Inner Richmond; Nob Hill;
Rapid Outer Richmond; Presidio Heights; Seacliff;
SoMa; Western Addition
49 Van 6 minutes 5a.m.to12 McAllister and Van 0.3 miles Bernal Heights; Downtown / Civic Center;
Ness/Mis midnight Ness Excelsior; Glen Park; Marina; Mission; Nob
sion daily Hill; Noe Valley; Ocean View; Outer Mission;
Pacific Heights; Russian Hill; SoMa; West of
Twin Peaks; Western Addition
F Market ~ 12-13 minutes 7 a.m.to 10 Market and Eighth 0.2 miles Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
& p.m. daily Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
Wharves Mission; North Beach; Russian Hill; SoMa;
Western Addition; Haight Ashbury
J Church 15 minutes Weekdays Civic Center 0.2 miles Bernal Heights; Castro / Upper Market;
4:30a.m. to Station (Market Chinatown; Downtown / Civic Center;
la.m; and Eighth) Excelsior; Financial District; Glen Park;
Weekends 5 Mission; Noe Valley; Ocean View; Outer
a.m.to 12 Mission; SoMa; Western Addition
midnight
L Taraval 10 minutes Weekdays 5 Civic Center 0.2 miles Financial District; Downtown / Civic Center;
(2024)/ L a.m.to 10 Station (Market Castro / Upper Market; Lakeshore; Parkside;
Bus p.m.; and Eighth) SoMa; Twin Peaks; West of Twin Peaks
(2023) Weekends 6
a.m. to 10
p.m.
K 10-12 minutes Weekdays 6 Civic Center 0.2 miles Bayview / Hunters Point; Castro / Upper
Ingleside a.m.to 12 Station (Market Market; Chinatown; Downtown / Civic
midnight; and Eighth) Center; Financial District; Lakeshore;
Weekends 8 Mission; Noe Valley; Ocean View; Outer
a.m.to 12 Mission; Parkside; Potrero Hill; SoMa; Twin
midnight Peaks; Visitacion Valley; West of Twin Peaks;
Western Addition
M Ocean  10-11 minutes Weekdays 6 Civic Center 0.2 miles Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
View a.m.to 12 Station (Market Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
midnight; and Eighth) Lakeshore; Mission; Noe Valley; Ocean
Weekends 8 View; Outer Mission; Parkside; SoMa; Twin
a.m.to 12 Peaks; West of Twin Peaks; Western
midnight Addition
N Judah 10 minutes Weekdays 6 Civic Center 0.2 miles Castro / Upper Market; Chinatown;
a.m.to 12 Station (Market Downtown / Civic Center; Financial District;
midnight; and Eighth) Golden Gate Park; Mission; Outer Sunset;
Weekends 8 SoMa; Western Addition; Inner Sunset;
a.m.to 12 Haight Ashbury
midnight

Note: SoMa = South of Market
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2023; San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, June 2023.
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UC San Francisco Shuttle Services

UC San Francisco (UCSF) operates several shuttle routes throughout San Francisco. The shuttle system
provides service between transit facilities, remote parking lots, the various UCSF campus sites, and UCSF-
affiliated hospitals/medical centers within San Francisco. Most routes operate between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00
p.m., Monday through Friday. The service is free for UCSF faculty, staff, students, patients, and visitors.

Two UCSF shuttle routes, Blue Shuttle and Gold Shuttle, currently pass by the LRCP planning area and 0.2
mile away at the Civic Center BART Station. The Blue Shuttle provides counterclockwise circulator service
between the Mission Bay, Mount Zion, Parnassus, and San Francisco General Hospital campus sites. The
Gold Shuttle provides clockwise circulator service between the same locations. Each route operates
between 5:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. with 25-minute headways during peak commute hours.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle facilities consist of bicycle lanes, trails, and paths, as well as bike parking, bike lockers, and showers
for cyclists. Current on-street bicycle facilities in the LRCP planning area, as designated by the SFMTA
Bikeway Network, are discussed here and shown in Figure 4.8-2, Existing Bicycle Facilities.

On-street bicycle facilities are generally grouped into the following categories:

= (Class | Shared Path: Provides a completely separated right-of-way (e.g., off-street bicycle paths) for
the exclusive use of cyclists and pedestrians, with crossflow minimized. There are no existing Class |
bicycle facilities in the LRCP planning area.

=  Class Il Bicycle Lane: Provides pavement striping and signage to designate a portion of the roadway for
one-way travel on a street or highway. Existing Class Il bicycle facilities in the LRCP planning area are
provided on:

= Seventh Street, between Market Street and Stevenson Street
= Polk Street, between O’Farrell Street and Grove Street
=  Grove Street, between Larkin Street and Hyde Street

= (Class Ill Bicycle Route: Provides for shared use with motor vehicle traffic, marked by bike route signage
and optional shared roadway markings (sharrow) along roadways. Existing Class Ill bicycle facilities in
the LRCP planning area are provided on:

= MocAllister Street, west of Market Street

"  Market Street, east of Eighth Street

®  Charles ) Brenham Place, between Market Street and McAllister Street
"  Grove Street, west of Market Street

= (Class IV Separated Bikeway: Provides for one-way or two-way bicycle travel on a lane that is physically
separated from vehicular traffic by a vertical barrier such as on-street parking, flexible posts, or grade
separation. Existing Class IV bicycle facilities in the LRCP planning area are provided on:

=  Polk Street, between Post Street and McAllister Street and Hayes Street to Market Street

4.8-8 APRIL 2024
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= Turk Street, between Polk Street and Market Street
= Golden Gate Avenue, between Jones Street and Market Street
=  Market Street, between Eighth Street and Eleventh Street

The LRCP planning area includes two on-site bicycle parking facilities at the 200 McAllister Street and 198
McAllister Street buildings, totaling 100 secure spaces. On-street bicycle parking is also available
throughout the surrounding area.

In addition to on-street bicycle facilities, Bay Wheels Bike Share operates a regional public bicycle sharing
system, allowing members and walk-up users to rent bicycles from secure docking stations. Bay Wheels
operates 7,000 bicycles at 550 stations across San Francisco, San Jose, Oakland, Berkeley, and Emeryville.
Several bike-share stations are within 0.25 miles of the LRCP planning area. Nearby Bay Wheels stations
are on the south side of Market Street between Seventh Market Street and McAllister Street (15 spaces),
on the east side of Polk Street north of Grove Street (19 spaces), at San Francisco City Hall (nine spaces),
and at the San Francisco Public Library (26 spaces). Shared dockless scooters are also available around the
LRCP planning area.

Pedestrian Facilities

The College is in a dense and walkable pedestrian environment. All streets within the LRCP planning area
have sidewalks between 12 and 18 feet wide on all block faces. All nearby intersections have high-visibility
crosswalks, pedestrian countdown timers, and directional curb ramps.

All streets near the LRCP planning area are classified as part of the San Francisco’s High Injury Network
based on the San Francisco’s recent history of fatalities and serious injuries to pedestrians and bicyclists.
Recent improvements from the SFMTA’s Vision Zero Quick-Build Project in the Tenderloin district along
Golden Gate Avenue, Turk Street, and Leavenworth Street include painted safety zones with white plastic
post delineators that extend sidewalk corners to improve visibility of pedestrians and reduce vehicle
turning speeds.

Other Transportation Facilities

Parking

Both on and off-street parking is available near the LRCP planning area. Two public off-street parking
garages are available in the immediate area. The UC Law SF’s parking garage, at 376 Larkin Street,
contains 395 spaces and is open to UC Law SF affiliates and is also open for public use (including UCSF
students and faculty). The Civic Center parking garage, on McAllister Street between Larkin Street and
Polk Street, contains 843 spaces. Prior to the start of the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic, UC Law SF’s parking
garage occupancy peaked at over 90 percent occupancy at midday but was less than 30 percent occupied
during the evening and overnight.

PLACEWORKS 4.8-9
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On-street metered parking is available along most streets in the LRCP planning area. This on-street
parking is generally well utilized. San Francisco has implemented the SFpark program, a parking
management system administered by SFMTA for on-street and off-street spaces. SFpark uses new
technologies and parking pricing policies to optimize the use of existing parking resources to make finding
a parking space faster and easier, and, by extension, reducing circling by vehicles looking for parking near
their destination. Currently, SFpark manages 7,000 on-street metered parking spaces (25 percent of the
San Francisco’s supply) and 12,250 off-street parking spaces in San Francisco-owned garages or lots. Near
the LRCP planning area, there are SFpark meters along all east-west streets between Hyde Street and Van
Ness Avenue and all north-south streets between Eddy Street and Grove Street.

Loading

Commercial and passenger loading activities occur at each College building. On-street metered
commercial loading space is available in front of the 100 McAllister Street building and mid-block
between the 100 and 198 McAllister Street buildings. The 198 McAllister Street and 200 McAllister Street
buildings each provide off-street commercial loading docks along McAllister Street. Passenger loading,
including ride-hailing activity, primarily occurs along McAllister Street, Hyde Street, and Golden Gate
Avenue at unmetered on-street passenger loading areas.

Transportation Demand Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) refers to a set of strategies intended to reduce the demand
for roadway travel. The College does not have a formal TDM program; however, the College includes
several transportation practices that are consistent with TDM measures. These practices include
employee commuter benefits, vanpool services, and an evening van service.

Emergency Services

Emergency vehicle access to the LRCP planning area is provided along Golden Gate Avenue and
Leavenworth Street. The closest San Francisco Fire Department station to the LRCP planning area is
Station 3, 0.5 miles northwest at Post Street and Polk Street. The closest hospital is Saint Francis
Memorial Hospital, 0.75 miles north at Hyde Street and Bush Street. Police services are provided by the
San Francisco Police Department. The closest San Francisco Police Department station to LRCP planning
area is the Tenderloin Station, 0.2 miles to the east. The College also provides on-site security services.

4.8.2 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pursuant to Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, of the CEQA Guidelines, implementation of the
proposed project would result in a significant transportation impact if it would:

1. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
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2. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).*

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

4. Result in inadequate emergency access.

5. Result in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to transportation.

4.8.2.1 TRAVEL DEMAND ANALYSIS

Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic that would be generated
by the proposed mixed-use development. This analysis provides a forecast of the daily and PM peak-hour
(3:00 to 7:00 p.m.) trips that would be generated by new uses associated with the proposed mixed-use
development.

Travel demand estimates were developed using the San Francisco County Transportation Authority
(SFCTA) and San Francisco Planning Department’s Travel Demand Tool. This travel demand tool, which is
included in the travel demand estimate resources in the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Transportation Impact Guidelines (SF Guidelines),? estimates the number of trips generated by new
development projects, how people will travel to the LRCP planning area, and the origins and destinations
of those new trips.

The trip generation estimates for the Local 2 space are based on San Francisco’s trip generation rates for
general office space. For the academic and residential uses of the proposed mixed-use development, the
trip generation and mode share rates in the tool were applied to the number of residential bedrooms and
the square footage of academic/programmatic space proposed in both variants of the proposed mixed-
use development. The trips generated by the residential component of the proposed mixed-use
development were estimated using the unit mix outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft
EIR. The proposed mixed-use development’s academic space is planned to be flexible, and could include
classrooms, offices, meeting rooms, and student service space. Due to the flexibility of this academic
space, the trip generation estimates for the academic component of the proposed mixed-use
development are based on San Francisco’s trip generation rates for general office space.

Trip Generation

Table 4.8-2, Trip Generation, presents the weekday daily and PM peak-hour person trip generation
forecasts for the LRCP planning area’s existing use and for both variants of the proposed mixed-use
development. A “person trip” is a trip taken by a person, by any mode of transportation. The trip
generation is inclusive of all campus affiliates, including commuting faculty, staff, and students, as well as
resident faculty and students.

1 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 (b) refers to the discontinuation of vehicle level of service as an impact metric for
transportation analysis and instead recommends the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT); this section gives lead agencies
discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate the impact due to a project’s VMT.

2 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, 2019, February, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.
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the LRCP planning area. Both variants of the proposed mixed-use development include 20 parking spaces,
a net increase of seven spaces when compared to the existing building’s parking supply. The proposed 20
parking spaces would be dedicated to Local 2 employees and visitors. The on-site parking garage would be
accessed via the alleyway on Leavenworth Street, which is between 201 Golden Gate Avenue and 100
McAllister Street. The SF Guidelines provides a screening criteria checklist to determine if a project would
result in a substantial parking deficit, which, pursuant to the SF Guidelines, has the potential to create
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or could create inadequate access for
emergency vehicles. The guidelines state that no substantial parking deficit would occur if the mixed-use
development is in a VMT map-based screening area, which includes areas where the VMT per capita and
VMT per employee is less than 15 percent below the Bay Area regional average.

4.8.2.2 CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS

Development of the proposed mixed-use development would occur using a coordinated, phased
construction schedule that would maintain the College’s operations during the construction periods. The
specific number of trucks necessary to complete the construction has not been determined. The College
would coordinate with San Francisco prior to construction regarding construction traffic to ensure that the
construction of the project would not substantially increase hazards due to geometric design features or
incompatible uses or would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system.

4.8.2.3 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per person (per capita) is a measurement of the amount and distance that a
resident, employee, or visitor drives, accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. In general,
higher VMT areas are associated with more energy usage and air pollution, including greenhouse gas
emissions, when compared to lower VMT areas. Many interdependent factors affect the amount and
distance a person might drive. The built environment affects how many places a person can access within
a given distance, time, and cost, using different ways of travel (e.g., automobile, public transit, bicycling,
walking). Typically, low-density development at great distances from other land uses and in areas with few
options for ways of travel provides less access than a location with high density, a mix of land uses, and
numerous ways of travel, and therefore generates more VMT per capita compared to a similarly sized
development in an urban area.

Given these factors that affect travel behavior, on average, persons living or working in San Francisco have
a lower level of VMT per person than persons living or working elsewhere in the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, persons living or working in some areas of San Francisco, such as
Downtown, have a lower level of VMT per person than persons living or working elsewhere in San
Francisco. Residential and office projects that are in areas with low VMT, and that incorporate similar
features regarding density and transit accessibility, will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT.

The proposed mixed-use development’s impact to VMT is evaluated using two screening criteria provided
in the SF Guidelines: map-based screening to assess if the proposed mixed-use development is in a low
VMT area, and the proposed mixed-use development’s proximity to a transit station. Each of these criteria
are discussed below.
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Low VMT Area

San Francisco has prepared maps summarizing VMT data taken from the SFCTA’s San Francisco Chained
Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP) travel demand forecasting model. The SFCTA’s calibration of travel
behavior in the model is based on observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey, 2010 to
2012; U.S. Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows; and
observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. The model uses a synthetic population, which is a set of
individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population and makes simulated travel decisions for
a complete day.

The model estimates daily VMT for residential, office, and retail land use types. For residential and office
uses, the SFCTA uses tour-based analysis. A tour-based analysis examines the entire chain of trips over the
course of a day, not just single trips to and from a site. For the evaluation of retail VMT, the SFCTA uses a
trip-based analysis. A trip-based analysis counts VMT from individual trips to and from a site (as opposed
to the entire chain of trips, which represents a tour).

The proposed mixed-use development would include office and residential land uses, in addition to
academic space intended to serve UC Law SF students. The SFCTA model does not report VMT per capita
for students or school-related travel. However, as the intention of VMT analysis is to assess the relative
transportation efficiency of a project, the use of commute VMT per employee is an appropriate threshold
for evaluation of schools and universities. The SF Guidelines include instructions to use the commute VMT
per employee as the primary mechanism for assessing schools. The VMT generated by the proposed
mixed-use development would be substantially lower than the Bay Area regional average. Table 4.8-6,
Existing VMT, presents the existing VMT per capita for office land uses (VMT per employee) and the
existing VMT per capita for residential uses (VMT per resident) in the LRCP planning area. As shown in
Table 4.8-6, the LRCP planning area (in traffic analysis zone [TAZ] 286) has a low average VMT per capita
across both populations, compared to the regional average. This is primarily a function of the LRCP
planning area’s central location and accessibility to transit.

TABLE 4.8-6 EXISTING VMT

Area Average Daily VMT per Capita
Existing Average Daily Commute VMT per Employee

Bay Area Regional Average (minus 15%) 19.1

UC College of the Law Area ? 7.2

Existing Average Daily Home-Based VMT per Resident

Bay Area Regional Average (minus 15%) 16.1

UC College of the Law Area ? 2.1

Note:
a. Based on project location in TAZ 286
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2023; City of San Francisco Transportation Information Map, 2023.

The proposed mixed-use development would have a similar level of employment density and transit
access as land uses already present in the vicinity of the LRCP planning area. Moreover, the existing land
uses associated with the College are already represented in the travel model, indicating that the proposed
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mixed-use development would have similar VMT characteristics to the existing conditions and that the
TAZ-level VMT estimates are appropriate for use for this analysis.

Proximity to a Transit Station

The LRCP planning area is within 0.5 miles of the Civic Center BART and Muni Metro stations and there are
several high-frequency bus routes with stops in the vicinity. Additionally, the proposed mixed-use
development would have a floor-area ratio (FAR) greater than 0.75, would provide very limited parking
spaces, and would be consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy.® Consequently, the proposed
mixed-use development’s VMT impact is presumed to be less than significant based on the screening
criteria in the SF Guidelines and the recommendations in the California Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory.*

4.8.3 IMPACT DISCUSSION

As detailed in Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, of this Draft EIR, while the proposed project consists
of the LRCP Update and the mixed-use development, the proposed LRCP Update is a strategic planning
document and does not entail any future development other than the proposed mixed-use development
that could result in a physical impact on the environment. Therefore, the analysis presented in this
chapter is focused on the potential impacts of the proposed mixed-use development, which expands the
LRCP planning area by a quarter of a city block.

TRAN-1 The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including, but not limited
to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit.

Although the general design concepts of the proposed mixed-use development have been determined,
including the land uses, the final site plans have not been finalized prior to the preparation of this EIR. San
Francisco plans and policies do not apply to the mixed-use development’s site, but they do apply to areas
where the project affects the public realm, such as the public right-of-way.

3 See Chapter 4.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, for additional discussion on consistency with the Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

4 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 2018, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA.
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Consistency with San Francisco Transit First Policy

The design of the proposed mixed-use development would be implemented in a way that would continue
to give people walking, biking, and using public transit priority in the public rights-of-way. As shown in
Table 4.8-5, PM Peak-Period Trips by Mode, most mixed-use development residents and visitors would
reach the LRCP planning area via walking, biking, and public transit, and, as shown in Table 4.8-4, Trip
Distribution, most of those trips would be within San Francisco. There are no existing bus stops on the
sidewalks that front the mixed-use development site, and the mixed-use development does not propose
to make any right-of-way changes to the roadway or sidewalk that would affect transit service.

Therefore, the mixed-use development would not conflict with San Francisco’s Transit First Policy.

Consistency with San Francisco Better Streets Plan

The College would coordinate with San Francisco to ensure that any changes to the public realm do not
conflict with the Better Streets Plan. The design of the mixed-use development would be implemented in
a way that would continue to create a positive pedestrian environment in the LRCP planning area,
consistent with the San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan. As stated above and shown in Table 4.8-5, PM
Peak-Period Trips by Mode, most mixed-use development residents and visitors would reach the site via
walking, either directly or from transit. The mixed-use development does not propose any right-of-way
changes that would negatively affect the pedestrian experience. The project proposes to create a net
increase in the number of street trees along Golden Gate Avenue, Leavenworth Street, Hyde Street, and
McAllister Street. Therefore, the proposed mixed-use development would not conflict with San Francisco’s
Better Streets Plan.

Consistency with San Francisco Bicycle Strategy

The design of the proposed mixed-use development would be implemented in a way that would continue
to create a positive cycling environment in the LRCP planning area, consistent with the San Francisco’s
Bicycle Strategy. The proposed mixed-use development would maintain the existing bicycle connectivity in
the LRCP planning area, and it would provide new bicycle parking facilities in the basement level.
Therefore, the mixed-use development would not conflict with the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy. It is also
anticipated that UC Law SF would partner with San Francisco and local community groups to widen the
sidewalk along the south side of Golden Gate Avenue, between Hyde and Leavenworth Streets. This
widening would integrate with an existing protected bicycle lane, facilitate increased pedestrian safety
and comfort, and improve capacity and aesthetics at the entrances to the community-facing commercial
space in the Academe at 198 and the proposed mixed-use development building.

Because the proposed mixed-use development’s interaction with the public realm would not conflict with
San Francisco’s Transit First Policy, Better Streets Plan, or the San Francisco Bicycle Strategy, the impact
would be less than significant.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.
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TRAN-2 The proposed project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivisions (a) and (b) refer to the discontinuation of vehicle level of
service (LOS) as an impact metric for transportation impact analysis and state that VMT is the most
appropriate measure or metric that should be used for the evaluation of the transportation impacts of a
proposed project. A project would have a significant impact related to VMT if it would cause substantial
additional VMT or substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway
capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to
the network.

Pursuant to the SF Guidelines, a proposed project is presumed to have a less-than-significant VMT impact
if the project meets the following screening criteria: if the project is within a half mile of an existing major
transit stop, has a floor-area ratio that is greater than or equal to 0.75, would provide parking that is less
than or equal to what is required by San Francisco, and if the project is consistent with the Sustainable
Communities Strategy. The LRCP planning area is 0.2 miles from the Civic Center BART and Muni Metro
station, which qualifies as a major transit stop. The FAR for both variants of the proposed mixed-use
development exceeds 0.75 and both variants will provide minimal parking. The proposed mixed-use
development would be consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Therefore, the proposed
mixed-use development meets the screening criteria listed in the SF Guidelines and is presumed to have a
less-than-significant VMT impact under the SF Guidelines.

OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends that the project’s transportation efficiency (project VMT per
resident or employee) be compared with the transportation efficiency of existing buildings in the project
region (regional VMT per resident or employee) to determine whether the project would be more or less
efficient than the existing development in the region. If the project is sufficiently more efficient, it would
result in a less-than-significant transportation impact. To be considered more efficient and result in a less-
than-significant impact, the project’s VMT per resident or employee must be at least 15 percent below
the existing regional average VMT per resident or employee. Conversely, a project would generate
substantial additional VMT if it would exceed regional VMT per capita minus 15 percent.> As documented
in OPR’s Technical Advisory, “achieving 15 percent lower per capita... VMT than existing development is
both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that connects this level of reduction to the state’s
emissions goals,”® and therefore represents a reasonable threshold for determining VMT impacts.

Table 4.8-7, Vehicle Miles Traveled, presents the VMT per capita estimates for the LRCP planning area and
compares them to the project significance threshold of 15 percent below the existing regional average
VMT per capita, under both the Existing Plus Project and Cumulative conditions.

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

6 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 2018, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, page 12.
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TABLE 4.8-7 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

San Francisco Bay Area Project Threshold
Affiliation Regional Average (Region minus 15%) Project Area

Existing / Existing Plus Project Conditions (2023)

VMT per Employee 19.1 16.2 7.2
VMT per Resident 17.2 14.2 2.1
Cumulative Conditions (2040)

VMT per Employee 16.1 13.7 1.8
VMT per Resident 17.1 14.5 6.5

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2023; San Francisco Transportation Information Map, 2023.

As shown in Table 4.8-7, the estimated VMT per capita for the proposed mixed-use development’s area is
substantially less than the regional average threshold value for both metrics, under both Existing and
Cumulative conditions.

In summary, the proposed mixed-use development meets the screening criteria listed in the SF Guidelines
and also results in a per-capita VMT that is substantially below the existing regional average; therefore,
the project would have a less-than-significant VMT impact.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.

TRAN-3 The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses.

The initial designs of both variants of the proposed mixed-use development propose to make limited
changes to the street network adjacent to the LRCP planning area, including a reconstructed sidewalk and
the addition of street trees on Leavenworth Street and Golden Gate Avenue. While the final site plans
have not been completed prior to the analysis conducted for this EIR, the College intends to design a
project that does not increase hazards due to geometric design features. The final site plans will contain
additional information on how the proposed mixed-use development interacts with the public street, such
as loading.

Freight Loading

Freight loading and unloading for the proposed mixed-use development would be accommodated via the
on-site basement level garage, which would be accessed via the existing alley off of Leavenworth Street,
between 201 Golden Gate Avenue and the College’s McAllister Tower. The project’s on-site loading area is
expected to provide sufficient freight loading supply for the mixed-use development and is therefore not
anticipated to interfere with traffic circulation in the LRCP planning area. The College would coordinate
with San Francisco to use reasonable efforts to ensure that the final plans for the proposed mixed-use
development, including the driveway, would not substantially increase hazards due to geometric design
features.
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Passenger Loading

Passenger loading and unloading for the proposed mixed-use project would be accommodated via the on-
street freight and passenger loading zone on Leavenworth Street, at the southeast corner of the
intersection of Leavenworth Street and Golden Gate Avenue. In addition to this loading area, there are
other shared passenger and freight loading areas along Leavenworth Street in the LRCP planning area.
Passenger loading and unloading is permitted in these commercial loading areas. As shown in Table 4.8-5,
PM Peak-Period Trips by Mode, the mixed-use development would generate about 11 or 12 taxi or TNC
trips during the PM peak (3:00 to 7:00 p.m.), depending on the selected variant. These loading areas,
which each have enough capacity for at least two vehicles, are expected to provide sufficient passenger
loading supply for the proposed mixed-use development and are therefore not anticipated to interfere
with traffic circulation in the LRCP planning area.

Hazards within the Public Right-of-Way

The SF Guidelines state that a project with a substantial parking deficit has the potential to create
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving. The SF Guidelines includes a screening
criteria checklist to determine if a project requires additional parking analysis for evaluating this potential
hazard to walking, bicycling, or driving in the public right-of-way. Pursuant to the SF Guidelines, a project
does not require parking analysis if the project is in a low VMT area. As shown in Table 4.8-7, Vehicle Miles
Traveled, the mixed-use development is in an area where the VMT per employee and VMT per person are
lower than 15 percent below the Bay Area regional average. Therefore, the mixed-use developmentisin a
low VMT area and does not require additional parking analysis pursuant to SF Guidelines. Because the
mixed-use development would not substantially increase hazards due to geometric design features or
incompatible uses, the project would have a less-than-significant impact.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.

TRAN-4 The proposed project could result in inadequate emergency access.

Potential impacts on emergency access are assessed below qualitatively. Specifically, this analysis assesses
whether the proposed street network changes associated with the proposed mixed-use development
would impair, hinder, or preclude adequate emergency access. Both variants of the proposed mixed-use
development are expected to have the same effect on emergency access.

Under existing conditions, emergency vehicles travel on major local roadways, including Golden Gate
Avenue, Leavenworth Street, McAllister Street, Hyde Street, and Larkin Street, when heading to and from
an emergency and/or an emergency facility. In the future, emergency vehicles would use the same streets
to reach the LRCP planning area, including from the nearest fire department stations, police department
stations, and hospital facilities. On all streets surrounding the proposed mixed-use development, non-
emergency vehicles would continue to yield the right-of-way, per the California Vehicle Code.

The proposed mixed-use development is not anticipated to involve changes to vehicle travel lanes in the
LRCP planning area or include elements that would conflict with adopted codes regarding street widths
and turning movements. However, the specific site plans have not been finalized.
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The SF Guidelines state that a project with a substantial parking deficit has the potential to result in
inadequate access for emergency vehicles. Pursuant to the SF Guidelines, a project will not result in a
substantial parking deficit if the project is in a low VMT area. As shown in Table 4.8-7, Vehicle Miles
Traveled, the mixed-use development is in an area where the VMT per employee and VMT per person is
lower than 15 percent below the Bay Area regional average. Therefore, the mixed-use development is in a
low VMT area and does not require additional parking analysis pursuant to SF Guidelines.

Construction of the proposed mixed-use development, including site preparation and construction, and
delivery activities, would generate employee trips and a variety of construction-related vehicles.
Construction activities would include disruptions to the transportation network near the LRCP planning
area, including the possibility of temporary lane closures, street closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway
closures. These construction activities could result in temporary effects to emergency access. Therefore,
project impacts would be potentially significant.

Impact TRAN-4: The final plans of the proposed mixed-use development could result in inadequate
emergency access.

Mitigation Measure TRAN-4a: Prior to construction activities, the University of California College of
the Law, San Francisco (College) shall coordinate with the relevant City and County of San Francisco
department(s), including the San Francisco Fire Department, in reviewing site plans to ensure that the
design of the proposed mixed-use development would not result in inadequate emergency access.

Mitigation Measure TRAN-4b: Prior to any construction activities for the proposed mixed-use
development, the College shall prepare a detailed Construction Traffic Control Plan (CTCP). The
College shall coordinate with the relevant City and County of San Francisco departments, including
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the San Francisco Fire Department, for their
input prior to finalizing the CTCP and beginning construction activities. The CTCP shall ensure that
acceptable operating conditions on local roadways are maintained during construction. At a
minimum, the CTCP shall include:

= The number of truck trips, time, and day of street closures

= Time of day and arrival and departures of truck trips

® Limitations on the size and type of trucks

= Provision of a staging area with a limitation on the number of trucks that can be waiting
= Provision of a truck circulation pattern

=  Provision of a driveway access plan, if temporary driveways are necessary, so that safe vehicular,
pedestrian, and bicycle movements are maintained (e.g., steel plates, minimum distances of open
trenches, and private vehicle pick-up and drop-off areas)

® Maintenance of safe and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles
® Maintenance of safe and efficient access routes for vehicles

®  Manual traffic control when necessary
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®  Proper advanced warning and posted signage concerning street closures
®  Provisions for pedestrian safety
Significance with Mitigation: Less than significant.
TRAN-5 The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable

impact with respect to transportation.

As discussed above, the proposed mixed-use development meets the screening criteria listed in the SF
Guidelines and is presumed to have a less-than-significant VMT impact. In addition, the proposed mixed-
use development would not conflict with any plans related to the circulation system or create hazards
associated with loading activities or movement within the public right of way. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures TRAN-4a and TRAN-4b, the proposed mixed-use development’s construction
activities as they affect the public right of way would be consistent with San Francisco’s transportation-
related plans, policies, and ordinances, would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature or incompatible uses, and would not result in inadequate emergency access. Furthermore,
future development in the area would be subject to environmental review, as required, to mitigate any
significant transportation impacts. Therefore, the proposed mixed-use development would result in /ess-
than-significant cumulative impacts.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.
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4.9 WIND

This chapter describes the potential wind impacts associated with the approval and implementation of
the proposed University of California (UC) College of the Law, San Francisco (the College or UC Law SF)
Long Range Campus Plan Update (LRCP Update) and the construction and operation of the proposed 201
Golden Gate Avenue Mixed-Use Project (mixed-use development). The proposed mixed-use development
is presented in two scenarios: Academic Light (Variant 1) and Academic Heavy (Variant 2). This chapter
describes the regulatory framework and existing conditions, identifies criteria used to determine impact
significance, and provides an analysis of the potential wind impacts. This discussion is based on the
Pedestrian Wind Assessment (Wind Assessment) conducted by CPP Wind Engineering Consultants on
December 21, 2022, (see Appendix |, Wind Assessment, of this Draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR]).

4.9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
4.9.1.1 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

There are no specific federal or State regulations that regulate wind hazards. Further, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not recognize the effects of wind as a potentially significant
environmental impact. However, the City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco) has established
policies and procedures that provide a local framework by which ground-level wind currents caused by
proposed projects are evaluated. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the
College, being a State entity, is generally not subject to regulations of local government. Accordingly, UC
Law SF has voluntarily prepared this wind analysis using the San Francisco standards and procedures. The
San Francisco standards related to wind impacts are described in Section 4.9.2, Standards of Significance.

4.9.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

In general, winds in the area of San Francisco in which the LRCP planning area is located primarily occur
from the west-southwesterly through west-northwesterly directions. Less frequent winds also occur from
the north-northwesterly and south-southeasterly directions. More than 10 percent of the time, wind
speeds under existing conditions are expected to be 10.3 mph and at 15 of the 52 locations studied along
Golden Gate Avenue, McAllister Street, Hyde Street, and Leavenworth Street, wind is expected to exceed
the 11 mph threshold 9 percent of the time. The average wind speed exceeded 1 hour per year at all
locations is expected to be 26.1 mph. Existing wind speeds at 1 of 52 test locations are expected to exceed
the wind hazard criterion for a total of 1 hour.

Tall buildings and exposed structures can strongly affect the wind environment for pedestrians. Taller or
stand-alone buildings can intercept and redirect winds that might otherwise flow overhead and bring
them down the vertical face of the building to ground level. These redirected winds can be relatively
strong and turbulent.
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4.9.2 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

As previously described, CEQA does not recognize the effects of wind as a potentially significant
environmental impact. Because San Francisco does recognize the effects of wind on ground-level uses, the
implementation of the proposed project would result in a significant wind impact if it would:

1. Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

2. Resultin a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to wind hazards.

4.9.2.1 WIND STANDARDS

As previously described, while the College is not subject to San Francisco regulations, the wind analysis in
this chapter applies the criteria identified in the San Francisco Planning Code Section to determine the
wind impacts of the proposed mixed-use development. The San Francisco Planning Code sets criteria for
comfort and hazards and requires buildings to be shaped so as not to cause ground-level wind currents to
exceed these criteria. Section 148, Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts, of the
Planning Code states that in C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped, or
other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so that the developments will not cause ground-level
wind currents to exceed more than 10 percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.,
the comfort level of 11 miles per hour (mph) equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use
and 7 mph equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. In addition to these wind comfort criteria,
Planning Code Section 148 also includes a wind hazard criterion wherein equivalent wind speeds are not
permitted to exceed 26 mph for a single hour of the year. This criterion equates to a one-minute average
wind speed of 36 mph that cannot be reached or exceeded one hour per year.

4.9.3 IMPACT DISCUSSION

As detailed in Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, of this Draft EIR, while the proposed project consists
of the LRCP Update and the mixed-use development, the proposed LRCP Update is a strategic planning
document and does not entail any future development other than the proposed mixed-use development
that could result in a physical impact on the environment. Therefore, the analysis presented in this
chapter is focused on the potential impacts of the proposed mixed-use development, which expands the
LRCP planning area by a quarter of a city block.

Methodology

The anticipated wind conditions around the proposed mixed-use development site were quantitatively
evaluated through wind tunnel testing of a 1:300 scale model of the proposed mixed-use development
and surrounding area. Wind speed (mean and gust) and directional measurements were made using
Calibratable Pedestrian-level Pressure probes at 52 locations around the proposed mixed-use
development site. The placement of measurement points was focused towards areas of frequent
pedestrian usage (e.g., near entrances, sidewalks, crosswalks, parks, plazas, outdoor dining areas) as well
as areas known to be susceptible to accelerated wind flows and calmer winds (e.g., building corners,
setback/recessed areas, between adjacent structures). Measurements were made at the model-scale
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equivalent of 5 feet above the surface for 36 wind directions in 10-degree increments for each of the test
locations.

WIND-1 The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly
accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

The proposed mixed-use development would have significant adverse wind effects if it would increase
pedestrian-level wind speeds in exceedance of 26 mph (measured based on a one-minute average wind
speed of 36 mph that cannot be exceeded one hour per year), which is the speed at which wind gusts can
blow people over and, therefore, are hazardous.

Under both project variants, the average wind speed exceeded for 1 hour per year around the project site
is expected to decrease from 26.1 to 24.8 mph, a decrease of 1.3 mph with the addition of the proposed
mixed-use development. Wind speeds at 1 of 52 test locations are expected to exceed the wind hazard
criterion for a total of 1 hour under both variants. Compared to the existing conditions, this is the same
total number of exceedance locations. The location of the exceedance under existing conditions and both
variants is test location #49, at the northwestern corner of McAllister Street and Leavenworth Street. At
test location #49, the wind speed exceeded for 1 hour per year would be 36.8 mph under existing
conditions, 36.1 mph under Variant 1, and 36.4 mph under Variant 2.

The proposed mixed-use development is expected to decrease wind speeds and wind hazards in publicly
accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use when compared to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.

WIND-2 The proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
impact with respect to wind hazards.

The Wind Assessment conducted for this cumulative analysis modeled the proposed mixed-use
development together with additional development projects in the vicinity of the mixed-use development
site, including 13 approved future projects and 1 project under construction (Academe at 198).

Under cumulative conditions with the addition of Variant 1, the average wind speed exceeded for 1 hour
per year is expected to decrease from 26.1 mph under existing conditions to 24.9 mph, a decrease of 1.2
mph when compared to existing conditions and a marginal increase of 0.1 mph relative to project (i.e., not
cumulative) conditions under Variant 1. Wind speeds at 1 of 52 test locations are expected to exceed the
wind hazard criterion for a total of 1 hour, which is the same number of exceedance locations and hours
of hazard exceedance as under existing conditions and project conditions. As under existing conditions
and project conditions, the location of the exceedance would be test location #49 under cumulative
conditions with Variant 1. At test location #49, the wind speed exceeded for 1 hour per year would be
36.8 mph under existing conditions and 36.2 mph under cumulative conditions with Variant 1, a decrease
of 0.6 mph.
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Under cumulative conditions with the addition of Variant 2, the average wind speed exceeded for 1 hour
per year is expected to decrease from 26.1 mph under existing conditions to 25.1 mph, a decrease of 1
mph when compared to existing conditions and an increase of 0.3 mph relative to project (i.e., not
cumulative) conditions under Variant 2. Wind speeds at 2 of 52 test locations are expected to exceed the
wind hazard criterion for a total of 1 hour, which is an additional hour of hazard exceedance when
compared to existing conditions and project conditions. The locations of the exceedance would be test
location #45 (located mid-block on the east side of Leavenworth Street between Golden Gate Avenue and
McAllister Street) and test location #49 under cumulative conditions for Variant 2. At test location #45, the
wind speed exceeded for 1 hour per year would be 35.9 mph under existing conditions and 36.1 mph
under cumulative conditions with Variant 2, an increase of 0.2 mph. At test location #49, the wind speed
exceeded for 1 hour per year would be 36.8 mph under existing conditions and 36.7 mph under
cumulative conditions with Variant 2, a decrease of 0.1 mph.

Although cumulative conditions with Variant 2 would increase the number of locations expected to
exceed the wind hazard criterion from 1 to 2 locations, when compared to existing conditions, as
described previously, the increase at location #49 would be 0.2 mph. This increase of 9.2 mph is
considered insubstantial and likely imperceivable, in addition to being only a fractional exceedance (0.1
mph) of the 36 mph wind hazard threshold. In addition, average wind speeds would decrease when
compared to existing conditions, from 26.1 mph under existing conditions to 25.1 mph under cumulative
conditions with Variant 2. As such, overall wind conditions under cumulative conditions would be
improved when compared to existing conditions. Additionally, future cumulative development projects
would be subject to San Francisco Planning Code Section 148 to minimize the effect of wind on public
areas as a result of those projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts of the proposed mixed-use
development related to wind hazards would be less than significant.

Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.

4.9-4 APRIL 2024



5. Alternatives

The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision makers of feasible alternatives to
the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed
project. As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the
proposed project consists of the University of California (UC) College of the Law, San Francisco (the
College or UC Law SF) proposed Long Range Campus Plan Update (LRCP Update) and 201 Golden Gate
Avenue Mixed-Use Project (mixed-use development). The proposed mixed-use development is presented
in two scenarios: Academic Light (Variant 1) and Academic Heavy (Variant 2).

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines set forth the intent and extent of alternatives
analysis to be provided in an EIR. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives, which are infeasible.
The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.

The alternatives evaluated in this Draft EIR were developed consistent with Section 15126.6(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, which states that:

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have
on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus
on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening
any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.

Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states:

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or
more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the
alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the
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lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the choice of
alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

5.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. The following section provides the
objectives of the proposed project organized by project component (LRCP Update and mixed-use
development), as listed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR.

5.2.1 LRCP UPDATE OBJECTIVES

5-2

Create a multi-institutional Academic Village that optimizes the College’s location and facilities in
collaboration with other institutions of higher education and community partners, to create a vibrant
living and learning environment with shared access to all campus amenities.

= Work with community partners to create active campus frontages and appealing environments.

Support the mission and vision of UC Law SF and its institutional and community partners by updating
and rehabilitating the campus to better reflect evolving student and community needs, including
through the provision of more small and medium-sized interactive classrooms as well as multi-use
assembly, auditorium, conference, and community spaces.

®  Encourage effective circulation and social interaction with clear signage and coherent placement
of spaces for instruction, formal and informal gathering, quiet or collaborative work, service, and
administration.

= Serve students efficiently and promote an energetic community of learning.

® Enhance instructional opportunities and improve teaching and administrative processes through
modular deployment of integrated, innovative instructional and information technologies.

Prioritize deferred maintenance to avoid risks to life safety and protect capital assets.
=  Deliver projects on time and within budget.

Provide competitively-priced campus housing in safe, secure, code-compliant, and seismically
upgraded buildings.

= Balance human and building performance factors to create maximally tranquil, accessible,
reliable, and secure facilities.

Make UC Law SF the most sustainable urban campus in the nation by integrating principles of
sustainability and resilience into capital planning within constraints of technology and financial
feasibility.

®  Prioritize maximally sustainable design elements and construction practices.
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= Utilize integrated, easily maintainable building systems designed to meet the needs of users and
the challenges of the College’s dense urban setting.

Mitigate climate-change-related risks through the application of the State of California frameworks,
where feasible.

5.2.2 MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

Redevelop an underutilized property adjacent to the UC Law SF campus properties to provide safe,
secure, accessible, and high-quality campus housing for students, staff, and/or faculty for the College
and/or partner institutions, in furtherance of the College's goal to create a multi-institutional
Academic Village and to help meet the housing needs of the College and partnering institutions.

Create accessible housing with no residential parking that is adjacent to the UC Law SF campus
properties to reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated air pollutants, greenhouse gas emissions,
and vehicle noise.

Include sustainability features, such as providing rooftop solar photovoltaic panels, generating no new
net stormwater runoff, and installing landscaping with native and/or adaptive and drought-resistant
plant materials.

Provide essential amenities and facilities to foster a vibrant, convenient, and well-served student
community with a variety of indoor uses and outdoor spaces that provide connections between the
natural and built environment for a shared sense of community, interaction, and wellness.

Provide an architecturally distinctive project with high-quality materials and ground-level landscaping
that will contribute positively to, and be compatible with, the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District and
support the continuing evolution of the UC Law SF campus’ notable and historic landscapes and
architecture.

Enhance the vibrancy of the UC Law SF campus and the sense of community enjoyed by UC Law SF
affiliates and San Franciso residents by providing a pedestrian-friendly project with activated ground-
floor uses that include housing; academic space; greenery; and space for the operations and functions
for Unite Here Local 2, including a hiring hall.

5.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

All the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project were found to be either less
than significant without mitigation or less than significant with mitigation. No impacts were found to be
significant and unavoidable.
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5.4 SELECTION OF A REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES
5.4.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

As described in Section 5.1, Introduction, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires EIRs to identify any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping
process, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(c) provides that among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from
detailed consideration in the EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii)
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. The following is a discussion of
alternatives considered and rejected, along with the reasons it was not included in the analysis.

5.4.1.1 HISTORIC PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE

The College considered alternatives that would retain all or portions of the existing buildings on the
mixed-use development site. The existing buildings on the mixed-use development site are one-story
buildings with concrete facades. The College obtained the services of a structural engineer who
considered four options for preserving the buildings, described below. Please see Appendix J, Structural
Integrity Memo, of this Draft EIR for a more detailed discussion.

= Fully preserving the existing building and constructing additional stories on top. The existing
structures are of a type not typically designed for future vertical expansion, so the only way to build
upward would be to provide a new gravity and lateral structural frame penetrating the roof, through
the existing building floors, and landing on new foundations within the existing building footprints.
While possible, this approach may prove highly impractical because the new building elements would
be highly constrained by the existing structure layout, and the existing roofs would make it very
challenging to place new foundations and new vertical structures within the existing buildings.
Additionally, the existing structures are likely inadequate to current earthquake standards, meaning
that the existing structure would also require extensive retrofits. Because this option would
substantially limit the amount of new development that could be built on the site, it would not meet
the basic project objectives.

®  Preserving the facades of the existing buildings and constructing new development behind it. By
preserving the facades, the rest of the site would be available to accommodate a new building behind
the facades. This option would require that the existing facades be temporarily shored, and
potentially underpinned and strengthened, and then connected to the new building structure. The
layout of the facades of the existing buildings will cause some design constraints on the layout of the
new building behind the facades, which may result in some compromises of the use of the site to
meet the project objectives. The method of preserving facades as part of new development projects
is known as “facadism” and is not generally regarded as a meaningful way to retain the existing
historical significance of resources, nor does it ensure compatibility between new development in
historic districts.

= Salvaging the existing building’s materials prior to demolition and reusing the materials in the
construction of the proposed development. Existing building materials, such as rebar, steel, piping,
and wiring can be salvaged and recycled but would not likely be reused on-site as the recycling
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process is a bulk operation with materials coming from many sources. Existing concrete can be broken
down into small pieces and sometimes used as fill under new buildings, but the feasibility of this
would be subject to the specific condition of the existing concrete, the soil conditions, and other
factors. Lastly, some of the building finishes may be able to be salvaged and reused in the new
building if they can be removed in good condition and can be incorporated into the new architectural
design. While existing concrete and building finishes could potentially be reused on-site, such reuse
would not constitute meaningful ways of preserving the historical significance of the existing buildings
and would not allow the existing buildings to continue to contribute to the Uptown Tenderloin
Historic District in which the mixed-use development site is located.

= Relocating the existing buildings prior to demolition. This option, while potentially feasible, would
likely require retrofits to the buildings wherever they are placed in the future. The cost of these
retrofits, combined with the costs to relocate the buildings and the design and physical work required
to implement the relocation, would likely be several times the cost of simply constructing a new
building of similar size at the location where the existing building would be relocated. Additionally, by
relocating the buildings, presumably to a new location outside of the Uptown Tenderloin Historic
District, they would no longer exist as contributors to the historic district.

As described in Chapter 4.2, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, each of the five existing buildings
proposed for demolition on the mixed-use development site contributes to the Uptown Tenderloin
Historic District, but none of the buildings appear to rise to a level of individual significance. Therefore,
the preservation of the buildings would only be beneficial in terms of potential historic resource impacts if
the preservation would allow the existing buildings to continue to contribute to the Uptown Tenderloin
Historic District. As described above, none of the preservation methods described would both meet the
project objectives and allow the existing buildings to continue to contribute to the Uptown Tenderloin
Historic District.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that the EIR shall include alternatives that “would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” Therefore, in addition to the reasons
discussed, the historic preservation alternative is not required under CEQA because, as described in
Chapter 4.2, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to historical resources.
Therefore, preservation alternatives were considered but rejected from further analysis.

54.1.2 REDUCED HOUSING ALTERNATIVE

The College considered alternatives that would reduce the construction-related impacts of the proposed
project by reducing the overall size of the proposed mixed-use development, including by reducing the
amount of housing included in the proposed mixed-use development. The College rejected any alternative
that would reduce the amount of housing provided by the mixed-use development (below the amount
included in Variant 2 (Academic Heavy) due to the lack of accessible campus housing on the UC Law SF
campus vicinity and due to the ongoing housing crisis.

The State of California has enacted several laws intended to address California’s housing needs. The
California Housing Accountability Act was initially passed in 1982 and has been revised in recent years.
Under the Housing Accountability Act, so long as a project complies with applicable objective General Plan
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and zoning standards, a local agency may not deny a project or approve it at a lower density unless the
agency finds that the project would have specific, adverse, unavoidable impacts on public health or safety.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65589.5(j), a local agency may only require a reduction in housing
density as a condition of approval if the proposed project has a specific adverse effect on public health
and safety that can only be mitigated by lowering the residential density. Accordingly, for many housing
projects with no specific, adverse, unavoidable impacts on public health or safety, local agencies find
reduced housing alternatives to be infeasible.

While the College is not a local agency as defined in Government Code Section 65580, the College
similarly finds that because the construction and operation of the proposed mixed-use development
would not result in specific, adverse, unavoidable impacts on public health or safety, a reduction in
housing is not necessary to avoid a public health and safety impact. Therefore, due to the well-
documented housing crisis and the lack of student and educational housing in San Francisco and no such
impacts to public health and safety as a result of the proposed mixed-use development, a reduced
housing alternative should be considered infeasible. Furthermore, while the reduced housing alternative
would reduce impacts from construction when compared to the proposed mixed-use development, it
would not entirely avoid any significant mitigable environmental impacts. Lastly, a reduced housing
alternative would not fully achieve the project objectives that seek to create a vibrant, more highly utilized
site providing secure, accessible, and high-quality campus housing.

54.1.3 ALTERNATIVE LOCATION

An alternative location for the proposed mixed-use development was considered infeasible due to the lack
of availability of property adjacent to the UC Law SF campus. As described in Chapter 3, Project
Description, of this Draft EIR, the UC Law SF campus is currently made up of five buildings on the two
blocks bounded by Golden Gate Avenue, Leavenworth Street, McAllister Street, and Larkin Street,
transected by Hyde Street, one block north of the San Francisco Civic Center. An objective of the LRCP
Update is to further the Academic Village vision as an area that optimizes the College’s location and
facilities in collaboration with other institutions and partners and, by redeveloping an underutilized
property adjacent to the UC Law SF campus, the proposed mixed-use development would help to realize
that goal.

The College does not own any other properties within the existing campus boundary. The site of the
proposed mixed-use development, 201-247 Golden Gate Avenue, is within this boundary (see Figure 3-1,
LRCP Planning Area). As described in Chapter 3, Local 2 has granted the College an option to lease and
participate in the redevelopment of the Local 2 property to continue to house the Local 2 operating space
and expand the UC Law SF campus. Additionally, an objective of the mixed-use project is to create space
for the operations and functions for Local 2, including a hiring hall. Because the proposed mixed-use
development is based solely on this partnership, and no other sites within the Academic Village would
accomplish these shared goals, no alternative locations would meet the project objectives and are
therefore considered infeasible.
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5.4.2 SELECTED ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the project alternatives and the comparative merits of the
alternatives are discussed below. All the potential environmental impacts associated with adoption and
implementation of the proposed project were found to be either less than significant without mitigation
or less than significant with mitigation. No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable with
mitigation measures. The alternatives were selected because of their potential to further reduce and
avoid these impacts. The alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed project are
summarized as follows:

® No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, the current 2018-2023 LRCP would not be
updated and the UC Law SF campus would not be expanded to develop the proposed 201 Golden
Gate Avenue Mixed-Use Development.

= Reduced Project Alternative: Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use development
would be reduced in size to lessen the construction-related impacts of the proposed project. This
alternative would combine the academic/programmatic space of the Academic Light variant with the
housing space of the Academic Heavy variant.

5.4.3 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Table 5-1, Comparison of Project Alternatives, compares the impact of each alternative to impacts of the
proposed project. The impacts of each alternative are classified as less than (<), similar or comparable to
(=), or greater than (>) the level of impacts associated with the proposed project.

TABLE 5-1 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Proposed No Project Reduced Project
Topic Project Alternative Alternative
Air Quality LTS/M < <
Cultural and Tribal Cultural LTS/M < =
Resources
Geology and Soils LTS/M < =
Greenhouse Gas Emissions LTS = <
Hydrology and Water Quality LTS/M = =
Noise LTS/M < <
Shadow LTS/M = =
Transportation LTS/M < =
Wind LTS = =
Notes: < Reduced impact in comparison to the proposed project.
LTS Less than Significant = Similar impact in comparison to the proposed project.
LTS/M Less than Significant with Mitigation >

Greater impact in comparison to the proposed project.
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5.5 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
5.5.1 DESCRIPTION

Under the No Project Alternative, the current 2018-2023 LRCP would not be updated, and the UC Law SF
campus would not be expanded to develop the proposed mixed-use development.

5.5.2 IMPACT DISCUSSION

5.5.2.1 AIR QUALITY

As concluded in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not result in emissions, such as those leading to odors, that would adversely affect a
substantial number of people. As discussed in Chapter 4.1, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan. Construction
of the proposed mixed-use development would have the potential to result in a cumulative considerable
net increase of fugitive dust and exposure of substantial concentration of toxic air contaminants to
sensitive receptors. However, such impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of
Mitigation Measures AIR-2 and AIR-3.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed, and
existing conditions would remain. The project site is currently made up of low-rise buildings that make up
the offices and meeting rooms of Local 2. While air quality impacts for the proposed mixed-use
development would be less than significant with mitigation, the proposed project would produce
emissions due to project construction. Thus, the No Project Alternative would result in lessened impacts
when compared to the proposed project.

5522 CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

As concluded in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.
As discussed in Chapter 4.2, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. While ground-
disturbing activities under the proposed mixed-use development would have the potential to disturb
unknown archaeological resources or tribal cultural resources that could exist beneath the depth of
previous ground disturbances, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a, CUL-2b, CUL-2c and CUL-3
would ensure impacts remain less than significant.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be constructed and
there would be no ground-disturbing activities at the project site. While impacts for the proposed mixed-
use development would be less than significant with mitigation, the proposed mixed-use development
would result in ground-disturbing activities that have the potential to disturb archaeological and tribal
cultural resources. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in lessened impacts when compared
to the proposed project.
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5523 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

As concluded in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, or directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. As discussed in Chapter 4.3,
Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would have the potential to result in the
placement of a new building in an area susceptible to ground shaking and liquefaction on potentially
unstable or expansive soils. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3
would ensure impacts would remain less than significant.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be constructed. While
impacts for the proposed mixed-use development would be less than significant with mitigation, the
proposed mixed-use development would be on unstable or expansive soils and result in impacts from
ground shaking or liquefaction. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in lessened impacts
when compared to the proposed project.

5524 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

As discussed in Chapter 4.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would not
generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed. Existing
conditions would remain, and similar to the proposed project, no GHG emissions impacts would occur.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts when compared to the proposed
project.

5525 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

As concluded in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies, interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, or risk release of pollutants due to project inundation if in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones. As discussed in Chapter 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project
would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner that would result
in substantial erosion or siltation, substantial increase of rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding, create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or
impeded or redirect flood flows; or conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. However, the proposed project would have the
potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1.2
and HYD-1.2 would reduce such impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed. Existing
conditions would remain and, similar to the proposed project, would not have the potential to result in
significant hydrology or water quality impacts. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in similar
impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.5.2.6 NOISE

As concluded in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, the proposed
project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan and therefore would not
expose people residing or working in the LRCP planning area to excessive noise levels. As discussed in
Chapter 4.6, Noise, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result in generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or noise levels. However, construction and operation of the proposed mixed-use
development would have the potential to generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the LRCP planning area in excess of relevant standards. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures NOI-1.1, NOI-1.2a, and NOI-1.2b would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed and
existing conditions would remain. The LRCP planning area is currently made up of low-rise buildings that
make up the offices and meeting rooms of Local 2. While noise impacts for the proposed mixed-use
development would be less than significant with mitigation, construction and operation of the proposed
mixed-use development would emit noise levels in excess of allowable limits. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would result in lessened impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.5.2.7 SHADOW

As discussed in Chapter 4.7, Shadow, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would have the potential to
create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible
open spaces; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure SHA-1 would ensure impacts would be less
than significant.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed. Existing
conditions would remain and, similar to the proposed project, would not have the potential to result in
significant shadow impacts. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts when
compared to the proposed project.

5.5.2.8 TRANSPORTATION

As discussed in Chapter 4.8, Transportation, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would not conflict with
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle,
and pedestrian facilities; result in significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts; or substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Due to the conceptual nature of
the proposed mixed-use development, it has the potential to result in inadequate emergency access;
however, Mitigation Measures TRAN-4a and TRAN-4b would ensure that final plans would result in
adequate emergency access.
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Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed. While
transportation impacts for the proposed mixed-use development would be less than significant with
mitigation, the proposed mixed-use development could result in inadequate emergency access.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in lessened impacts when compared to the proposed
project.

5.5.2.9 WIND

As discussed in Chapter 4.9, Wind, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project would not create wind hazards
in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use. Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed

mixed-use development would not be developed. Existing conditions would remain and, similar to the
proposed project, would not have the potential to result in significant wind impacts. Therefore, the No
Project Alternative would result in similar impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.5.3 RELATIONSHIP OF THE ALTERNATIVE TO THE OBJECTIVES

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.

5.6 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

5.6.1 DESCRIPTION

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-
use development would be reduced in size to reduce
the construction-related impacts of the proposed
project. This alternative would combine the
academic/programmatic space of the Academic Light
variant with the housing space of the Academic
Heavy variant. As shown in Table 5-2, Reduced Project
Alternative, the resulting alternative would be 9
stories tall, with a building height of 108 feet.

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve the
same parking, basement/systems space, and office
space for Local 2 as would be included in the
proposed project. In addition, this alternative would
involve the same building footprint as the proposed
project.

Although the Reduced Project Alternative would
involve the same construction activities and
equipment as the proposed project, it would involve a
shorter construction duration.

PLACEWORKS

TABLE 5-2 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
Housing Units 233
Residents @ 492
Employees and Daily Visitors © 453
Total Gross Square Footage 175,000
Housing 92,550
Academic/Programmatic 19,450
Local 2 41,750
Basement/Systems/Parking 21,250
Parking Spaces 20
Building Height (stories) 9
Building Height (feet) 108

Notes:

a. Number of residents calculated based on 2.11 residents per unit
(based on average household size for San Francisco, Department of
Finance, 2023).

b. Number of employees and daily visitors based on the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Single Site Non-Potable Water
Calculator, https://www.sfpuc.org/documents/single-building-water-
use-calculator, accessed May 5, 2023.

Source: Page Southerland Page, PlaceWorks, 2023.


https://www.sfpuc.org/documents/single-building-water-use-calculator
https://www.sfpuc.org/documents/single-building-water-use-calculator
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5.6.2 IMPACT DISCUSSION

5.6.2.1 AIR QUALITY

As described in Section 5.5.2.1, Air Quality, construction of the proposed mixed-use development would
have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of fugitive dust and exposure of

substantial concentration of toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors. However, such impacts would

be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-2 and AIR-3.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would be developed as a
smaller building, with a reduced construction duration. While air quality emissions would be reduced, the
proposed project’s significant impacts would not be entirely avoided. Thus, the Reduced Project
Alternative would result in slightly lessened impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.2 CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

As described in Section 5.5.2.2, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, while ground-disturbing activities
under the proposed mixed-use development would have the potential to disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources or tribal cultural resources, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a,
CUL-2b, CUL-2c and CUL-3 would ensure impacts remain less than significant.

In comparison to the proposed project, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use
development site would be redeveloped with a larger building than currently exists on the project site,
although at a lower height than under the proposed project. The building footprint and subsurface
construction activities under this alternative would be the same as those involved in the proposed mixed-
use development. Therefore, the same significant-but-mitigable impacts to cultural and tribal cultural
resources would occur under this alternative as under the proposed project. Thus, impacts would be
similar under the Reduced Project Alternative when compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

As described in Section 5.5.2.3, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would have the potential to result
in the placement of a new building in an area susceptible to ground shaking and liquefaction on
potentially unstable or expansive soils. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2,
and GEO-3 would ensure impacts would remain less than significant.

In comparison to the proposed project, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use
development site would be redeveloped with a larger building than currently exists on the project site,
although at a lower height than under the proposed project. The building footprint and subsurface
construction activities under this alternative would be the same as those involved in the proposed mixed-
use development. Therefore, the same significant-but-mitigable impacts to geology and soils would occur
under this alternative as under the proposed project. Thus, impacts would be similar under the Reduced
Project Alternative when compared to the proposed project.
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5.6.24 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

As described in Section 5.5.2.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would not generate GHG
emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would be developed as a
smaller building, with a reduced construction duration. Therefore, GHG emissions would be reduced
when compared to the proposed project. Thus, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in lessened
impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

As described in Section 5.5.2.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would have the
potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1.2
and HYD-1.2 would reduce such impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would not be developed.
Existing conditions would remain and, similar to the proposed project, would not have the potential to
result in significant hydrology or water quality impacts. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would
result in similar impacts when compared to the proposed project.

In comparison to the proposed project, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use
development site would be redeveloped with a larger building than currently exists on the project site,
although at a lower height than under the proposed project. The building footprint, site improvements,
and construction activities under this alternative would be the same as those involved in the proposed
mixed-use development. Thus, impacts would be similar under the Reduced Project Alternative when
compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.6 NOISE

As described in Section 5.5.2.6, Noise, the proposed project would have the potential to generate an
increase in ambient noise levels in excess of relevant standards; implementation of Mitigation Measures
NOI-1.1, NOI-1.2a, and NOI-1.2b would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the proposed mixed-use development would be developed as a
smaller building, with a reduced construction duration. While noise emissions would be generated for a
shorter duration, the types of construction activities under this alternative would be the same as those
involved in the proposed mixed-use development. Noise impacts would therefore be reduced, but the
proposed project’s significant impacts would not be entirely avoided. Thus, the Reduced Project
Alternative would result in slightly lessened impacts when compared to the proposed project.
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5.6.2.7 SHADOW

As described in Section 5.5.2.7, Shadow, the proposed project would have the potential to create new
shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces;
however, implementation of Mitigation Measure SHA-1 would ensure impacts would be less than
significant.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use development would be developed at a height of
108 feet, compared to up to 153 feet under the proposed project. Due to the reduced building height,
shorter shadows would be cast by the mixed-use development. Because neither the proposed project nor
the Reduced Project Alternative would adversely affect publicly accessible open spaces, the Reduced
Project Alternative would result in similar impacts when compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.8 TRANSPORTATION

As described in Section 5.5.2.8, Transportation, due to the conceptual nature of the proposed mixed-use
development, it has the potential to result in inadequate emergency access; Mitigation Measures TRAN-
4a and TRAN-4b would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use development would involve the same mix of land
uses and site plan, with a reduced building height and intensity of uses. Impacts associated with
transportation policy consistency, VMT, and hazards would therefore be the same as under the proposed
project. Like the proposed project, mitigation measures would be required to ensure less-than-significant
impacts to emergency access. Thus, impacts would be similar under the Reduced Project Alternative
when compared to the proposed project.

5.6.2.9 WIND

As described in Section 5.5.2.9, Wind, the proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly
accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the mixed-use development would be developed at a height of
108 feet, compared to up to 153 feet under the proposed project. Due to the reduced building height,
potential wind effects would be expected to be lessened or similar when compared to the proposed
project. Because neither the proposed project nor the Reduced Project Alternative would create wind
hazards, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar impacts when compared to the proposed
project.

5.6.3 RELATIONSHIP OF THE ALTERNATIVE TO THE OBJECTIVES

The Reduced Project Alternative would include the same mix of uses as the proposed mixed-use
development; therefore, it would generally meet the project objectives. However, because of the reduced
amount of development, the Reduced Project Alterative would not fully achieve the following project
objectives that seek to create a vibrant, more highly utilized site:
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= Redevelop an underutilized property adjacent to the UC Law SF campus properties to provide safe,
secure, accessible, and high-quality campus housing for students, staff, and/or faculty for the College
and/or partner institutions to help meet the housing needs of the College and partnering institutions.

= Create accessible housing with no residential parking that is adjacent to the UC Law SF campus
properties to reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated air pollutants, greenhouse gas emissions,
and vehicle noise.

® Include sustainability features, such as providing rooftop solar photovoltaic panels, generating no new
net stormwater runoff, and installing landscaping with native and/or adaptive and drought-resistant
plant materials.

"  Provide essential amenities and facilities to foster a vibrant, convenient, and well-served student
community with a variety of indoor uses and outdoor spaces that provide connections between the
natural and built environment for a shared sense of community, interaction, and wellness.

® Enhance the vibrancy of the UC Law SF campus and the sense of community enjoyed by UC Law SF
affiliates and San Franciso residents by providing a pedestrian-friendly project with activated ground-
floor uses that include housing; academic space; greenery; and space for the operations and functions
for Unite Here Local 2, including a hiring hall.

5.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the proposed project and the alternatives,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and
the reasons for such a selection be disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the
alternative to the proposed project that would be expected to generate the least number of significant
impacts. ldentification of the environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure and the
alternative to the proposed project selected may not be the alternative to the proposed project that best
meets the goals or needs of the College. Because CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires an
evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, the proposed project under
consideration cannot be identified as the environmentally superior alternative. Additionally, in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior alternative is the “no
project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.

As shown in Table 5-1, Comparison of Project Alternatives, the No Project Alternative would result in fewer
impacts than the proposed project. Although the No Project Alternative would not meet the objectives of
the proposed project, it is considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in accordance
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior alternative is the No
Project Alternative, the Draft EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the
other alternatives. In the case of this analysis, the Reduced Project Alternative would be the next
environmentally superior alternative. In comparison to the proposed project, this alternative would result
in lessened environmental impacts related to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Noise, and
would not result in greater impacts for any resource categories.
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6. CEQA-Mandated Sections

This chapter provides an overview of the impacts of the proposed project based on the analyses
presented in Chapters 4.1 through 4.9 of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As detailed in
Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the proposed project consists of the University of
California (UC) College of the Law, San Francisco (the College or UC Law SF) proposed Long Range Campus
Plan Update (LRCP Update) and 201 Golden Gate Avenue Mixed-Use Project (mixed-use development).
The topics covered in this chapter include growth-inducing impacts and significant irreversible changes to
the environment. A more detailed analysis of the effects that the proposed project would have on the
environment, and proposed mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts, are provided in

Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, of this Draft EIR.

6.1 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15128, Effects Not Found to Be Significant,
allows environmental issues to be “scoped out” if there is no likelihood of a significant impact, and they
do not need to be analyzed further in the EIR. Based on the preliminary analysis in the Notice of
Preparation (see Appendix A to this Draft EIR), it was determined that development of the proposed
project would not result in significant environmental impacts related to the following environmental
impact topics:

= Aesthetics = Mineral Resources

=  Agriculture and Forestry Resources =  Public Services

= Biological Resources = Recreation

" Energy = Utilities and Service Systems
= Hazards and Hazardous Materials = Wildfire

® Land Use and Planning

Please refer to Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR for the details
of why the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to these environmental impact topics
and are, therefore, not analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, of this Draft EIR.

6.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Section 15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that “direct and indirect significant effects of the
project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the
short- and long-term effects.” Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any
significant impacts that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.
Table 1-1, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, of
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this Draft EIR summarizes the significant impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance with and
without mitigation. All actions from the proposed project and mitigation measures, where feasible, would
reduce the level of impact to less than significant, and no impact would remain significant and
unavoidable after mitigation measures are applied.

6.3 GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the ways in which a proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Typical growth-inducing factors might be the
extension of urban services or transportation infrastructure to a previously unserved or under-served
area, or the removal of major barriers to development. This section evaluates the proposed project’s
potential to create such growth inducements. As CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires, “[it] must
not be assumed that growth in an area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.” In other words, negative impacts associated with growth inducement occur only where the
projected growth would cause significant adverse environmental impacts. Growth-inducing impacts fall
into two general categories: direct or indirect. Direct growth-inducing impacts are generally associated
with providing urban services to an undeveloped area. Indirect, or secondary growth-inducing impacts
consist of growth induced in the region by additional demands for housing, goods, and services associated
with the population increase caused by, or attracted to, a new project.

6.3.1 DIRECT IMPACTS

While the proposed project consists of the proposed LRCP Update and the proposed mixed-use
development, the proposed LRCP Update is a strategic planning document and does not entail any future
development other than the proposed mixed-use development. Therefore, this EIR evaluates the
proposed buildout potential of the proposed mixed-use development under the proposed LRCP Update.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the proposed mixed-use development
includes two variants: Academic Light (Variant 1) and Academic Heavy (Variant 2). Variant 1 minimizes the
space of the academic/programmatic spaces and maximizes the campus housing unit count, providing a
total of 238,000 total gross square feet (gsf), which could include up to 394 housing units. Variant 2
maximizes the academic/programmatic space and minimizes campus housing, providing a total of 236,200
total gsf, which could include up to 233 housing units.

As described in Chapter 4, Environmental Evaluation, of this Draft EIR, the EIR Study Area includes areas in
priority development areas (PDA) and transit priority areas (TPAs). The UC Law SF campus is within the
Downtown/Van Ness/Northeast Neighborhoods PDA.! In this case, the TPAs would be the Civic
Center/United Nations (UN) Plaza Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station on Market Street between Hyde
Street and 7th Way, Mission Bay shuttle service on 7th Street and 4th Street, and San Francisco Municipal

1 Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2023, March, Priority Development
Areas, https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/priority-development-areas-plan-bay-area-2050/explore?location=37.761042%2C-
122.437975%2C12.85, accessed June 20, 2023.
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Transportation Agency’s Muni bus service on McAllister Street, Van Ness Avenue, and O’Farrell Street
where the lines run on at least 15-minute headways during morning and evening peak periods.? The
proposed mixed-use development would occur in an already urbanized setting and would not extend
growth to previously undeveloped areas. The growth envisioned under the proposed LRCP Update would
result in regional benefits by encouraging less automobile dependence and supporting regional transit
systems, which could have associated air quality and greenhouse gas emissions benefits. Infill growth in
areas already designated for development also helps to reduce development pressures on lands outside
the urbanized area.

6.3.2 INDIRECT IMPACTS

Infrastructure in the LRCP planning area is already in place, and future development or activities in the
LRCP planning area would be required to comply with State regulations and applicable standards for
public services and utilities. Implementation of the proposed project would not extend services to
undeveloped areas that could be developed as a result of the new infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed
project would not be considered to indirectly induce growth.

6.4 SIGNIFICANT AND IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the extent to which the proposed
project would commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations would probably be unable
to reverse. The three CEQA-required categories of irreversible changes are discussed in Sections 6.4.1
through 6.4.3.

6.4.1 CHANGES IN LAND USE THAT COMMIT FUTURE
GENERATIONS

As described previously, while the proposed project consists of the proposed LRCP Update and the
proposed mixed-use development, the proposed LRCP Update is a strategic planning document and does
not entail any future development other than the proposed mixed-use development. The proposed
mixed-use development would be on a 0.6-acre site that is currently occupied by low-rise buildings
surrounded by urban development. The existing buildings on the project site contain the offices and
meeting rooms of Local 2. The proposed project would introduce new academic/programmatic uses, as
well as housing, to the mixed-use development site. While the mixed-use development would commit
future generations to new uses on the mixed-use development site itself, the proposed uses are common
uses already present in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Because the project site has already
been developed with urban uses, and is surrounded by other urban uses, construction of the proposed

2 Association of Bay Area Governments/Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2023, March, Transit Priority Areas
(2021), https://opendata.mtc.ca.gov/datasets/MTC::transit-priority-areas-2021-1/explore?location=37.797999%2C-
122.384700%2C11.78, accessed October 2, 2023.
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mixed-use development would not result in a land use change that would commit future generations to
uses that are not already present in the LRCP planning area.

6.4.2 IRREVERSIBLE DAMAGE FROM ENVIRONMENTAL ACCIDENTS

Irreversible changes to the physical environment from accidental release of hazardous materials
associated with development and operation activities would have adverse effects on the environment or
public health because of the nature or quantity of material released during an accident and the receptors
exposed to that release. Demolition and construction activities associated with development and
operation of the proposed mixed-use development would involve some risk for environmental accidents.
However, compliance with the applicable regulations, as discussed in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation
and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, would prevent significant effects. Therefore, irreversible damage
is not expected to result from the adoption and implementation of the proposed project.

6.4.3 LARGE COMMITMENT OF NONRENEWABLE RESOURCES

Development of the proposed mixed-use development would result in the commitment of limited,
renewable resources such as lumber and water. In addition, the proposed mixed-use development would
irretrievably commit nonrenewable resources for the construction of buildings and associated
infrastructure. These nonrenewable resources include mined minerals, such as sand, gravel, steel, lead,
copper, and other metals. Construction of the proposed mixed-use development also represents a long-
term commitment to the consumption of fossil fuels, natural gas, and gasoline. Increased energy demands
would be used for construction; lighting; heating and cooling of residences; and transportation of people
within, to, and from the LRCP planning area. However, as shown in Chapter 4.8, Transportation, and
Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments, of this Draft EIR, several regulatory measures
encourage energy and water conservation, alternative energy use, waste reduction, alternatives to
automotive transportation, and green building practices. Potential future development under the
proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable building and design requirements,
including those in the California Code of Regulations Title 24 relating to energy conservation. Therefore,
though the construction and operation of the proposed mixed-use development would involve the use of
nonrenewable resources, compliance with applicable standards and regulations would reduce the use of
nonrenewable resources to the maximum extent practicable.
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7. Organizations and Persons Consulted

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared by the contributors listed herein and includes
content and information provided by individuals with the lead agency, other agencies, service providers,
consultants, and other contributors.

7.1 LEAD AGENCY

University of California College of the Law, San Francisco

DAVIA SEWAIT ...ttt ettt e ettt Chief Financial Officer
RRIGNNON BaAIlArd ..o, Chief Operating Officer
Laura Wilson-YouNEhlood .........ccviiiiiiiiii e Deputy General Counsel
FIOTA Uittt Director of Construction Management

7.2 PROJECT PARTNER

Unite Here Local 2

KIM JACKSON Lottt ettt e et e et e e et e e et e et e e e e e et Organizer

7.3 PERSONS CONSULTED

Native American Heritage Commission

COAY CAMPAENE .viiiiiee ettt ettt ettt ettt sb e et e e eare e Cultural Resources Analyst

Native American Tribes

[renne Zwierlein .......cocevveviiieiiicenne, Chairperson, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista
ANAIEW GAIVIN 1ottt ettt e e b e et e e st eeebaeestbeennnee e The Ohlone Indian Tribe
TONY COIAA ..o Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe
Kenneth WOoOodrow .........coocvvvviiiiiiiiiiciieeee e Chairperson, Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band
MeErIENE SANCNEZ....viiiiiiiciie e Chairperson, Guidiville Indian Rancheria
ANN Marie SAYErs .....oooveieieeeeeee e Chairperson, Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan
Kanyon Sayers-Roods .........cccccceeevnniennn. Most Likely Descendant, Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan
Charlene Nijmeh .........cccccove Chairperson, Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area
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PlaceWorks: Environmental Prime Consultant

TErri IMCCIACKEN .o Principal-in-Charge
ALBXIS IMIBNA 1.t Associate Principal, Project Manager
VIVIAN KNG i Associate, Primary EIR Author
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SEEVE BUSN Lo Senior Engineer, Hydrology/Water Quality
Cathy Fitzgerald ... ..o Principal Engineer, Hydrology/Water Quality
CPP: Wind
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Fehr & Peers: Transportation
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