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DATE:  April 30, 2014
TO:  Distribution List for the Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR
FROM:  Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT:  Request for the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Moscone Center
Expansion Project (Case No. 2013.0154E)

This is the Draft of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Moscone Center Expansion
Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and accuracy of this document. After the
public hearing, our office will prepare and publish a document entitled “Response to
Comments,” which will contain a summary of all relevant comments on this Draft EIR and our
responses to those comments, along with copies of the letters received and a transcript of the
public hearing. The Response to Comments document may also specify changes to this Draft
EIR. Public agencies and members of the public who testify at the hearing on the Draft EIR will
automatically receive a copy of the Response to Comments document, along with notice of the
date reserved for certification; others may receive such copies and notice on request or by
visiting our office. This Draft EIR, together with the Response to Comments document, will be
considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised public meeting, and then certified as a
Final EIR if deemed adequate.

After certification, we will modify the Draft EIR as specified by the Response to Comments
document and print both documents in a single publication called the Final Environmental
Impact Report. The Final EIR will add no new information to the combination of the two
documents except to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the
information in one rather than two documents. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the Response
to Comments document in addition to this copy of the Draft EIR, you will technically have a
copy of the Final EIR.

We are aware that many people who receive the Draft EIR and Response to Comments
document have no interest in receiving virtually the same information after the EIR has been
certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send copies of the
Final EIR, in Adobe Acrobat format on a compact disk (CD), to private individuals only if they
request them. Therefore, if you would like a copy of the Final EIR, please fill out and mail the
postcard provided inside the back cover to the Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department within two weeks after certification of the EIR. Any private party not requesting a
Final EIR by that time will not be mailed a copy.
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TEP Transit Effectiveness Project

TIS Transportation Impact Study
TTRP Travel Time Reduction Proposal
U.S. 101 U.S. Highway 101

VDED verified diesel emission control

Glossary of Terms

CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act. State law (Public Resources Code Section 21000,
et seq.) that requires state, local, and other agencies to evaluate the environmental implications of
their actions.

Cultural resource. A nonrenewable remain of human activity that is valued by or significantly
representative of a culture or that contains significant information about a culture. Cultural
resources encompass archaeological, traditional, and built environment resources, including
landscapes or districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, or cultural practices that are usually
greater than 50 years of age and possess architectural, historic, scientific, or other technical value.

Cumulatively considerable. A CEQA term used to indicate whether or not a cumulative impact
is significant.

EIR (environmental impact report). A report required by the California Environmental Quality
Act to describe the environmental impact of a proposed project.

EIR certification. EIR adoption by a governing agency that involves acceptance of the document
as being complete and adequate according to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Level of service (LOS). A qualitative description a facility’s performance based on average delay
per vehicle, vehicle density, or volume-to-capacity ratios. Levels of service range from LOS A,
which indicates free-flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates
congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays.

Mitigation. One or all of the following: (1) Avoiding an impact altogether by not taking a certain
action or parts of an action; (2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an
action and its implementation; (3) rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the affected environment; (4) reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of an action; and (5) compensating for an impact by
replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.
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SUMMARY

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with
the Moscone Center Expansion project (proposed project or project), which includes increasing
the gross square footage of the Moscone Center from approximately 1.2 million square feet to
1.5 million square feet by expanding the Moscone North and South buildings and expanding the
existing below-grade exhibition halls under Howard Street. The project is located on Howard
Street between Third and Fourth Streets in the South of Market neighborhood of San Francisco.

A. Project Synopsis

The Moscone Center is San Francisco’s primary convention, exhibition, and meeting facility. The
project site spans portions of two separate blocks: Assessor’s Block 3723, Lot 115, and Assessor’s
Block 3734, Lot 91 and is made up of three main halls: Moscone North and Moscone South, which
are located across Howard Street from each other between Third and Fourth Streets, and the
Moscone West exhibition hall, located across Fourth Street, north of Howard Street.! In
combination, the total footprint of the project site is approximately 827,500 square feet below
grade, and approximately 131,400 square feet above grade.? The project site is bordered by Third
Street to the east; Folsom Street to the south; the Metreon (a commercial retail center housing
shops, restaurants, and a movie theater), Children’s Creativity Museum and Fourth Street to the
west; and Yerba Buena Gardens and Mission Street to the north.3

The proposed project is focused primarily on Moscone North and South, and no changes are
proposed at Moscone West. Moscone North and South currently encompass a total of
approximately 440,000 square feet of exhibition space (180,000 square feet at Moscone North and
260,000 square feet at Moscone South). All of the functional space at Moscone North and South is
under ground, with the exception of the street-level North and South lobbies and the Esplanade
Ballroom, located at grade along the Third Street frontage of Moscone South.

The proposed project would increase the gross square footage of the Moscone North and South
combined facility by about 20 percent, from 1.2 million square feet to 1.5 million square feet.
Through this expansion, as well as through renovation and repurposing of the existing facility,

1 Howard Street is oriented in a northeast-southwest direction, but will be referred to as an east-west street in

this report. Third and Fourth Streets are oriented in a northwest-southeast direction, but will be referred to as
north-south streets in this report. This convention will be used to describe the locations of other buildings and
uses in relation to the project site.

2 Existing and proposed bridges at level 2 are not included in this footprint total.

3 The Yerba Buena Gardens were created as part of the development that occurred under the Yerba Buena
Redevelopment Area. The Yerba Buena Redevelopment Area expired in 2010.
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Summary

the project would result in an approximately 42 percent increase in functional space, to about
888,300 square feet from 625,600 square feet, as well as reconfigured support space.

Improvements to the Moscone North and South building would occur both below grade and above
grade. On the lower level, the proposed project would combine the exhibition area of Moscone
South (Halls A, B, and C) with the existing Moscone South Gateway Ballroom, and expand this area
to the north beneath Howard Street to create a better connection with the exhibition area of
Moscone North (Halls D and E). Several “back-of-house” facilities including the existing kitchen
and loading docks would be reconfigured as well. At completion, the lower level would span a
total area of 827,500 gross square feet. Exhibition space would be expanded by about 32 percent
(140,000 square feet), to 580,000 square feet. Expansion and reconfiguration of the lower level would
require the excavation of an existing unexcavated area contained by concrete walls under Howard
Street, which is approximately 60 feet by 185 feet.4

Above grade, the functional space in the Moscone North portion of the project would expand by
117 percent, from 15,500 square feet to 33,600 square feet over two levels. The proposed Moscone
North building would be approximately 54 feet in height above Howard Street, approximately
10 feet taller than the existing Moscone North structure. At level 1, the Moscone North lobby
would extend south from its current location and would contain circulation space with
registration and back-of-house support areas.

The proposed above-grade Moscone South improvements would consist of two elements: the
Moscone Esplanade Expansion and the Moscone South Expansion. These two elements would be
built in successive construction phases, and upon project completion, they would exist as one
connected building. Above grade, Moscone South and the Esplanade functional space would
expand by a combined 277 percent, from 71,100 square feet to 267,700 square feet. The completed
building would be approximately 95 feet in height above Howard Street. At level 1 (street level),
the lobby, with an approximately 25-foot clear ceiling height, would contain a mix of registration
space, offices, circulation space, retail space, back-of-house space, and multi-purpose space
(flexible space to be used based on the needs of certain events).

The proposed project would also reconfigure the existing adjacent bus pick-up and drop-off
facilities and create two pedestrian bridges spanning Howard Street, which would connect
Moscone North and South expansions above grade. As noted above, the proposed project would
not affect the existing Moscone West building located at the northwest corner of the intersection
of Howard Street and Fourth Street.

The proposed project also includes improvements to the Children’s Garden south of Howard
Street, including a new plaza located between the children’s carousel and the proposed bridge, a
tot lot with play equipment for children under age 5, relocation and expansion of the existing
learning garden, replacement of the nature walk/allée of plum trees, an elevated social seating

4 The unexcavated area is located approximately 330 feet east of the center of the Howard and Fourth Street
intersection.

April 2014 S-2 Moscone Center Expansion Project
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area providing views throughout the garden, reconfiguration of the existing lawn, restrooms, and
garden storage, and a public plaza alongside the Esplanade Ballroom.

Project implementation would occur using a coordinated, phased construction schedule that
would maintain Moscone’s convention operations during the construction period. Construction
of the Moscone Center Expansion project would last approximately 44 months, beginning in
November 2014. No pile driving is anticipated. The estimated cost for constructing the proposed
project is approximately $350 million.

The project’s approval action would be a Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization. Other
approvals required for the project are listed in Section IL.D.

B. Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and
Improvement Measures

This EIR analyzes the potential effects of the Moscone Center Expansion project, as determined in
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report, issued January 22, 2014
(Appendix A of this EIR). The Initial Study attached to the NOP (also in Appendix A) found that
the proposed project would have potentially significant effects in the areas of transportation and
circulation and shadow. It also found that the project’s effects on other environmental resource
areas either would not be significant or would be less-than-significant with mitigation, or that the
project would have no impact.

Table S-1 (found at the end of this chapter) summarizes all impacts identified for the proposed
project addressed in the environmental review for this EIR, whether their level of significance was
found to be no impact, less-than-significant impact, or significant. For any impacts found to be
significant, corresponding mitigation measures are included and the level of significance after
mitigation is indicated.

The Initial Study identified resource topics that were determined not to apply to the proposed
project and topics where the project would have no impact, less-than-significant impact, or less-
than-significant with mitigation. For any impacts identified as significant in the Initial Study,
corresponding mitigation measures are included that would reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level. These topics, summarized in Table S-2 (found at the end of this chapter), are not
addressed in this EIR.

The proposed project would have significant and unavoidable project- and cumulative-level
shadow impacts.

C. Summary of Project Alternatives

The project alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the No Project Alternative, Reduced Project
Alternative, and Modified Massing Alternative. Table S-3 (found at the end of this chapter)
presents the significant impacts of the proposed project and summarizes the environmental
impacts of the selected alternatives compared to those of the proposed project.

April 2014 S-3 Moscone Center Expansion Project
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No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the Moscone Center would remain in use and would not be
expanded. The No Project Alternative includes those activities that would reasonably be expected
to occur in the foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved. It would fail to meet
most of the project objectives. No construction would occur; as such, construction-related impacts
to archeological resources, human remains, air quality, and hazardous materials would not occur.
There would be no project-related increase in event attendees, increase in the number of events,
or changes in the circulation of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians on Howard Street. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to passenger and truck loading/unloading. In addition, there would
be no above-grade buildings under this alternative; as such, shadow impacts would be
eliminated.

Reduced Project Alternative

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, similar renovations to the Moscone Center would be
implemented as compared to the proposed project. However, the Reduced Project Alternative
would not create additional space by excavating areas under Howard Street to expand the existing
below-grade area that connects the Moscone North and South buildings. This would reduce
excavation activities proposed by approximately 14,400 cubic yards. Available exhibition space
would be reduced by up to approximately 49,000 square feet compared to the proposed project.
The Reduced Project Alternative would meet or partially meet most of the project objectives.
However, the additional below-ground exhibition space would be limited to reconfiguring and
repurposing existing below-ground areas, and would not be contiguous between the Moscone
North and South buildings. The underground expansion area would be less than under the
proposed project, which would reduce the intensity of construction-related impacts. In particular,
significant impacts to archeological resources and human remains would be reduced in severity, as
would the generation of fugitive dust, criteria air pollutants, and toxic air contaminants. It is likely
that air quality and hazardous materials impacts would still be significant and would require
implementation of mitigation measures. Reduced exhibition space as compared to the proposed
project would reduce the significant-but-mitigable impacts to pedestrian and truck loading and
unloading, although mitigation measures would still be required. Significant and unavoidable
shadow impacts at the project- and cumulative-level would result.

Modified Massing Alternative

Under the Modified Massing Alternative, similar renovations to the Moscone Center would be
implemented as compared to the proposed project, including excavation of 14,400 cubic yards of
material beneath Howard Street for the below-grade expansion. However, the above-grade
expansion would be modified. The Moscone South expansion would be approximately 74 feet in
height above Howard Street. The above-grade Moscone Esplanade expansion would be
approximately 119 feet above Howard Street. The Modified Massing Alternative would meet or
partially meet the project objectives, although it would result in a less efficient building.

The Modified Massing Alternative would result in all of the same construction-related impacts as
the proposed project, including significant-but-mitigable impacts to archaeological resources,

April 2014 S-4 Moscone Center Expansion Project
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human remains, air quality, and hazardous materials. The alternative would also result in the
same total exhibition space as the proposed project, which would result in the same increases in
convention employment and attendance that would result in significant-but-mitigable impacts to
passenger and truck loading/unloading. This alternative would reduce the project’s significant-
and-unavoidable shadow impact on the Children’s Garden to a less-than-significant level.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Alternative 3: Modified Massing Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Alternative 3 would result in construction-related impacts on archeological resources, human
remains, air quality, and hazardous materials, all of which would be less-than-significant with
the implementation of mitigation measures. Alternative 3 would also result in significant-but-
mitigable truck and passenger loading transportation impacts during operations. The alternative
would result in less-than-significant project- and cumulative-level shadow impacts.

D. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

On the basis of public comments on the NOP, potential areas of controversy and unresolved
issues for the proposed project include the following:

. The project’s impact on recreational facilities located on the Moscone South block,

o Impacts on pedestrian circulation at sidewalks and intersections surrounding the project
site, as well as mitigation measures that would reduce such impacts, and

o Shadows impacts on existing recreational areas on both project blocks, as well as a
potential alternative that redistributes project massing to reduce such impacts.

An additional area of controversy may emerge regarding the provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 743 as
they relate to the proposed project and this EIR. SB 743, which amended the Public Resources Code
to add section 21099, was signed by Governor Brown on September 27, 2013. Section 21099(d)
directs that the aesthetic and parking impacts of mixed-use residential, residential, or employment
center infill projects located in transit priority areas are not considered impacts on the environment
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).> The proposed project meets the
definition of an employment center infill project in a transit priority area.® Accordingly, this EIR
does not contain a separate discussion of the topic of aesthetics. The EIR nonetheless provides
visual simulations for informational purposes as part of Chapter II, Project Description. Similarly,
parking is discussed for informational purposes in Section IV.A.

San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum RE: CEQA Update: Senate Bill 743 Summary — Aesthetics,
Parking and Traffic, November 12, 2013. This document is available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.

San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, January 10, 2014. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No.
2013.0154E.

April 2014 S-5 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



Summary

TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would have less than significant
impacts at 24 study intersections under Existing plus Project
conditions.

Less than Significant

Improvement Measure IM-TR-1a: Transportation Demand
Management

As an improvement measure to encourage use of alternate modes
and reduce the unmet parking demand, the proposed project
could develop and implement a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan designed to reduce use of single-
occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit,
bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the proposed
project. The TDM plan could include such measures as the
following to reduce single occupancy vehicles and encourage
alternate modes of travel:

¢ Ensure that bicycle safety strategies are developed along the
Howard Street side of the property (e.g., avoiding conflicts
with event shuttle buses and taxis accessing the on-site
passenger loading/unloading zone).

o Bikeshare tickets for attendees.

o Facilitate access to the Howard Street bicycle route through on-
site signage.

e Points of access to Class 1 bicycle parking could include
signage indicating the location of these facilities.

e Class 2 bicycle parking for event attendees could be provided.

o Bicycle rental/loaner for event attendees for local travel could be
provided.

e A TDM contact person could be designated to be responsible
for conducting employee surveys, coordinating
carpool/ridematch services, and conducting annual TDM
events.

e Provide information to employees and visitors on transit
options and locations where transit passes can be purchased.

e Transit pass subsidies for employees purchasing transit passes
could be provided.

e Moscone Center could require event organizers to provide an
option for attendees registering online to purchase a one, three,
or seven day Muni Passport or pre-loaded Clipper Card.
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-1 (cont.)

e Moscone Center could have Muni Passports and pre-loaded
Clipper Cards available for purchase.

Moscone Center could provide information on the facility website
about how to access the convention center and nearby hotels and
attractions via transit, walking, and bicycling.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-1b: Improved Fifth &
Mission/Yerba Buena Center Garage Signage

As an improvement measure to reduce queuing on Fifth and
Mission streets associated with access to the Fifth & Mission/Yerba
Buena Center Garage during very large events such as the San
Francisco International Auto Show, the project sponsor could fund
new and more visible “"GARAGE FULL” signs at the Fifth &
Mission/Yerba Buena Center Garage.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial
increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by
adjacent Muni transit capacity; nor would it cause a substantial
increase in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to
Muni transit service could occur.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial
increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by
regional transit capacity; nor would it cause a substantial increase in
delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to regional
transit service could occur.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial
overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

Less than Significant

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4a: Fund the Design and
Construction of Sidewalk Widening along Sidewalks Adjacent
to Moscone Center

Consistent with the requirements of the Better Streets Plan and
Planning Code Section 138.1, the project sponsor could fund the
widening of the following sidewalk segments adjacent to the
Moscone Center, consistent with ongoing planning efforts. Once
the relevant planning effort has concluded and the relevant EIR
has been certified and the project is approved, the project sponsor
could fund the design and implementation of the sidewalk
widening projects listed below, if approved, totaling three block
faces:
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-4 (cont.)

e Fourth Street east sidewalk between Mission and Howard
streets to 15 feet (upon certification of the Central SoMa Plan
EIR and if the Plan is approved): one block face.

e Third Street west sidewalk between Mission and Howard
streets to 15 feet (upon certification of the Central SoMa Plan
EIR and if the Plan is approved): one block face.

e Mission Street south sidewalk between Third and Fourth
streets to 15 feet (upon certification of the Better Market Street
EIR and if the project is approved): one block face.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4b: Fund the Design and
Implementation of Upgraded Crosswalks at Intersections
Adjacent to Moscone Center

Crosswalks could be widened and should be restriped to the
Continental design, consistent with the Better Streets Plan. The
project sponsor could reimburse the San Francisco Municipal
Transit Agency (SFMTA) for costs associated with the design and
implementation of upgrading all crosswalks at the following
intersections:

e Fourth/Mission e Fourth/Folsom

e Third/Mission e Third/Folsom

e Fourth/Howard e Fourth/Minna

e Third/Howard e Yerba Buena Lane/Mission

Impact TR-5: The proposed project would not result in potentially
hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially
interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact TR-6: The proposed project’s loading demand would not be
accommodated within the proposed on-site freight and passenger
loading facilities, and would create potentially hazardous conditions
or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a: Moscone Center Transportation
Operations Master Plan

The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Moscone
Center Transportation Operations Master Plan (Master Plan),
which shall require that each Moscone Center event have its own
unique Transportation Operations Event Plan (TOEP), tailored to
the size, duration and characteristics of the individual event. Each
TOEP shall adhere to a set of guidelines related to the following
fundamental transportation elements:
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-6 (cont.)

Plan development and approval
Passenger loading/unloading zone attendants

Shuttle bus operations

L

Taxi, rideshare, and private vehicle passenger
loading/unloading operations

Truck operations
Parking control office (PCO) operations
Pedestrian operations

Bicycle operations

© ® N

Emergency vehicle operations

10. Large events that include changes to traffic operations
11.  Adherence

12. Revisions to Master Plan

The Moscone Center Transportation Operations Master Plan is
included in Appendix C.

The requirements specific to truck operations described in the
Master Plan will ensure that a significant impact related to freight
loading does not occur. Specifically, the Master Plan will ensure
that inbound trucks do not queue along the west curb of Third
Street while waiting for an available loading dock.

The requirements specific to passenger loading/unloading
described in the Master Plan will ensure that a significant impact
related to passenger loading/unloading, with associated
secondary impacts to bicyclists and traffic, does not occur.
Specifically, the Master Plan will ensure that no vehicles stop to
pick-up or drop-off passengers in the Howard Street travel lanes
or bicycle lane.

The Master Plan will be a living document maintained by the
Planning Department. The Master Plan will be revised as
necessary to reflect changes in generally accepted technology or
operation protocols, or changes in conditions. All revisions will be
reviewed and approved by the ERO of the Planning Department
to ensure that the Master Plan adheres to this mitigation measure.
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-6 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Fund Additional Parking Control
Officers

Working with the SFMTA, the project sponsor shall fund one or
more additional Parking Control Officer (PCO) beat(s) during
Moscone Center events with 20,000 or more attendees. The
additional PCOs shall supplement the existing PCOs, except the
additional PCOs shall perform an active patrol of on-street
loading conditions around the Moscone area (rather than be
stationary at an intersection or crosswalk). The number of officers
required to staff the additional beat(s) and the hours that the
beat(s) would be staffed shall be determined by SFMTA based on
the size and hours of the event, and could include events with
fewer than 20,000 daily attendees.

The additional PCO beat(s) shall focus enforcement on the
following loading issues:

¢ Ensuring that stopped vehicles, especially shuttle buses and
trucks, do not idle their engine while stopped, per San
Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.86. Drivers that idle their
engines longer than is necessary would be subject to citation.
Legible and visible signs could be posted in multiple languages
(i-e., English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas to
remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

¢ Ensuring that vehicles do not load or unload passengers while
stopped in any crosswalk, bicycle lane or travel lane on
Howard and Folsom streets, per California Vehicle Code
§22500 and San Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.70. This
enforcement shall be focused on all vehicles, including shuttle
buses, taxis, trucks, and private vehicles. Drivers of vehicles
stopped along the north curb of Howard Street or the south
curb of Folsom Street would be required to ensure that their
vehicle is not obstructing the bicycle lane. Consistent with
existing SFMTA policy, the only vehicles that would be
permitted to stop within a bicycle lane would be vehicles
actively loading or unloading a disabled passenger. Vehicles
that stop within a bicycle lane to load or unload a passenger
that is not disabled would be subject to citation.
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in significant
impacts on emergency vehicle access

Less than Significant

None required

Impact TR-8: The proposed project would not result in construction-
related transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited

duration.

Less than Significant

Improvement Measure IM-TR-8: Construction Measures

Traffic Control Plan for Construction. As an improvement
measure to reduce potential conflicts between construction
activities and pedestrians, transit and autos at the Project site, the
contractor could prepare a traffic control plan for Project
construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s)
could meet with the Department of Public Works (DPW), SEMTA,
the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to
coordinate feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion, including
temporary transit stop relocations (not anticipated, but if
determined necessary) and other measures to reduce potential
traffic and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects
during construction of the proposed project. The contractor would
be required to comply with the City of San Francisco’s Regulations
for Working in San Francisco Streets, which establish rules and
permit requirements so that construction activities can be done
safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit, and vehicular traffic. In addition, to minimize the
construction-related disruption of the general traffic flow on
adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods, truck
movements and deliveries should be limited during peak hours
(generally 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m., or other times, as determined
by SEMTA and its Transportation Advisory Staff Committee
(TASC). The proposed project’s traffic control plan for construction
should be reviewed by SEMTA’s Street Operations and Special
Events Office to minimize impacts to Third Street and its Muni
transit service during Phase I of the Moscone construction effort.

Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers. As an
improvement measure to minimize parking demand and vehicle
trips associated with construction workers, the construction
contractor should include methods to encourage carpooling and
transit access to the Project site by construction workers in the
Construction Management Plan.
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-8 (cont.)

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and
Residents. As an improvement measure to minimize construction
impacts on access for nearby institutions and businesses, the DPW
could require the project sponsor to provide nearby residences
and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information
regarding project construction, including construction activities,
peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel
lane closures, and lane closures.

The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet
with DPW, the Traffic Engineering Division and Muni Division of
the SEMTA, the Fire Department, the Planning Department and
other City agencies to determine feasible measures to reduce
traffic congestion. Prior to construction, the Project contractor
could coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special
Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any
impacts to transit vehicles.

Impact C-TR-1: Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project would not
result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic
impacts at 22 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS
F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and would result in less-than-
significant cumulative impacts at two study intersections that would
operate at LOS D or better under 2040 Cumulative conditions.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project would not result in a
considerable contribution to significant 2040 Cumulative transit
impacts at Muni screenlines.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project would result in less-than-
significant regional transit impacts on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden
Gate Transit, SamTrans and other regional ferry service under 2040
Cumulative conditions.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a
considerable contribution to significant 2040 Cumulative pedestrian
impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative bicycle impacts.

Less than Significant

None required
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Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact C-TR-6: The proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative loading impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-7: The proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-TR-8: The proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

Less than Significant

See Improvement Measure IM-TR-8

Shadow

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new shadow in
a manner that would affect the use of any park or open space under
the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation
and Park Department.

No Impact

None required

Impact WS-3: The proposed project would create new shadow in a
manner that could affect the use of other existing publicly accessible
open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.

Significant

None available

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact C-WS: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not create
new shadow in a manner that would affect the use of any park or
open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department, but it would create new shadow in a manner that could
affect the use of other existing publicly accessible open space or
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.

Significant

None available

Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE S-2

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide
an established community.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a
substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-LU: The proposed project would not make a
considerable contribution to any cumulative significant land
use impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce
substantial population growth in San Francisco, either directly
or indirectly.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace existing
housing units or substantial numbers of people, or create
substantial demand for additional housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-PH: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative population and housing impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Cultural and Paleontological

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 including
those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San
Francisco Planning Code.

No Impact

None required
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could result in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a unique archeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, a significant
impact.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data
Recovery and Reporting

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken
to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed
project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor
shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the Planning
Department (“Department”) pool of qualified archaeological consultants
as provided by the Department archaeologist. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be
conducted in accordance with this measure and with the requirements of
the project archeological research design and treatment plan
(Archaeological Research Design/Treatment Plan for the Moscone Center
Expansion Project, September, 2013), at the direction of the Environmental
Review Officer (ERO). In instances of inconsistency between the
requirement of the project archeological research design and treatment
plan and of this archeological mitigation measure, the requirements of this
archeological mitigation measure shall prevail. All plans and reports
prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and
directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft
reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure
could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be
extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible
means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines

Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an
archeological site” associated with descendant Native Americans, the
Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate

Less than Significant

7 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial.
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2 (cont.)

representative® of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.
The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity
to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to consult with
ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of
recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final
Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of
the descendant group.

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

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If
based on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant
finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if
additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be
undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological
monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No
archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO
determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the
resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the
discretion of the project sponsor either:

8 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco
maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be

determined in consultation with the Department archeologist.
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2 (cont.)

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

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

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring
program (AMP) shall be implemented the archeological monitoring
program shall minimally include the following provisions:

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

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

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

e The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect
soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for
analysis;
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2 (cont.)

e If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/construction activities and equipment until
the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological
deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort
to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to
the ERO.

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

o Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field
strategies, procedures, and operations.

o Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2 (cont.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant
shall submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the
ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical
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Cultural and Paleontological (cont.)

Impact CP-2 (cont.)

research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/
data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk
any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable
insert within the final report.

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

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Interpretation

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Interpretation, calls for a qualified
archeological consultant to prepare and submit a plan for post-recovery
interpretation of resources. Implementation of an approved program of
interpretation under Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b would preserve and
enhance the ability of the resource to convey its association with historic
events under California Register of Historic Resources Criterion 1
(Events), as well as explain its importance under Criterion 4.

Impact CP-3: The proposed project would not directly or No Impact None required

indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or

unique geologic feature.

Impact CP-4: The proposed project could disturb any human Significant Mitigation Measure: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a. | Less than Significant
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, | Significant Mitigation Measure: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a Less than Significant

present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in
significant impacts to cultural resources.

and 2b.
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Noise

Impact NO-1: The proposed Moscone Center Expansion project
would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise or vibration levels, would not expose persons to noise
levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan
and Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would
not be substantially affected by existing noise levels.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed Moscone
Center Expansion project would not result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels and vibration in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project, and
would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess
of standards established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of
the Police Code).

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-NO: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
result in cumulative noise impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s construction activities
would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants that
would contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation and would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization.

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental
Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project
compliance with the following requirements:

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more
than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction
activities shall meet the following requirements:

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available,
portable diesel engines shall be prohibited;
b) All off-road equipment shall have:

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources
Board (ARB) Tier 3 off-road emission standards, and

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-1 (cont.)

ii.

Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified
Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS).9

c) Exceptions:

i.

ii.

=

ii

Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor
has submitted information providing evidence to the
satisfaction of the ERO that an alternative source of power is
limited or infeasible at the project site and that the
requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this
circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of
compliance with A(1)(b) for onsite power generation.

Exceptions to A(1)(b)(ii) may be granted if the project
sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to
the satisfaction of the ERO that a particular piece of off-road
equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is: (1) technically
not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions
reductions due to expected operating modes, (3) installing
the control device would create a safety hazard or impaired
visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a compelling
emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has
submitted documentation to the ERO that the requirements
of this exception provision apply. If granted an exception to
A(1)(b)(ii), the project sponsor must comply with the
requirements of A(1)(c)(ii).

. If an exception is granted pursuant to A(1)(c)(ii), the project

sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road
equipment as provided by the step down schedules in
Table 9.

? Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this requirement, therefore a VDECS would not be required.
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-1 (cont.)

TABLE 9
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE
STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE

Engine
Compliance Emission
Alternative Standard Emissions Control
1 Tier 3 ARB Level 2 VDECS
2 Tier 3 ARB Level 1 VDECS
3 Tier 3 Alternative Fuel*

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met,
then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative
1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance
Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not
be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance
Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.

* Alternative fuels are not a VDECS.

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-
road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as
provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding
idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs
shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind
operators of the two minute idling limit.

3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with
manufacturer specifications.

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by
phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment
descriptions and information may include, but is not limited to
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-1 (cont.)

identification number, engine model year, engine certification
(Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel
usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology
type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on
installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels,
reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any
persons requesting it and a legible sign shall be posted at the
perimeter of the construction site indicating to the public the basic
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan.
The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the
public as requested.

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO
indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment
information used during each phase including the information
required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using
alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of
alternative fuel used.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing
construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and
end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase,
the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In
addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting
shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.

C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must
certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements
of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications.

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction activities
would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel
particulate matter that would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.

Significant

Mitigation Measure: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project
would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants, but not at
levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to
an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project
would result in emissions of carbon monoxide, but not at levels
that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact AQ-5: During project operations, the proposed project
would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel
particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial air pollutant concentrations.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not conflict with, or
obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact AQ-7: The proposed project would not create
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of
people.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in
the project area would contribute to cumulative air quality
impacts.

Significant

Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.

Less than Significant

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate
greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in
a significant impact on the environment.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-GG-2: The proposed project would not conflict with
any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Less than Significant

None required
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

TABLE S-2 (Continued)

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Wind and Shadow

Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a
manner that substantially affects public areas.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-WS: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.

Less than Significant

None required

Recreation

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would increase the use of
existing neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities, but
not to the extent that substantial physical deterioration or
degradation of the facilities would occur or be accelerated.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that would
have a significant effect on the environment.

Less than Significant10

None required

Impact C-RE: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would not result in considerable contribution to
cumulative recreation impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in significant impacts to wastewater collection and
treatment facilities or require or result in the construction of
new wastewater facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact UT-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not
require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects.

Less than Significant

None required

10 Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, the project sponsor team modified the project description by incorporating enhancements to the Children’s Garden recreational area (discussed
further in Chapter II, Project Description). These changes are evaluated in Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations, for resource topics that were addressed in the Initial Study. Improvements to the Children’s Garden would not

result in significant impacts to recreational resources.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

TABLE S-2 (Continued)

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Utilities and Service Systems (cont.)

Impact UT-3: The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) has sufficient water supply and entitlements to serve
the proposed project, and implementation of the proposed
project would not require expansion or construction of new
water treatment facilities.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would be served by a
landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact UT-5: Construction and operation of the proposed
project would follow all applicable statutes and regulations
related to solid waste.

No Impact

None required

Impact C-UT: In combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future development in the project site
vicinity, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact on utilities and service systems.

Less than Significant

None required

Public Services

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for
police protection and fire protection, but not to an extent that
would require new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not substantially
increase the population of school-aged children and would not
require new or physically altered school facilities.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not increase demand
for other government services to the extent that it would
require new or physically altered government facilities.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-PS: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would result in a less than cumulatively considerable
impact to public services.

Less than Significant

None required
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

TABLE S-2 (Continued)

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on special-status species or interfere with native
resident or migratory wildlife.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not conflict with the
City’s local tree ordinance.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project in combination with other
past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects, would not
result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on
biological resources.

Less than Significant

None required

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced
ground failure, or landslides.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact GE-3: The project site is not located on a geologic unit
or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result
of the project.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create
substantial risks to life or property as a result of being located
on expansive soil.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts related to geologic hazards.

Less than Significant

None required
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TABLE S-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate water
quality standards, contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems, provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not alter the existing
drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off-site.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-HY: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site
vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality.

Less than Significant

None required

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a
significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would be constructed on a
site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Excavation
could also require the handling of contaminated soil and
groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to
hazardous materials, or resulting in a release of hazardous
materials into the environment during construction.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of the exhibit halls
would expose workers and the public to hazardous building
materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based
paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these
materials into the environment during construction.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials
Abatement

The project sponsor shall ensure that any area of the Moscone Center
planned for demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building
materials including PCB-containing electrical equipment, fluorescent light
ballasts containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or bis(2-ethylhexyl)

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE IS

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

Impact HZ-3 (cont.)

phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors.
These materials shall be removed and properly disposed of prior to the
start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are proposed to be
removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs
and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be

verified, they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and

disposed of as such, according to applicable laws and regulations. Any
other hazardous building materials identified either before or during
demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, state, and

local laws and regulations.

Impact HZ-4: Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in adverse effects related to hazardous emissions or
handling of acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter
mile of an existing school.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact HZ-5: Implementation of the proposed project would
not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving fires.

Less than Significant

None required

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.

Less than Significant

None required

Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss | No Impact None required
of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of

value to the region and the residents of the state.

Impact ME-2: The proposed project would not result in the loss | No Impact None required

of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan.

Impact ME-3: The proposed project would not encourage
activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water,
or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner.

Less than Significant

None required
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Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Mineral and Energy Resources (cont.)

Impact C-ME: The proposed project, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
not result in significant adverse cumulative mineral and energy
impacts.

Less than Significant

None required

Agriculture and Forest Resources

No impacts related to agriculture and forest resources.

No Impact

None required
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TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Category of Significant
Environmental Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Project Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified Massing Alternative

Description The gross square footage of the The gross square footage of the Under the Reduced Project Alternative, The alternative would create additional
Moscone Center would be increased | Moscone Center facility would not be | similar renovations to the Moscone Center | space by excavating areas under Howard
from approximately 1.2 million increased. The Moscone North and would be implemented as compared to the | Street to expand the existing below-grade
square feet to 1.5 million square feet | Moscone South and Esplanade proposed project. However, the Reduced area that connects the Moscone North and
by expanding the Moscone North buildings would not be renovated. Project alternative would not include South buildings resulting in excavation of
and South buildings and expanding | Additional space would not be excavation of additional areas under 14,400 cubic yards, as well as excavation
the existing below-grade exhibition | created by excavating under Howard | Howard Street. This would reduce required for storm and groundwater storage
halls under Howard Street. Street to expand the existing below- excavation activities proposed by tanks, as under the proposed project. The

grade exhibition halls and the approximately 14,400 cubic yards; above-grade Moscone South expansion
Moscone North and South buildings | however, excavation required to construct | would be approximately 74 feet in height
would continue to have limited building footings and foundations, and for | above Howard Street. The above-grade
connection below ground. The storm and groundwater storage tanks Moscone Esplanade expansion would be
existing adjacent bus pick-up and would be required as under the proposed | approximately 119 feet above Howard
drop off facilities would not be project (approximately 16,300 cubic yards). | Street. This new expansion would replace
reconfigured and the existing the existing 63-foot tall Esplanade Ballroom
pedestrian bridge would remain. support building.

Ability to Meet Project The proposed project would fully The No Project Alternative would The Reduced Project Alternative would The Modified Massing Alternative would

Sponsor’s Objectives

meet the project objectives.

only meet one project objective - to
allow for continued operation of and
revenue from the Moscone Center.

meet or partially meet all of the project
objectives.

meet or partially meet some of the project
objectives.

Cultural and Paleontological

Resources

Archaeological Resources

Impact CP-2: The proposed project
could result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 a
significant impact. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Disturbance of Human
Remains

Impact CP-4: The proposed project
could disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur from
excavation associated with footings and
groundwater storage tank. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Cumulative Impacts to
Archaeological Resources or
Human Remains

Impact C-CP: The proposed project,
in combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable projects,
would result in significant impacts
to cultural resources. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur from
excavation associated with footings and
groundwater storage tank. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)
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TABLE S-3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Category of Significant
Environmental Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative 1: No Project
Alternative

Alternative 2: Reduced Project
Alternative

Alternative 3: Modified Massing
Alternative

Transportation and Circulation

Pedestrian and truck
loading/ unloading

Impact TR-6: The proposed project’s
loading demand would not be
accommodated within the proposed
on-site freight and passenger
loading facilities, and would create
potentially hazardous conditions or
significant delays for traffic, transit,
bicyclists or pedestrians. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Air Quality

Air Quality Violations and
Criteria Air Pollutants

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s
construction activities would
generate fugitive dust and criteria
air pollutants that would contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation and
would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Sensitive Receptors

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s
construction activities would
generate toxic air contaminants,
including diesel particulate matter,
that would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Less than the proposed project, but a
significant impact could occur. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Cumulative Air Quality Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed No Impact. (NI) Less than the proposed project, but a Same as the proposed project. (SM)
Impacts project, in combination with past, significant impact could occur. (SM)
present, and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the project
area, would contribute to cumulative
air quality impacts. (SM)
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TABLE S-3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Category of Significant

Alternative 1: No Project

Alternative 2: Reduced Project

Alternative 3: Modified Massing

Environmental Impact Proposed Project Alternative Alternative Alternative
Shadow
New shadow that could Impact WS-3: The proposed project | No Impact. (NI) Same as the proposed project. (SU) Less than the proposed project. (LTS)

affect the use of other
existing publicly accessible
open space

would create new shadow in a
manner that could affect the use of
the Children’s Garden. (SU)

Cumulative shadow

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed
project in combination with past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would contribute to
cumulative shadow in a manner that
could affect the use of the Children’s
Garden. (SU)

No Impact. (NI)

Same as the proposed project. (SU)

Less than the proposed project. (LTS)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Exposure to hazardous
materials

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and
renovation of the exhibit halls would
expose workers and the public to
hazardous building materials
including asbestos-containing
materials, lead-based paint,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP),
and mercury, or result in a release of
these materials into the environment
during construction. (SM)

No Impact. (NI)

Similar to the proposed project. (SM)

Same as the proposed project. (SM)

Legend
NI No impact

LTS Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SM Significant but mitigable

SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
SUM Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental effects associated with
the Moscone Center Expansion Project (proposed project or project), which includes increasing
the gross square footage of the Moscone Center from approximately 1.2 million square feet to
1.5 million square feet by expanding the Moscone North and South buildings and expanding the
existing below-grade exhibition halls under Howard Street. The project is located on Howard
Street between Third and Fourth Streets in the South of Market neighborhood of San Francisco.
Further details regarding the proposed project components that form the basis for the EIR
analysis are discussed in depth in Chapter II, Project Description.

A. Environmental Review

The San Francisco Planning Department, serving as lead agency responsible for administering the
environmental review on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), determined that
the preparation of an EIR was required.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that, before a decision can be made to
approve a project that could pose potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that
fully describes the environmental effects of the project. An EIR is a public information document
for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential environmental
impacts of a project, to identify mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse
impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in an EIR
is reviewed and considered by the decision-makers before arriving at a decision to approve,
disapprove, or modify a project.

CEQA requires that the lead agency neither approve nor implement a project unless the project’s
significant environmental effects have been reduced to a less-than-significant level, essentially
“eliminating, avoiding, or substantially lessening” the expected impact, except when certain
findings are made. If the lead agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the agency
must state the reasons for its action in writing, demonstrate that its action is based on the EIR or
other information in the record, and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

On January 22, 2014, CCSF sent a notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR, including an Initial
Study, to governmental agencies and organizations and persons who may have interest in the
project. The NOP requested that agencies and interested parties comment on environmental
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I. Introduction

issues that should be addressed in the EIR. The NOP and Initial Study are included as Appendix
A in this EIR. For discussion of impacts addressed in the Initial Study, see the Summary Chapter
of this EIR.

The public comment period began on January 22, 2014 and extended to February 21, 2014. During
this time, public comments were received in writing via U.S. mail, email, or fax. The environmental
issues raised in the public comments were summarized as follows and the locations where these
items are addressed in this environmental review are indicated in parentheses:

o Potential impacts on existing public open spaces at the project site, impacts due to
construction of recreational spaces, and a quantification of how much space would be
gained or lost under the proposed project (Chapter II, Project Description; Chapter V, Other
CEQA Considerations);

. Potential cumulative impacts to vehicular levels of service for different event sizes
(Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation)

o Loading dock capacity, the impact of queued vehicles, and the impact of vehicular pullouts
on transportation (Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation)

o A detailed methodology and quantification of increased trips generated by the proposed
project, as well as potential impacts on pedestrian facilities and the effects of potential
mitigation measures (Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation);

o Potential impacts due to shadow cast by the proposed buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
including the Esplanade and Children’s Playground (Section IV.B, Shadow);

o Inclusion of alternative(s) that reduces shadow on the Children’s Garden, a modified
building massing, and improved pedestrian circulation, as well as alternative locations for
both the proposed project and other existing site development (Chapter VI, Alternatives).

. Inclusion of a Cultural Resource section that adequately assesses and mitigates project-
related impacts on archaeological resources and human remains (Appendix A, Initial
Study);

. Potential impacts of taller buildings on wind (Appendix A, Initial Study); and

. Potential impact on air quality and noise from idling trucks waiting to use the loading
facilities, as well as idling shuttle buses, and suggested mitigation measures (Appendix A,
Initial Study).

Issues raised by the public not directly related to environmental topics include:

. Ownership and jurisdiction of the project site (Chapter II, Project Description);

o Yerba Buena Gardens should be a shared multiple use facility; no one use should dominate
Yerba Buena Gardens; and

. The project would result in economic benefits by attracting conventions and producing
jobs.
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I. Introduction

During the approximately 45-day period that this Draft EIR is available for public review, written
comments on the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented therein may be submitted to
the Planning Department or in person during the public hearing on the Draft EIR (the hearing
date is on the cover of this Draft EIR).

After the public hearing, the Planning Department will prepare and publish a document titled
“Responses to Comments,” which will contain a summary of all relevant comments on this Draft
EIR and responses to those comments, along with copies of the comment letters received and a
transcript of the Draft EIR public hearing. The Responses to Comments document may also
specify changes to this Draft EIR. This Draft EIR, together with the Responses to Comments
document, will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised public meeting and
then certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate.

After certification, the Planning Department will modify the Draft EIR as specified by the
Responses to Comments document and print both documents in a single publication called the
Final Environmental Impact Report. The Final EIR will add no new information to the
combination of the two documents except to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply
provide the information in one, rather than two documents.

B. Purpose of this EIR

This document is a project-level EIR and is intended as an informational document that, in and of
itself, does not determine whether a project will be approved, but aids the planning and decision-
making process by disclosing the potential for significant and adverse impacts. In conformance
with CEQA, California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq., this EIR provides objective
information addressing the environmental consequences of the project and identifies possible
means of reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts.

The CEQA Guidelines help define the role and expectations of this EIR, as follows:

Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public
agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect(s) of
a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable
alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along
with other information which may be presented to the agency (Section 15121(a)).

Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision
that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of
an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points
of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (Section 15151).
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The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as
“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the project....” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the project,
this EIR concentrates on its substantial physical effects and on mitigation measures to avoid,
reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects.

C. Organization of the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR has been organized as follows:

. Summary. This chapter summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the
project, the environmental impacts that would result from the project, mitigation measures
identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts, and alternatives to the proposed project.

. Chapter I, Introduction. This chapter includes a discussion of the environmental review
process, a summary of the comments received on the scope of the EIR, the purpose of the
EIR, and organization of the EIR.

. Chapter II, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project background and
objectives, provides background data on the project location, describes the operational and
physical characteristics of the proposed Moscone Center Expansion Project, and identifies
project approvals.

. Chapter III, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the plans, policies,
and regulations of CCSF, regional, and State agencies that may be applicable to the project.

. Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter
describes the project’s existing setting, environmental impacts, and cumulative impacts.
Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within the chapter.
Environmental topics included in this EIR chapter are:

- Environmental Setting;
- Transportation and Circulation; and

- Shadow.

. Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations. This chapter presents any growth-inducing
impacts that could result from the proposed project, recapitulates the significant
environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, presents
those resource topics for which the proposed project would not result in significant
environmental effects, and presents any areas of controversy left to be resolved.

. Chapter VI, Alternatives. This chapter presents alternatives to the proposed project,
including the No Project Alternative and the Reduced Project Alternative, and other
alternatives considered but rejected as infeasible.

. Chapter VII, EIR Prepares and Persons and Organizations Consulted. This chapter
presents a list of persons involved in preparation of this EIR.
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I. Introduction

. Appendices. The following appendices are included in this EIR: Notice of Preparation and
Initial Study (Appendix A), Shadow Projection Images (Appendix B), Moscone Center
Expansion Project- Estimation of Travel Demand and Moscone Center Transportation
Operations Master Plan (Appendix C).

D. Public Participation

Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourages public participation in the
planning and environmental review processes. CCSF will provide opportunities for the public to
present comments and concerns regarding this EIR and its CEQA process. These opportunities
will occur during a public review and comment period and a public hearing before the
San Francisco Planning Commission. Written public comments may be submitted to the Planning
Department to the attention of Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer, at 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, during the specified public review and comment
period (indicated on the cover of this EIR), and written and oral comments may be presented at
the public hearing concerning the project (also indicated on the cover of this EIR).

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications,
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other
public documents.

The EIR is available for public review and comment on the Planning Department’s Negative
Declarations and EIRs web page (http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also
available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission
Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available for review by appointment at the
Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street. (Call (415) 575-9028.)
Documents referenced in this EIR are available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.
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CHAPTER II

Project Description

A. Overview and Project Objectives

Background and Overview

The Moscone Center—San Francisco’s primary convention, exhibition, and meeting facility —is
located on Howard Street between Third and Fourth Streets in the South of Market neighborhood
of San Francisco, in an area referred to as Yerba Buena Gardens. The project site spans portions of
two separate blocks: Assessor’s Block 3723, Lot 115, and Assessor’s Block 3734, Lot 91 (see
Figure II-1). The Moscone Center is made up of three main halls: Moscone North and Moscone
South, which are located across Howard Street from each other between Third and Fourth
Streets, and the Moscone West exhibition hall, located across Fourth Street, north of Howard
Street.! Moscone South, with the exception of the Esplanade Ballroom, and Moscone West are
owned by the City and County of San Francisco and privately managed. Moscone North and the
Esplanade Ballroom, are owned by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(OClI), successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. OCII is expected to transfer
ownership of Moscone North to the City when the outstanding bonds and lease payments for
Moscone North are paid, which is expected to occur in July 2014. This Project Description is
focused primarily on Moscone North and South because no changes are proposed at Moscone
West. Moscone North and South currently encompass a total of approximately 440,000 square
feet of exhibition space (180,000 square feet at Moscone North and 260,000 square feet at Moscone
South). All of the functional space at Moscone North and South is under ground, with the
exception of the street-level North and South lobbies and the Esplanade Ballroom, located at
grade along the Third Street frontage of Moscone South.

The proposed Moscone Center Expansion project (the “proposed project”) would increase the
gross square footage of the Moscone North and South combined facility by about 20 percent,
from 1.2 million square feet to 1.5 million square feet. Through this expansion, as well as through
renovation and repurposing of the existing facility, the project would result in an approximately
42 percent increase in functional space, to about 888,300 square feet from 625,600 square feet, as

Howard Street is oriented in a northeast-southwest direction, but will be referred to as an east-west street in this
report. Third and Fourth Streets are oriented in a northwest-southeast direction, but will be referred to as north-
south streets in this report. This convention will be used to describe the locations of other buildings and uses in
relation to the project site.
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II. Project Description

well as reconfigured support space.? New construction would be primarily above grade both
north and south of Howard Street in buildings up to approximately 95 feet tall. Additional space
would be created by excavating and expanding the existing below-grade exhibition halls that
connect the Moscone North and South buildings under Howard Street. This excavation and
expansion would occur in a currently unexcavated area or “plug” inside the existing lower-level
building footprint; excavation would not result in an outward expansion beyond that footprint
(see the section entitled “Moscone Below-Grade: North and South Exhibition Hall” for further
discussion on the location and size of the excavation area). The project would also expand the
existing above-grade Moscone North and South buildings. At completion, the expanded Moscone
North structure would be approximately 54 feet in height, and the Moscone South structure
would be approximately 95 feet in height.

The proposed project would also reconfigure the existing adjacent bus pick-up and drop-off
facilities and create two pedestrian bridges spanning Howard Street, which would connect
Moscone North and South expansions above grade. The proposed project also includes
improvements to the Children’s Garden south of Howard Street. As noted above, the proposed
project would not affect the existing Moscone West building located at the northwest corner of
the intersection of Howard Street and Fourth Street. Project implementation would occur using a
coordinated, phased construction schedule that would maintain Moscone’s convention
operations during the construction period.

Project Sponsor’s Objectives

The Moscone Center Expansion project is being undertaken jointly between the Moscone
Expansion District (MED), managed by the San Francisco Tourism Improvement District (SFTID)
Management Corporation, the City and County of San Francisco’s Convention Facilities
Department, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), and the San
Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW). These entities collectively compose the project
sponsor team. The objectives for the proposed project include the following:

. Maximizing the economic value of Moscone Center by attracting new clients and
maintaining existing clients by creating contiguous exhibition space of up to approximately
580,000 square feet and increasing the quantity of flexible meeting and ballroom spaces.

. Increasing the amount of efficient, contiguous exhibition space and providing more
functional, flexible meeting space.

o Maintaining continuous operations and revenue during improvement and expansion.

2 “Functional” space is defined as the square footage directly used by facility patrons. It includes exhibition,

lobby, pre-function, circulation, meeting, ballroom, and multipurpose areas, as well a portion of the proposed
outdoor roof terrace areas. “Functional space” does not include “support space,” which is defined as square
footage that is not directly used by facility patrons. “Gross square footage” includes support space, as well as
other spaces not directly used by facility patrons. “Functional space” figures are used in the remainder of this
Project Description, unless otherwise noted.
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II. Project Description

o Capitalizing on Moscone Center’s unique location in the city by improving its connections
and relationship to the city’s fabric, by:

1. Improving Moscone Center’s civic presence on Howard Street by creating an iconic
and architecturally significant arrival experience.

2. Enhancing pedestrian circulation and interest by reintroducing lost mid-block
passageways and reducing the length of uninterrupted frontages.

3. Activating streets by redesigning or relocating vehicular and service functions to
create uninterrupted pedestrian-favored sidewalks fronted by active uses wherever
possible.

4. Reinforcing and improving connections among existing public open spaces in the
MED.

It is intended that, following project implementation, Moscone Center could more efficiently hold
two or more events simultaneously, and the time required to set up or break down events would
be reduced.

B. Project Site Characteristics and Setting

Project Location and Setting

The project site consists of portions of parcels on both sides of Howard Street, between Third and
Fourth Streets. The project site is bordered by Third Street to the east; Folsom Street to the south;
the Metreon (a commercial retail center housing shops, restaurants, and a movie theater),
Children’s Creativity Museum and Fourth Street to the west; and Yerba Buena Gardens and
Mission Street to the north.3 In combination, the total footprint of the project site is approximately
827,500 square feet below grade, and approximately 131,400 square feet above grade.*

In addition to Moscone North, the project block north of Howard Street shares Lot 115 with other
buildings and uses above grade, including the large Yerba Buena Garden (a public park that
contains the Sister Cities Garden, the Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial, and various art
installations), the Yerba Buena Center for the Arts Galleries and Forum building, and the Yerba
Buena Center for the Arts Theater. The Metreon—a 4-story, 115-foot-tall retail center housing
shops, restaurants, and movie theater —is adjacent to the site to the northwest.

In addition to the Moscone Center, the project block south of Howard Street shares Lot 91 with a
variety of other buildings and uses, including the Yerba Buena Bowling and Ice Skating Center,
the Children’s Creativity Museum, the Child Development Center, the Children’s Garden, and
the restored 1905 Carousel. The project site is located in a 340-1 Height and Bulk District, with a
maximum allowed building height of 340 feet.

3 The Yerba Buena Gardens were created as part of the development that occurred under the Yerba Buena
Redevelopment Area. The Yerba Buena Redevelopment Area expired in 2010.
4 Existing and proposed bridges at level 2 are not included in this footprint total.
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Nearby buildings range in height from a few stories to 40 stories, which presents a range of land
use intensities. Across Mission Street to the north are the Contemporary Jewish Museum and
St. Patrick’s Church, both of which are only a few stories tall. That block also includes the
39-story (436 feet) Marriott Marquis Hotel and the 40-story (398 feet) Four Seasons Hotel and
Residences, which together provide a dense concentration of hotel and residential uses. Buildings
between 5 and 20 stories front Market Street.

To the east of Moscone North, across Third Street, is the 42-story (484 feet) St. Regis Hotel and
Residences, the 5-story San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA) and 8-story SFMOMA
parking garage, the 29-story (315 feet) W hotel, and the 26-story (435 feet) Pacific Telephone and
Telegraph Building. Farther south, on Third Street between Howard and Folsom Streets, is
Convention Plaza, which comprises a 12-story office building and the 4-story Moscone garage.

South of the project site, across Folsom Street, are a 9-story senior housing building (which
includes an adult day health center), a 12-story residential building, and an 8-story senior
housing building in the interior of the block, all of which are relatively dense residential uses.
Also south of the project site is a 5-story commercial building. The project block south of Howard
Street contains low-rise buildings housing uses, including the Yerba Buena Bowling and Ice
Skating Center, the Children’s Creativity Museum, the Child Development Center, the Children’s
Garden, and the restored 1905 Carousel.

To the west of Moscone South are an 8-story senior housing building and 2-story commercial
building. Farther north, on Fourth Street between Howard and Mission Streets, is the 3-story
(110 feet) Moscone West building, as well as the 5-story San Francisco Metropolitan
Transportation Agency 5th and Mission Parking Garage.

Market Street, a major east-west roadway in downtown San Francisco, is located two blocks
north of the project site. Union Square is located approximately three-quarters of a mile to the
north, and the Civic Center is located about 1 mile to the west (north of Market Street).

Existing Uses on the Project Site

Existing Operations

Moscone Center—including Moscone North, South, and West—is the largest convention,
exhibition, and meeting facility in San Francisco, hosting about 90 to 100 events during a typical
year. Some of the large events that have taken place at Moscone Center include Oracle
OpenWorld, the American Bar Association’s annual meeting, the Game Developers Conference,
the Apple Worldwide Developers Conference, Google 1/O, and JavaOne. Moscone Center also
hosted the Democratic National Convention in 1984. Most events take place over two to five days
and attract an average of 6,426 attendees per event-day. The largest convention/tradeshows
typically held at the Moscone Center are Oracle’s Open World and Salesforce’s Dreamforce
conferences with up to approximately 113,000 and 60,000 attendees, respectively; the largest
consumer show is the San Francisco International Auto Show with up to 285,000 attendees.

April 2014 I-5 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



II. Project Description

Moscone North

Moscone North encompasses approximately 180,000 square feet of exhibition space, as well as
associated support functions such as loading, meeting rooms, storage, and mechanical spaces, all
located below grade (see Figure II-2). The ceiling height in the below-grade exhibit spaces
(Halls D and E) ranges between 24 and 28 feet. Areas below grade are accessed by visitors from
the street level via the existing Moscone North lobby, which is approximately 15,500 square feet
in size. Two restaurants, Samovar and B, exist above the Moscone North Lobby; they face the
Sister Cities Garden and Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial and Fountain to the north.

Moscone South and Esplanade®

Moscone South includes approximately 260,000 square feet of exhibition space (Halls A, B, and C)
with associated support functions such as loading, meeting rooms, storage, and mechanical
spaces, all located below grade (see Figure II-2). At its highest point, the column-free exhibit hall
is 37 feet in height. Below grade, Moscone South also contains the Gateway Ballroom, a multi-
purpose space of almost 25,000 square feet. At the street level, Moscone South consists of the
Moscone South and Esplanade lobbies and circulation areas, totaling 21,800 square feet in size. At
the mezzanine level are the Esplanade Ballroom, 42,000 square feet in size, as well as 7,300 square
feet of space for meeting rooms, lobby, and prefunction space.®

Table II-1, below, provides an overview of the number of events held at the Moscone Center,
excluding Moscone West, over the past three years, along with associated total annual attendance
at the Moscone Center during those event seasons. Moscone Center employs 317 full-time
equivalent (FTE) employees. For the three calendar years 2010 through 2010, there were an
average of six small events (from 500 to 10,000 registered attendees per event), 34 medium events
(from 10,000 to 20,000 registered attendees per event), and 17 large events (more than 20,000
registered attendees per event).”

TABLE II-1
NUMBER OF EVENTS AND TOTAL ANNUAL ATTENDANCE AT
MOSCONE CENTER (EXCLUDING MOSCONE WEST) DURING THE LAST THREE YEARS

Year Total Number of Events Total Annual Attendance
2011-2012 51 525,010
2010-2011 64 567,617
2009-2010 53 655,343

SOURCE: Moscone Center, 2011, 2012, 2013.

The southern block of the project site contains both Moscone South and the Esplanade buildings, which are

currently separate. Upon completion of the proposed project, these buildings would be combined. Therefore,
for the purpose of this environmental analysis, they are described as one building, unless otherwise noted.

receptions prior to a meal or coffee breaks during an event.

For convention spaces, a “prefunction” area is typically adjacent to the main event location and often used for

Adavant Consulting, Memorandum RE: Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand

January 9, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,

Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.
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Existing Circulation and Pedestrian Access

Howard Street, which separates Moscone North from Moscone South, is a major east-west
roadway in downtown San Francisco running from The Embarcadero through the South of
Market area to South Van Ness Avenue. At the project site, it operates as a one-way arterial with
four westbound travel lanes. The San Francisco General Plan identifies Howard Street as a Major
Arterial in the Congestion Management Program network.?

Currently, two bus loading plazas front the south side of Moscone North and the north side of
Moscone South on Howard Street, creating a separation of approximately 250 feet between the two
lobby door entries. The Moscone North bus loading plaza is approximately 180 feet in length, three
lanes wide, and is able to accommodate up to five buses. The Moscone South bus loading plaza is
approximately 275 feet in length, three lanes wide, and is able to accommodate up to seven buses.
According to the project sponsor team, buses typically park parallel to the north and south
sidewalks, loading and unloading in lanes one and three and using lane two as a by-pass lane. A
signalized, mid-block pedestrian crosswalk 30 feet in width exists between the two bus loading
plazas.

Truck access to the project site is provided via a one-way ramp located along Third Street mid-way
between Howard and Folsom Streets. Eighteen loading spaces are located at the lower level — three
are on the east side of Moscone South, five are on the west side of Moscone South, and ten are along
the north side of Moscone North. Trucks exit the project site via a one-way ramp located along
Fourth Street mid-way between Howard and Folsom Streets.

Parking

Currently no public parking is provided at the Moscone Center. Public parking is available at
nearby garages, including the Fifth and Mission Garage and the Moscone Garage on Third Street
across from Moscone South.

C. Project Characteristics

Proposed Structural Changes

The project would add approximately 306,000 gross square feet to the existing 1.2-million-gross-
square-foot facility. Functional space for exhibitions, meetings, conventions, and trade shows
would increase by about 42 percent, from 625,600 square feet to 888,300 square feet. Through
more efficient allocation of building spaces, the proposed project would result in a net decrease in
support space (food preparation, office, storage, and other “back-of-house” space, such as
mechanical or HVAC space) of about 1 percent, from approximately 570,300 square feet to

Major Arterials are defined by the Congestion Management Program and the San Francisco General Plan as
cross-town thoroughfares whose primary function is to link districts within the city and to distribute traffic
from and to the freeways; these are routes generally of citywide significance and of varying capacity depending
on the travel demand for the specific direction and adjacent land uses.
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approximately 563,000 square feet. Figure II-3 illustrates the proposed site plan and Table II-2
details the existing and proposed uses and total square footages at each level.

TABLE II-2
EXISTING AND MAXIMUM PROPOSED FUNCTIONAL SPACES BY BUILDING AND LEVEL
Existing Conditions Proposed Project

Maximum

Level Functional Uses! Square Feet Functional Uses! Square Feet
Lower Level Exhibition 440,000 Exhibition 580,000
Meeting, Concourse, Ballroom 80,000 - -
North Lower Mezz. - - - -
South Lower Mezz. Meeting 19,000 Meeting 7,000
North Level 1 Lobby 15,500 Lobby 24,700
South Level 12 Lobby, Circulation 21,800 Lobby, Circulation, Multipurpose 51,900
South Mezz.2 Lobby, Prefunction, Ballroom 49,300 Lobby, Preil/l[nct.ion, Ballroom, 69,700

eeting

North Level 2 - - Prefunction 8,900
South Level 223 - - Prefunction, Ballroom, Meeting 76,000
South Level 32 - - Prefunction, Meeting, Terrace 70,084
Support/Other Space - 585,200 - 628,391
Up to
Total - 1,210,800 - 151 617675

1 Alllevels include also support space, which are not included in the Functional Space totals.
2 Includes both Moscone South and Esplanade Spaces.
3 Includes pedestrian bridges.

SOURCE: SOM,, 2013

Moscone Below-Grade: North and South Exhibition Hall

On the lower level (see Figure II-4), the proposed project would combine the exhibition area of
Moscone South (Halls A, B, and C) with the existing Moscone South Gateway Ballroom, and expand
this area to the north beneath Howard Street to create a better connection with the exhibition area of
Moscone North (Halls D and E). The project would also combine Halls D and E, eliminate the
existing kitchen, and convert existing meeting space within Moscone North into a kitchen/support
area. At completion, the lower level would span a total area of 827,500 gross square feet.

The Moscone North and South exhibition facilities would have the ability to function as one
continuous space at the lower level. Exhibition space would be expanded by up to 32 percent (up to
140,000 square feet), for a total of up to 580,000 square feet. This expansion would be partly
accomplished by repurposing most meeting, concourse, and ballroom spaces. Expansion and
reconfiguration of the lower level would require the excavation of an existing unexcavated area
contained by concrete walls under Howard Street, which is approximately 60 feet by 185 feet in size.?

9 The unexcavated area is located approximately 330 feet east of the center of the Howard and Fourth Street
intersection.
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II. Project Description

Moscone North, Above Grade

Above grade, the functional space in the Moscone North portion of the project would expand by
117 percent, from 15,500 square feet to 33,600 square feet over two levels. The proposed Moscone
North building would be approximately 54 feet in height above Howard Street. At level 1, the
Moscone North lobby would extend south from its current location and would contain
circulation space with registration and back-of-house support areas (see Figure II-5). The
building would be located between the north side of Howard Street and the south side of the two
existing restaurants which face the existing Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial and Fountain and
the Sister Cities Garden. The Moscone North building, at approximately 54 feet above Howard
Street, would be about 10 feet taller than the restaurants above the existing Moscone North lobby.
The two restaurants, Samovar and B, as well as the Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial and
Fountains, and the Sister Cities Gardens would remain and would not be altered. At level 2, the
proposed Moscone North building would contain additional multi-purpose space.

Moscone South and Esplanade, Above Grade

The proposed above-grade Moscone South would consist of two elements: the Moscone
Esplanade Expansion and the Moscone South Expansion. These two elements would be built in
successive construction phases, and upon project completion, they would exist as one connected
building. In the description below, they are described as one building.

Above grade, Moscone South and the Esplanade functional space would expand by a combined
277 percent, from 71,100 square feet to 267,700 square feet. The completed building would be
approximately 95 feet in height above Howard Street. At level 1 (street level), the lobby, with an
approximately 25-foot clear ceiling height, would contain a mix of registration space, offices,
circulation space, retail space, back-of-house space, and multi-purpose space (flexible space to be
used based on the needs of certain events).

The lobbies of the South Expansion and Esplanade Expansion would be aligned to each other at
the same street-level elevation, and their connection could be opened to create one large space, or
separated, depending on the needs of client groups. Refer to Figure II-5 for the plan and Table II-2
for a detailed accounting of specific functional areas.

A mezzanine level would be located approximately 12 feet above the lobby level, occupying
space across the southern portion of the lobby. The mezzanine primarily would contain
circulation space, with office and support space located along its southern edges. This mezzanine
level would connect south to the existing Esplanade Ballroom Building, whose ballroom would
remain (and would not be altered by the proposed project). Escalators would connect from the
mezzanine level up to levels 2 and 3 (see Figure II1-6).

At level 2, the south building would include a new column-free ballroom with a 27-foot clear
ceiling height. This ballroom could also be used as several smaller meeting rooms or for other
multi-purpose functions. A circulation area would run along the edges of the ballroom. Support
space would occupy the remainder of the floor (see Figure II-7).
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II. Project Description

Also on level 2, two pedestrian bridges would span Howard Street, connecting the two proposed
expansions between Moscone North and Moscone South and framing the main public arrival
space at grade between the two new buildings (discussed further below). The eastern bridge
would be fully enclosed to provide enhanced circulation for Moscone convention attendees while
the western bridge would contain an uncovered public walkway intended for use by pedestrians
moving between the Yerba Buena blocks. This public walkway would replace the existing
pedestrian bridge located north of the Carousel (see Figure I11-7).

Level 3 would primarily comprise meeting rooms, prefunction space, and a roof terrace. About
13,700 square feet of support space would also occupy this level (see Figure II-8).

Figure II-9 presents a cross-section of the proposed project showing all building levels.

Proposed Foundation and Excavation

The proposed project site is almost entirely within the existing building footprint, with the
exception of the area to be excavated beneath Howard Street. Thus, excavation activities would
be limited to the area beneath Howard Street, between Moscone North and Moscone South, and
at the location of proposed building footings and foundations. Excavation of approximately
29,000 cubic yards of soil would be required to accommodate the proposed project, as described
below:

. Beneath Howard Street: approximately 35 feet in depth, requiring removal of approximately
14,400 cubic yards of soil.

. Moscone North Lobby Footings and Foundation: approximately 5 feet in depth, requiring
removal of up to approximately 3,700 cubic yards of soil.

o Storm and ground water storage tanks: approximately 10 feet in depth, requiring removal
of approximately 1,600 cubic yards of soil.

. Moscone South/Esplanade Lobby Footings and Foundation: approximately 5 feet in depth,
requiring removal of approximately 11,000 cubic yards of soil.

Following excavation, building foundations would be installed at Moscone South and Moscone
North and would consist of mat foundations,!? similar to existing building foundations, with
thickened footings at new column locations and at the edges of the Howard Street expansion.

Landscaping and Yerba Buena Gardens Improvements

The improvements described in this section were added to the proposed project following
publication of the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (see Section 1.A, Environmental Review).
The proposed project includes improvements to the Children’s Garden south of Howard Street,
including a new plaza located between the children’s carousel and the proposed bridge

10" A type of shallow foundation made by pouring concrete over a mat of reinforcing material, usually rebar.
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Figure 11-9
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II. Project Description

(discussed within the section entitled “Proposed Access”, below), a tot lot with play equipment
for children under age five, relocation and expansion of the existing learning garden, replacement
of the nature walk/allée of plum trees, an elevated social seating area providing views
throughout the gardens, reconfiguration of the existing lawn, restrooms, and gardens storage,
and a public plaza alongside the Esplanade Ballroom (see Figure II-10a). The proposed project
would not alter the existing garden amphitheater or play circle but would remove the existing
sundial garden and replace it with other publicly-accessible open space. By reconfiguring the
public and convention center access routes, the area of proposed open space in the vicinity of the
Moscone South building (excluding sidewalks, but including internal walkways) would increase
from 100,700 square feet to 118,200. The portion dedicated to children’s use would increase from
38,740 square feet to 39,100 square feet.!! Overall, the proposed project increases public open
space south of Howard Street by approximately 17,500 square feet, while maintaining the amount
of space dedicated for children’s use. As discussed in Section V.C, Effects Found Not to Be
Significant, these additions to the project description would not result in significant
environmental effects.

The proposed project would not remove any street trees, and no “significant trees” would be
affected.!? A significant tree is one that is either on property under the jurisdiction of the
San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) or on privately owned land within 10 feet of
the public-right-of-way, that is greater than 20 feet in height or meets other criteria. The project
site contains no landmark trees. The proposed project would also include the planting of street
trees in accordance with Planning Code requirements. New trees would be planted along both the
north and south sides of Howard Street. In addition, the proposed project would include several
seating areas throughout the project site, including on the south side of Howard Street, just west
of the pedestrian plaza, and on both the north and south sides of Howard Street, near Third
Street (see Figure II-10b).

Proposed Access

Visitor Pedestrian Access

On level 1, at street level (see Figure II-5), the proposed project would extend the Moscone North
and South lobbies toward Howard Street, decreasing the existing separation between the two
lobby doors from the current distance of 250 feet to approximately 135 feet. Primary visitor access
to Moscone North and Moscone South would be from Howard Street, similar to existing
conditions (see Figure II-11). The main point of arrival for visitors and convention attendees to
both Moscone North and Moscone South would be the proposed “pedestrian-friendly zone”

11 Adam Van de Water, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, personal communication, February 11.
2014.

12 City and County of San Francisco, Department of Public Works, 2013. Significant and Landmark Trees website.
Available online at: http://www.sfdpw.org/index.aspx?page=663, accessed June 2, 2013. City and County of
San Francisco, Department of the Environment, 2013. Map of San Francisco’s Landmark Trees website.
Available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/article/landmark-tree-program/map-of-san-francisco%E2%
80%9A%27s-landmark-trees, accessed June 2, 2013.
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Proposed Children’s Garden Improvements
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II. Project Description

between the two entry lobbies. The pedestrian-friendly zone would consist of a 60-foot-wide,
signalized, mid-block crosswalk with distinctive paving and streetscape elements for this
segment of Howard Street. At either side of this crosswalk, the surface of Howard Street would
be raised to create a curb-less transition from sidewalk to street. Pedestrian safety features,
consisting of tactile paving and bollards, would be installed. These improvements are intended to
create an enhanced sense of arrival to the Moscone Center while providing a more pedestrian-
friendly environment along Howard Street.

On the Moscone South block, mid-block pedestrian passages would be constructed within the
Moscone Center property to provide pedestrian connections to existing open spaces. This would
include an at-grade mid-block pedestrian passage along the southern edge of the Esplanade
Expansion portion of the building. This open-air passage would connect Third Street to the
existing Children’s Garden via a proposed stairway to be located south of the Moscone South
lobby. It would also include construction of a staircase and ramp to the west of the Moscone
South building to provide more direct pedestrian access from Howard Street to the Children’s
Garden. These passages could be either left open to the public or closed to achieve the desired
level of security during some events. Employee pedestrian access into the Moscone Center would
continue as currently exists near the corner of Howard and Fourth Street. The incorporation of
first-floor glazing on the expanded Moscone South and Esplanade Building would enhance the
pedestrian experience by providing visual access into the lobby.

Passenger Vehicle Loading

Currently, there are two bus loading plazas, fronting the Moscone North and Moscone South
entrances on Howard Street, creating a separation of approximately 250 feet between the two
lobby door entries. The proposed project would occupy a portion of the existing bus loading
plazas on both sides of Howard Street, decreasing the separation of the two buildings to
approximately 135 feet between lobby door entries. Proposed convention bus drop-off would
occur along Howard Street in a traditional sidewalk drop-off configuration. On the north side,
there would be a new lane for five buses north of the existing bike lane, dropping off riders on
the right side of the bus directly onto the expanded sidewalk in front of the Moscone North
lobby. On the south side, the existing bus drop off would be reconfigured from three lanes to two
lanes. The first would be a bus lane located south of a dedicated bus loading and unloading
island that would occupy the existing southern-most lane of Howard Street (currently a
passenger loading lane and taxi stand). The second lane, closer to the Moscone South lobby, is
proposed to be a bus by-pass lane that could also be used as a taxi lane. This second lane would
prevent buses from blocking one another while entering, loading or unloading passengers, and
exiting the bus loading zone. The south bus drop-off would accommodate seven buses. Overall,
the re-configuration would provide up to 12 bus loading spaces, the same bus count as the
existing configuration (see Figure II-11).

The proposed project would remove the designated taxi stand on the south curb of Howard
Street west of Third Street, as well as the taxi/passenger vehicle drop-off and pick-up area on the
north curb of Howard Street west of Third Street. The proposed curbside loading zones on the
north and south sides of Howard Street west of the midblock crosswalk could be used by taxis
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II. Project Description

and other passenger vehicles loading/unloading passengers when the spaces are not required for
shuttle bus use. The project would provide a new traditional on-street taxi stand and short-term
passenger loading zone on the west side of Third Street south of Howard Street for use during
peak periods of passenger loading activity.

Truck Loading

Truck loading access would continue to occur along Third Street between Howard and Folsom
Streets. The existing Third Street truck ramp would be relocated approximately 185 feet farther
south to accommodate the proposed Esplanade Expansion (see Figure II-12). No excavation
would be required to move the truck ramp. The existing east loading dock would remain; the
number of loading spaces would not change. The new truck ramp would provide queuing space
for two trucks before they reach the existing loading spaces, relieving the occasional truck queue
over-flow onto Third Street (see Figure II-13). In addition, the proposed project would add a
large drive-in door to improve truck access onto the exhibit hall floor for loading/unloading
operations. Trucks would continue to exit onto Fourth Street by way of the existing below-grade
truck loop.

Parking

Visitors and employees would continue to park at nearby garages, including the Fifth and Mission
Street Garage and the Moscone Garage at Third and Folsom Streets, and no parking would be
added under the proposed project. The project would provide 18 Class 1 bike parking spaces and a
changing room with two showers for employees. The project would also provide 10 Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces in two bicycle racks that would be located on the south side of Howard Street
within the west plaza between Moscone South and the Children’s Creativity Museum.

Utilities
The project sponsor team does not anticipate any improvements to the existing utilities beneath
Howard Street. The project would connect to existing utility lines for water, sewer, and street lights.

Because of the relatively shallow depth to groundwater on site, foundation dewatering is
required under existing conditions and would continue to be required with the proposed project.
For dewatering purposes, Moscone has four sump pits located below grade along Folsom Street.
These sump pits are fed by collection channels beneath utility tunnels in the lower level of
Moscone. Groundwater is pumped from the sumps through a pipeline that travels through the
Moscone facility prior to connection to the sewer. Two sumps discharge water directly to the
City’s combined sewer along Third Street; two sumps discharge water to the sewer along
Fourth Street through an intermediate collection sump. Moscone annually pumps between
12 and 18 million gallons of groundwater produced during dewatering to the combined sewer,
and the annual average discharge volume is 15.1 million gallons. The project would include reuse
of groundwater that is currently discharged into the sewer system. Groundwater could be reused
for irrigation, toilet flushing, street sweeping, and firefighting. Reuse of this ground water would
require treatment, additional piping infrastructure, and storage in the below-grade water tank
mentioned previously in the “Proposed Foundation and Excavation” section.
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During construction of the proposed project, if water were to accumulate in an open excavation
area as a result of groundwater seepage or precipitation, dewatering could be required to
maintain a somewhat dry working environment so that construction activities could proceed.
Dewatering typically involves pumping water out of the excavated area and, following
appropriate on-site treatment, discharging the water over land or into a nearby sewer drain or
open channel. Discharge from construction dewatering to the San Francisco combined sewer
system would require a permit from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
Wastewater Enterprise. If construction requires discharge to an open channel or over land, it
must be performed in accordance with municipal stormwater permits and the requirements of
the Statewide General Construction Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity issued by the State Water Resources Control Board. During construction of
the proposed project, any dewatering that occurs would be discharged into the City sewer system.

Proposed Green Building Features

Sustainability is one of the core principles of the Moscone Convention Center expansion.
Although the specific building components and systems have not yet been developed,
opportunities include but are not limited to: Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) certification, access to daylight, indoor air quality, and energy and water efficiency. The
facility currently meets biodiesel fuel requirements established by City Code (Executive Directive
06-02), and would meet the City’s green building requirements and Tier 2 pollution control
requirements for construction vehicles, as required by Administrative Code Section 6.25
governing use of clean construction equipment for City-sponsored projects. The new facility
would achieve a minimum 15 percent energy use reduction as compared to the 2008 California
Energy Standards, as well as meet the requirement of a 30 percent reduction in indoor potable
water use. The project would incorporate groundwater and stormwater retention and reuse.
Construction materials would use low-emitting adhesives, paints, and finishes per Green
Building requirements for City Buildings: Low Emitting Materials (San Francisco Environment
Code, Chapter 7).

Pursuant to the Stormwater Management Ordinance, the project sponsor team would incorporate
low-impact design (LID) techniques into the design and would implement stormwater best
management practices (BMPs) to reduce the flow rate and volume of stormwater entering the
combined sewer system. The project would reduce the existing stormwater runoff rate and
volume by 25 percent by inclusion of a rainwater collection system that would collect and treat
32,000 gallons annually, based on initial calculations. Additionally, as discussed above, Moscone
pumps between 12 and 18 million gallons of water per year into the City’s sewer system as part
of its dewatering system. The project would include a dewatering treatment system with a
42,500-gallon dewatering storage tank. The foundation dewatering water would be treated to
non-potable water standards primarily by UV treatment, with secondary chlorine treatment.
Rainwater and groundwater would be reused for non-potable uses, such as indoor toilet flushing
and irrigation within the project and surrounding green spaces like Yerba Buena Gardens, and to
supplement city-scale uses like street sweeping, fire-water, and other citywide opportunities. In
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II. Project Description

the future, water could be exported to the Central South of Market (SoMa) Eco-District.!
Stub-outs (capped connection points) would be provided by the proposed project to facilitate a
future connection to the Eco-District system.

Height, Massing, and Design

The proposed project would include extensions of Moscone North and South building facades
toward Howard Street, as well as vertical extensions of all three building components (North,
South, and the Esplanade). The Moscone North expansion would add one level above a renovated
and expanded lobby along Howard Street, for a total height of approximately 54 feet. This building
would be approximately 10 feet taller than the existing Moscone North lobby and restaurant
structure.

The Moscone South Expansion would add two levels above a renovated and expanded lobby
along Howard Street, for a total height of approximately 95 feet. The top level of the South
Expansion would be set back approximately 35 feet from its southern edge for a roof terrace. The
Esplanade Expansion would add an enlarged lobby/multi-purpose space, a mezzanine level, and
two full stories, for a total height of approximately 95 feet. The top level of the Esplanade
Expansion would be set back approximately 35 feet from its northern edge along Howard Street,
also for a roof terrace. As noted previously, at project completion, the South Expansion and
Esplanade Expansion would function and appear as one building. In addition, at project
completion, the second stories of both North and South facades would extend over the ground
level lobbies by approximately 15 feet in the North building and 15 feet in the South building,
creating overhangs above the pedestrian space below (see Figure II-9).

The ground level areas facing Howard and Third Streets, which would include the two lobbies
and retail uses, are anticipated to be enclosed with a glass curtain wall. The levels above would
be clad in a mixture of metal panels, glass curtain wall, and stone panels. In general, the
architectural style would be of a contemporary design intended to coordinate with the existing
aesthetic of the surrounding structures, as described above and shown in Figure 1I-14 through
Figure II-18, below. All glazing would be consistent with the City’s Bird-Safe Building Ordinance
(Section 139 of the Planning Code).

Figure II-14 presents a map of viewpoints that are presented in this Project Description.
Figures II-15 through II-18 present a series of photographs from vantage points surrounding and
near the project site, showing the existing Moscone Convention Center and surrounding
buildings. Each figure includes a second image depicting a photomontage of the proposed project
within the surrounding built environment. These photosimulations were prepared by Square
One Productions and reviewed by the San Francisco Planning Department, the environmental
consultant (ESA), the project sponsor team, and the project architect (SOM).

13 Eco-Districts are neighborhood scale public-private partnerships that aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and achieve the City’s goals to reduce water consumption, reduce waste, and capture efficiencies in sharing
community-scale energy resources. An Eco-District proposed in the Moscone neighborhood would require
further development and would be subject to its own environmental review once proposed.
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Figure 11-15
View from Yerba Buena Esplanade, Looking Southeast
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Figure 11-16
View from Third Street at SFMOMA, Looking South
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Figure 11-17
View from Children’s Garden, Looking North
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View from Howard Street at Third Street, Looking Southwest
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The proposed project is subject to Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), which eliminates
aesthetics as an impact in determining the significance of physical environmental effects under
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects meeting certain criteria, as further
described in Section IV, in the section entitled ‘SB 743’. Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a
separate discussion of the topic of aesthetics. Photosimulations of the proposed project are
provided for informational purposes only.

Proposed Operational Changes

At project completion, the Moscone Center would be able to accommodate a greater number of
exhibits, and greater annual attendance is anticipated due to the increased event capacity. The
proposed project would increase employment during events at the project site by 28 FTE, and it
could increase total daily event attendance by 4,200.14 This is a conservative (i.e., high) assumption
because although the proposed increase in exhibit floor space would likely increase the total
number of exhibitors and their staff, it would not necessarily result in an increase in the number of
event visitors.

Proposed Construction Schedule

Construction of the Moscone Center Expansion project is anticipated to begin in November 2014
and be completed in approximately 44 months (see Figure II-19). In order to achieve maximum
contiguous exhibition space within the existing Moscone below-grade footprint, the project
would be carried out on a phased construction schedule coordinated with the present Moscone
Center event calendar by executing the steps outlined below, divided among three major phases,
as shown in Table II-3. No pile driving is anticipated. The estimated cost for constructing the
proposed project is approximately $350 million.

Applicable Zoning Regulations

Both portions of the Moscone Center Expansion project site (Moscone North and Moscone South)
are within the C-3-S (Downtown Support) zoning district. The C-3-S district “encompasses Yerba
Buena Gardens, which includes San Francisco’s Convention Center, hotels, museums and cultural
facilities, housing, retail, and offices arranged around public gardens and plazas. The district
continues to accommodate important supporting functions such as wholesaling, printing, building
services, and secondary office space. It also contains unique housing resources.”1> The proposed
project, which would include convention, office, and retail facilities as primary uses, would be
principally permitted within the C-3-S zoning district.

14 Adavant Consulting, Memorandum RE: Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand
January 9, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.

15 Planning Code, Section 210.3.
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TABLE II-3

CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

Construction Steps

Construction Equipment/
Depth and Quantity of Excavation

Phase 1: Site Preparation (13 months)

1.

Construct a temporary, above-grade connection from the back
of the existing south lobby building to the existing Esplanade
Ballroom.

Relocate the main below-grade switchgear room to an area
located under the existing Yerba Buena Theater and relocate/re-
route all mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems (as
required) to support the proposed project.

Convert existing meeting rooms under the existing Yerba
Buena Theater to a new kitchen facility with new mechanical
systems as required.

Excavate existing unexcavated area under Howard Street and
excavate further as needed (temporary closure of Howard
Street between Third and Fourth Streets required).

Excavation: Beneath Howard Street of
approximately 35 feet in depth, requiring
removal of approximately 14,400 cubic yards of
soil.

2 drill rigs, 1-120 ton crane, 20 trucks

1,500 truck trips (15 to 20 days, 75 to 100 trips
per day)

Phase 2: Esplanade Building (15 months)

5.

Demolish the existing kitchen facility, and other support spaces
under the existing Esplanade Ballroom lobby, allowing for
construction of foundations and structure of a new building
above. Convert area below to new exhibition space. Demolish
old ramp sections, and connect the truck loop.

Demolish the existing Esplanade Ballroom support building to
make way for the new Esplanade Expansion building.

Demolition: 5 excavators, 2 cranes

1,400 truck trips (28 days, 25 trucks per day)
Structure: 3 excavators and 1 crane

2,000 truck trips

Phase 3: South Lobby, North Lobby and Bridges (16 months)

7.

10.

Reconfigure the Gateway Ballroom (below the existing
Moscone South lobby) into exhibition space.

Demolish the remainder of the existing South Lobby building
above grade and expand the Moscone South building, connecting
its floors to the Esplanade Expansion building.

Reconfigure Hall E (below the existing Moscone North lobby)
into exhibition space.

Expand the Moscone North lobby and construct the two
proposed pedestrian bridges across Howard Street. Remove the
existing pedestrian bridge located north of the Carousel.

Demolition: 3 excavators, 1 crane

1,920 truck trips (48 days, 20 trucks per day)
Structure: 5 excavators, 2 cranes

2,450 truck trips

Both portions of the Moscone Center Expansion project site are also within a 340-I height and
bulk district (limiting height to 340 feet, and requiring that towers above 150 feet in height
maintain a maximum of 170 feet in length and 200 feet in diagonal dimension). The proposed
project would not exceed the height and bulk limits set forth by the Planning Code for this district.

The proposed project would be required to obtain authorization through a General Plan referral to
allow the construction of the elevated pedestrian bridges across Howard Street.
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II. Project Description

D. Approvals

Implementation of the Moscone Center Expansion project would require the following approvals
and other actions (with acting bodies shown in italics), with approval of a Planning Code
Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization identified as the Approval Action for the project.

. Adoption of CEQA findings (Planning Commission).

. Approval of a Planning Code Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization (Planning
Commission), including an exception to allow a Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents
in C-3 Districts (Planning Code Section 148).

. Adoption of a General Plan Referral concerning the construction of pedestrian bridges over
Howard Street, improvements to City-owned property, and changes to sidewalks and
street widths (Planning Commission).

. Variance from the Zoning Administrator for deviation from bicycle parking requirements
(Planning Code Section 155.2), and Street Frontages in Commercial District requirements
(Planning Code Section 145.1).

. Remedial Action Agreement per Article 22 of the Health Code with the San Francisco
Department of Public Health (SFDPH), if contamination is identified.

o Approval of exterior design of structures on City property by San Francisco Arts Commission
(SFAC), Civic Design Review Committee.

o Approval of any necessary construction permits for work within roadways by San Francisco
Department of Public Works (DPW).

. Approval of any necessary construction permits for work within roadways by San Francisco
San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA).

o Review of any construction-related changes to transit service or facilities by the SFMTA,
MUNI Street Operations Division.

J Review and approval of a monitoring plan by SFPUC for construction activities near
susceptible utilities.

. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Approval by SFPUC in accordance with Article 4.1 of
the San Francisco Public Works Code for construction activities.

. Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit Approval by SFPUC in accordance with Article 4.1 of
the San Francisco Public Works Code for discharges of groundwater during dewatering.

. Approval of the Non-Potable Project Water Budget Application by SFPUC and associated
Non-Potable Engineering Report by SFDPH for on-site reuse of groundwater and
stormwater for non-potable purposes.

. Approval of Stormwater Control Plan by SFPUC demonstrating compliance with
San Francisco’s Stormwater Design Guidelines.

U Revision of Certificate of Registration from SFDPH and Hazardous Materials Business Plan
for the storage and use of hazardous materials.
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. Demolition and building permits from Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and Planning
Department.

. Approval for new water, sewer, and street light utility connections by SFPUC.

. Approval for any proposed curb or street modifications by SFMTA Sustainable Streets
Division.

. Approval by the Board of Supervisors of changes to streets and sidewalk widths (Board of
Supervisors).

. Approvals by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure may be required for any
improvements owned by OCIL

April 2014 11-38 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



CHAPTER III

Plans and Policies

A. Overview

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15125(d), this
chapter provides a general description of land use plans applicable to the Moscone Center
Expansion project (“proposed project” or “project”), and identifies the proposed project’s potential
to conflict with those plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. Policy conflicts do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant
environmental effect within the context of CEQA environmental review, in that the intent of
CEQA is to determine physical effects associated with a project. Many of the plans of the City and
County of San Francisco and the other relevant jurisdictions contain policies that address
multiple goals pertaining to different resource areas. To the extent that physical environmental
impacts of a proposed project may result from conflicts with one of the goals related to a specific
resource topic, such impacts are analyzed in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in that
respective topical section in Chapter IV (Transportation and Circulation, Shadow) and
Appendix A, Section E (other topics).

Land use plans typically contain numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, and
an interpretation of consistency requires a balancing of all relevant policies. The board or
commission that enacted the plan or policy determines the meaning of such policies and how
individual projects satisfy those policies at the time it considers the approval of the project.
Whether a project is consistent with particular plans will be determined at the time of project
approval by the agency charged with making that consistency determination. In the case of this
project, the San Francisco Planning Commission will evaluate the proposed project in accordance
with provisions of the San Francisco General Plan, including Priority Policies and the Downtown
Area Plan, an area plan within the General Plan that encompasses downtown San Francisco. In
each case, the approving agency will consider any potential conflicts between the project and
adopted plans or policies in the context of all applicable objectives and policies and will
determine consistency based on a balancing of relevant policies as part of the decision-making
process.

Plans and policies addressed in this chapter include:

. City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). San Francisco General Plan, including the
Downtown Area Plan, Accountable Planning Initiative, Better Streets Plan, Transit First Policy,
Climate Action Plan, and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
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. Other Plans and Policies. Plan Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy, San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) San Francisco Basin Plan, and Bay Area
Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) 2010 Clean Air Plan.

Permit requirements are described in Chapter II, “Project Description” (Section IL.D). In some
cases, these requirements include permits to be obtained from local jurisdictions for specific
activities or to comply with specific ordinances. Sections IV.A through IV.B of this EIR describe
pertinent resource-specific plans and policies.

B. Plans and Policies Relevant to the Project

City and County of San Francisco Plans and Policies

The proposed project is subject to the San Francisco General Plan, as amended, which sets forth
CCSF's comprehensive, long-term planning land use policy. In addition, the San Francisco
Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development and Department of Public Works, as
the project sponsor team, are guided by the San Francisco City Charter, along with other
San Francisco plans and policies. These plans include the San Francisco General Plan, as well as the
Accountable Planning Initiative, which established Priority Policies to guide decision-makers in
balancing the objectives of the San Francisco General Plan; the Transit First Policy, which aims to
restore balance to the transportation system long dominated by the automobile; and the Climate
Action Plan, which articulates CCSF’s actions toward reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

San Francisco General Plan!

The San Francisco General Plan sets forth CCSF’s comprehensive, long-term land use policy and, as
such, is primarily applicable to projects within CCSF’s jurisdictional boundaries. The General Plan
contains 10 elements (Housing, Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space,
Transportation, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Community Facilities, Community
Safety, Arts, and Air Quality,) that provide goals, policies, and objectives for the physical
development of San Francisco.

Land use policies relevant to the proposed project are included in the Downtown Area Plan as
well as the Commerce and Industry, Urban Design, and Recreation and Open Space elements of
the General Plan, as described below.

Downtown Area Plan. The project is located in the Downtown Area Plan (Area Plan) and is
designated for Mixed Use. The Plan states that Downtown San Francisco should encompass a
compact mix of activities, historical values, and distinctive architecture and urban forms that
engender a special excitement reflective of a world city. It calls for obtaining a diverse base of
commercial and support activity in and near downtown, and it specifically mentions the

1 City and County of San Francisco, General Plan, 1988, as amended through 2009, available online at:

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm.
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Moscone Convention Center as a node of activity around which the planning of other projects
should be considered. The Downtown Area Plan also contains a transportation component,
including a call for improved pedestrian circulation in the Downtown Area (Objective 22) by
providing sufficient space for pedestrian movement, minimizing sidewalk obstructions, ensuring
safe and convenient street crossings, and improving the Downtown pedestrian network. While
many enhancements have been made to the Downtown pedestrian network since the Downtown
Area Plan and accompanying Streetscape Plan (discussed below) were adopted, additional
improvements are currently planned in the project vicinity as part of the Central SoMa Plan,
discussed below under ‘Approach to Cumulative Analysis.” The proposed project would not be
inconsistent with the Downtown Area Plan, with respect to either land use or circulation.

The Downtown Streetscape Plan was adopted by the Planning Commission in 1995 to implement
the Downtown Pedestrian Network that is called for in Objective 22 of the Downtown Area Plan.
The Downtown Streetscape Plan has three goals: to provide a coordinated, comprehensive design
vision for the Downtown Pedestrian Network; to provide standards and guidelines for the
placement of streetscape elements by both the public and private sectors; and to provide a
framework for future capital projects funded by dedicated sales tax revenue and private funds to
meet downtown open space requirements, as well as for projects funded by public-private
partnerships. The proposed project would not be inconsistent with the Downtown Streetscape Plan,
in that it would enhance pedestrian connections through and around Moscone Center.

Commerce and Industry Element. According to the General Plan, “the Commerce and Industry
Element sets forth objectives and policies that address the broad range of economic activities,
facilities and support systems that constitute San Francisco's employment and service base.”
Objective 8 states that the City should enhance San Francisco’s position as a national center for
conventions and visitor trade, given that visitor spending is an important benefit to the local
economy. Policy 3.1 notes that tourist- and service-related industries, such as hotels and
restaurants serving convention-goers, typically hire a number of unskilled or semi-skilled
workers, thereby providing entry-level jobs to a wider range of workers. The proposed Moscone
Center Expansion project would further these policies. The proposed project would not be
inconsistent with the Commerce and Industry Element.

Urban Design Element. As described in the General Plan, the Urban Design Element relates to the
physical character and order of the city, and the relationship between people and their
environment. The element specifically calls for centers of activity to be made more prominent
through design of street features and other means (Policy 1.6). The proposed project’s expansion
toward Howard Street, as well as the pedestrian bridges, would enhance the entry to this activity
center.

Although the Urban Design Element states that the City shall maintain a strong presumption
against giving up street areas for construction of public buildings (policy 2.8), Policy 3.4 states that
the City shall “promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces
and other public areas.” This policy’s explanation specifically states that large buildings and
developments should provide open space on their sites and consider separation of pedestrian and
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vehicular circulation levels where possible. Policy 4.4 states that walkways should be designed to
minimize danger to pedestrians, as well as that pedestrian walkways should be set apart where
possible to provide a separate circulation system. Policy 2.9 states that streets should not be given
up if doing so would result in obstruction of views, emergency access, or elimination of open space.
Streets may be given up if doing so benefits a significant public or semi-public use or a public
assembly use, such as the proposed convention center renovation. The proposed project’s two
pedestrian bridges would be consistent with these policies. The proposed project would not be
inconsistent with the Urban Design Element.

Recreation and Open Space Element. The Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates
that downtown San Francisco, including the project site vicinity, has special problems and
opportunities for open space to provide visual relief for the surrounding intense development.
Policy 2.12 calls on the City to ensure that downtown open spaces are accessible, usable, and
activated. In addition, Policy 2.2 states that the City should preserve existing public open space,
and Policy 4.2 states that land and facilities belonging to City departments have become
important citywide and neighborhood recreational resources.

The project block north of Howard Street includes Yerba Buena Garden, the Yerba Buena Center
for the Arts Galleries and Forum building, and the Yerba Buena Center for the Arts Theater. The
project block south of Howard Street shares Lot 91 with a variety of other buildings and uses,
including the Yerba Buena Bowling and Ice Skating Center, the Children’s Creativity Museum,
the Child Development Center, the Children’s Garden, and the restored 1905 Carousel. These
recreational uses would be maintained upon completion of the proposed project. In addition, the
expansion of the Moscone South building would include private terraces that would provide
passive outdoor recreational areas for convention attendees and improvements to the Children’s
Garden, as described in Chapter II, Project Description. The proposed project would not be
inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element.

Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority
policies:

. Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses;

. Protection of neighborhood character (see Appendix A, Section E.1, Land Use and Land
Use Planning, Question 1c);

. Preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (see Appendix A, Section E.2,
Population and Housing, Question 2b, with regard to housing supply and displacement
issues);

° Discouragement of commuter automobiles (see Appendix A, Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas

Emissions and Section IV.A of the EIR);
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o Protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and
enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (see Appendix A, Section E.1,
Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);

. Maximization of earthquake preparedness (see Appendix A, Section E.13, Geology and
Soils, Questions 13a through 13d);

. Landmark and historic building preservation (see Appendix A, Section E.3, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Question 3a); and

. Protection of open space (see Appendix A, Section E.8, Wind and Shadow, Questions 8a
and 8b and Section IV.B of the EIR; and Appendix A, Section E.9, Recreation, Questions 9a
and 9c¢).

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under CEQA, or issuing a
permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that
requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find that the
proposed project would be consistent with these priority policies. Consistency with policies
applicable to the proposed project is discussed in Chapter IV and Appendix A (specific
subsections are noted in parentheses in the priority policies listed above). The proposed project
would not be inconsistent with the Accountable Planning Initiative.

Better Streets Plan

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) was adopted in 2010 to support the City’s
efforts to enhance the streetscape and the pedestrian environment. It classifies the City’s public
streets and rights-of-way and creates a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation
strategies, which govern how the City designs, builds, and maintains its public streets and
rights-of-way. It comprises the Streetscape Master Plan and the Pedestrian Transportation Master
Plan. Major project concepts applicable to the Moscone Center Expansion project include
(1) pedestrian safety and accessibility features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or
midblock curb extensions, pedestrian countdown and priority signals, and other traffic calming
features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape design with incorporation of street trees,
sidewalk plantings, streetscape furnishing, street lighting, efficient utility location for unobstructed
sidewalks, shared single surface for small streets/alleys, and sidewalk/median pocket parks; (3) and
integrated pedestrian/transit functions using bus bulb-outs and boarding islands (bus stops located
in medians within the street). Please see Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation, for an
analysis of the proposed project’s impacts on pedestrian circulation.

Transit First Policy

The City of San Francisco’s Transit First policy, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973, was
developed in response to the damaging impacts over previous decades of freeways on the City’s
urban character. The policy is aimed at improving overall mobility for residents and visitors
whose reliance chiefly on the automobile would result in severe transportation deficiencies. It
encourages multi-modalism - the use of transit and other alternatives to the single-occupant

April 2014 1II-5 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



III. Plans and Policies

vehicle as modes of transportation - and gives priority to the maintenance and expansion of the

local transit system and the improvement of regional transit coordination.

The following ten principles constitute the City’s Transit First policy:

1.

10.

To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the primary objective of the
transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.

Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and environmentally sound
alternative to transportation by individual automobiles. Within San Francisco, travel by
public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private
automobile.

Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space shall encourage the
use of public rights-of-way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and shall strive to
reduce and improve public health and safety.

Transit policy improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets and improved
signalization, shall be made to expedite the movement of public transit vehicles (including
taxis and vanpools) and to improve public safety.

Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot.

Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to
transit, bicycle lanes, and secure bicycle parking.

Parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage
travel by public transit and alternative transportation.

New transportation investment should be allocated to meet the demand for public transit
generated by new public and private commercial and residential developments.

The ability of the City and County of San Francisco to reduce traffic congestion depends on
the adequacy of regional public transportation. The City and County shall promote the use
of regional mass transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable, regional
public transportation system.

The City and County shall encourage innovative solutions to meet public transportation
needs wherever possible and where the provision of such service will not adversely affect
the service provided by the Municipal Railway. (Added November 1999.)

The proposed project is located within walking distance to multiple transit options and would

thus encourage use of transit and alternative transportation modes, and some events provide

shuttle service. These factors minimize single-person auto travel to the project site, and would be

expected to do so in the future, which would be consistent with the intent of the Transit First

Policy.
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Section IV.A, Transportation and Circulation, analyzes potential transportation impacts of the
proposed project, including possible impacts on alternative transportation modes. The
development of the proposed project in proximity to transit hubs and local and regional transit
lines would be generally consistent with the Transit First Policy.

Climate Action Plan

In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Reduction Resolution (Number 158-02) committing the City and County of San Francisco to a
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions goal of 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year
2012. The resolution also directs the San Francisco Department of the Environment, the SFPUC,
and other appropriate City agencies to complete and coordinate an analysis and planning of a
local action plan targeting GHG emission reduction activities. In September 2004, the Department
of the Environment and the SFPUC published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local
Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The Climate Action Plan examines the causes of global
climate change and human activities that contribute to global warming and provides projections
of climate change impacts on California and San Francisco from recent scientific reports; presents
estimates of San Francisco’s baseline GHG emissions inventory and reduction targets; describes
recommended emissions reduction actions in the key target sectors — transportation, energy
efficiency, renewable energy, and solid waste management — to meet stated goals by 2012; and
presents next steps required over the near term to implement the plan. Although the Board of
Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the actions addressed in the Plan,
and many of the actions require further development and commitment of resources, the Plan
serves as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and several actions are now in progress.

The Climate Action Plan cites an array of potential environmental impacts to San Francisco from
climate change, including rising sea levels that could threaten coastal wetlands, infrastructure,
and property; increased storm activity that could increase beach erosion and cliff undercutting;
warmer temperatures that could result in more frequent El Nifo storms causing more rain than
snow in the Sierras, reducing snow pack that is an important source of the region’s water supply;
decreased summer runoff and warming ocean temperatures that could affect salinity, water
circulation, and nutrients in the Bay, potentially altering Bay ecosystems; other possible effects to
food supply and the viability of the state’s agricultural system; possible public health effects
related to degraded air quality and changes in disease vectors; and other social and economic
impacts.

The plan presents estimates of San Francisco’s baseline GHG emissions inventory and reduction
targets. It indicates that burning fossil fuels in vehicles and for energy use in buildings and
facilities are the major contributors to San Francisco’s GHG emissions, and the Plan includes
GHG reduction strategies such as targeting emission reductions from fossil fuel use in cars,
power plants and commercial buildings, developing renewable energy technologies like solar,
wind, fuel cells and tidal power, and expanding residential and commercial recycling programs.
According to the Plan, achieving these goals will require the cooperation of a number of different
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city agencies. An analysis of potential effects on global warming and GHGs is presented in
Appendix A, Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Other Plans and Policies

The recently adopted Plan Bay Area, which includes the region’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy, is a collaboration of the following four principal regional planning agencies and their
policy documents that guide planning in the nine-county Bay Area:

. Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections, which includes long-term
forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the nine-county Bay Area, but does
not include policies or goals; thus the proposed project would not be inconsistent with
ABAG projections. See also the discussion on Population and Housing in the Initial Study
included in Appendix A.

. BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP), which is a road map that demonstrates how the
San Francisco Bay Area will reduce emissions and decrease ambient concentration of
harmful pollutants, achieve compliance with the state ozone standards, and reduce the
transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. As described in
Appendix A, Section E.6, Air Quality the proposed project includes applicable
transportation and energy and climate control measures to reduce automobile trips and
associated emissions and would not conflict with the 2010 CAP.

. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Regional Transportation Plan -
Transportation 2040, which provides a long-range road map to guide the Bay Area’s MTC
transportation investments for a 25-year period. The project is not in the vicinity of any of the
planned investments and therefore would not conflict with the Regional Transportation Plan.

. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Bay
Plan, which provides direction for BCDC’s permit authority regarding various activities
within its jurisdiction. The proposed project is not located within BCDC’s jurisdiction and
therefore would not conflict with the Bay Plan.

In addition, the RWQCB San Francisco Basin Plan guides planning of the San Francisco Bay Basin.
It designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the State, including surface
waters and groundwater. It also includes programs of implementation to achieve water quality
objectives. As described further in the Initial Study (included in Appendix A), the proposed
project would not result in substantial water quality effects; thus the project would not conflict
with the Basin Plan.

The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any environmental plan or policy
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.

Summary

The renovation and expansion of the Moscone Center does not appear to conflict with any
adopted plans and goals for the purposes of mitigating an environmental effect under CEQA.
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CHAPTER IV

Environmental Setting, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

Overview

This chapter provides a project-level impact analysis of the physical environmental effects of
implementing the Moscone Center Expansion project as described in Chapter II, “Project
Description.” This chapter describes the environmental setting, assesses impacts, and identifies
mitigation measures for significant impacts. Significant effects that were determined to be
reduced to less than significant with mitigation are identified in the Initial Study (Appendix A).

Scope and Format of Analysis

This chapter is organized by environmental resource topic, as follows:

Chapter IV Sections
A. Transportation and Circulation
B. Shadow

Sections B and C of Chapter IV contain the following elements, based on the requirements of
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

. Setting. This subsection presents a description of the existing physical environmental
conditions in the project area with respect to each resource topic at an appropriate level of
detail to allow the reader to understand the impact analysis.

. Regulatory Framework. This subsection describes the relevant laws and regulations that
apply to protecting the environmental resources within the project area and the
governmental agencies responsible for enforcing those laws and regulations.

. Impacts. This subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in
adverse effects on the physical environment described in the setting. Significance criteria
for evaluating the environmental impacts are defined at the beginning of each impact
analysis section, and the “Approach to Analysis” explains how the significance criteria are
applied in evaluating the impacts of the project. The conclusion of each impact analysis is
expressed in terms of the impact significance, which is discussed further under
“Significance Determinations,” below.
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. Mitigation Measures. In each resource section, mitigation measures are identified for all of
the impacts considered significant or potentially significant, consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4, which states that an environmental impact report (EIR) “shall
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts....” The
San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development and Department of
Public Works, as the project sponsor team, has indicated that, if the project is approved, it
would incorporate all mitigation measures identified in this EIR as part of the project.

. Improvement Measures. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, mitigation
measures are not required for environmental effects that are not found to be significant.
Furthermore, CEQA requires that mitigation measures have an essential nexus and be
roughly proportional to the significant effect identified in the EIR. Therefore, for resource
topics in which this EIR found the proposed project’s physical environmental impact to be
less than significant, but for which the San Francisco Planning Department has identified
measures that would further lessen the already less than significant effects of the project,
these measures have been identified as Improvement Measures.

. Cumulative Impacts. In each resource section, where applicable, cumulative impacts are
discussed immediately following the description of the direct project-specific impacts and
identified mitigation measures. Cumulative impacts, described in detail below, consider the
effects of the proposed project together with those of other past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects proposed by San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Economic and
Workforce Development or other parties. The analysis of cumulative impacts under each
resource topic is based on the same setting, regulatory framework, and significance criteria as
the direct project-specific impacts. Additional mitigation measures are identified if the
analysis determines that the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative, adverse impact
would be considerable.

Significance Determinations

The significance criteria used in this EIR are based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Environmental Planning Division (EP) guidance regarding the thresholds of significance used to
assess the severity of environmental impacts of the project. EP guidance is based on Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, with modifications as set forth in Chapter 31.10 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The significance criteria used to analyze each environmental resource topic
are presented in each resource section of Chapter IV before the discussion of impacts. The
categories used to designate impact significance are described as follows:

o Not Applicable. An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential
for impacts or the environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area
of potential effects. For example, there would be no impacts related to displacement of
housing if there is no existing housing at the project site.

. No Impact. No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.

. Less-Than-Significant Impact. This determination applies if there is potential for some
limited impact, but not a substantial, adverse effect that qualifies under the significance
criteria as a significant impact. No mitigation is required for impacts determined to be less-
than-significant.
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. Less-Than-Significant-Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if there is
certainty that the project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance
criteria, but feasible mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level.

. Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation. This determination applies if there
is certainty that the project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance
criteria, and although feasible mitigation might lessen the impact, the residual effect after
implementation of the measure(s) would remain significant, and therefore the impact
would be unavoidable.

. Significant and Unavoidable Impact. This determination applies if there is certainty that
the project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, and there
appears to be no feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the significant impact would be unavoidable.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts, as defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, refer to two or more
individual effects that, when taken together, are “considerable” or that compound or increase
other environmental impacts. A cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment that would result from the incremental impact of the project when added to those of
other closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Pertinent guidance
for cumulative impact analysis is provided in Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines:

. An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect
is “cumulatively considerable” (e.g., the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable
future projects, including those outside the control of the agency, if necessary).

. An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in
the EIR.
. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if

the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or
measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

. The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as
for effects attributable to the project alone.

. The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other
projects contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to
the cumulative impact.

The cumulative impact analysis for each individual resource topic is described in each resource
section of this chapter immediately following the description of the direct project impacts and
identified mitigation measures.
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Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(b)(1): (a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects producing closely related impacts that could combine with
those of a proposed project, or (b) a summary of projections contained in a general plan or related
planning document can be used to determine cumulative impacts. The following factors were
used to determine an appropriate level for cumulative analysis in this EIR:

. Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that
are also affected by the proposed project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is
“reasonably foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an application has been
filed with the approving agency or has approved funding.

. Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located within the geographic area
within which effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource-by-resource
basis. For example, the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects to air quality
consists of the affected air basin.

. Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a relevant
project (e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations) would likely
coincide in timing with the related effects of the proposed project.

The analyses in this EIR employ both the list-based approach and a projections approach,
depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed. For
instance, the Shadow analysis considers large individual projects that are anticipated in the
project site vicinity that may alter shadow conditions in public spaces. By comparison, the
Transportation and Circulation analysis relies on a citywide growth projection model that also
encompasses many individual projects anticipated in and surrounding the project site vicinity,
which is the typical methodology the San Francisco Planning Department applies to analysis of
transportation impacts. The projections model includes individual projects and applies a
quantitative growth factor to account for other growth that may occur in the area. See
Sections IV.A and IV.B for a discussion of cumulative impacts and identification of the
cumulative projects and plans considered in the cumulative impact analysis.

Senate Bill 743/Public Resources Code 21099

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on
January 1, 2014.! Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources
Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.?

1 SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmI?bill_id=201320140SB743.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum from Viktoriya Wise to San Francisco Planning
Commission, CEQA Update: Senate Bill 743 Summary — Aesthetics, Parking and Traffic, November 26, 2013. The
memorandum can be found on-line at: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/CEQA Update-SB 743 Summary.pdf.
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Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill
site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.”3 Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining
if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of
the following three criteria:*

a)  The project is in a transit priority area; and
b)  The project is on an infill site; and
C) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because
of its location within one-half mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on
a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be
an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site
already developed and zoned for commercial uses.? Thus, this EIR does not consider aesthetics
and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.

Public Resources Code Section 21099(e) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary
powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.
Therefore, there is no change in the Planning Department’s methodology related to design and
historic review.

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be
interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and may desire
that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some
of the information that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section of this EIR
(such as “before” and “after” visual simulations) has been included in Chapter II, Project
Description. However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not
used to determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to
CEQA.

3 A “transit priority area” is defined in Section 21099 of the California Public Resources Code as an area within
one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop” is defined in Section 21064.3 of
the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail
transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15
minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

4 See Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).

San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, January 10, 2014. This

document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No.

2013.0154E.
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Similarly, the Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to
the public and the decision makers. Therefore, this EIR presents a parking demand analysis for
informational purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with
constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects
the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.
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IV.A Transportation and Circulation

This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and
circulation resulting from implementation of the Moscone Center Expansion Project.
Transportation-related issues of concern that are addressed include traffic on local and regional
roadways, transit, bicycles, pedestrians, parking, loading, and construction-related activities. This
section provides an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of applicable
transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact
analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. This section is based on information and
analysis contained in the Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study (TIS).!

Environmental Setting

The transportation study area for the proposed project is bounded by Market Street to the north,
Fifth Street to the west, Bryant Street to the south, and New Montgomery/Hawthorne Street to
the east. A total of 24 intersections within the transportation study area (see Figure IV.A-1,
p- IV.A-2) were identified as the intersections most likely to be affected by the proposed project.
All of the study intersections are signalized. No freeway segments were analyzed because the
proposed project would not measurably affect the operation of the freeway system.

The transportation setting within the study area is presented first, and is followed by a description
of transportation operations at the Moscone Center.

Regional and Local Roadways
Regional Access

Interstate 80 (I-80) provides the primary regional access to the proposed project site. Interstate 80
runs through the southern portion of the study area and connects San Francisco to the East Bay and
other points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. There are two sets of on-ramps and off-
ramps in the study area (at Fifth Street and at Fourth Street) that provide access to and from
eastbound and westbound I-80. Within the study area, I-80 has eight lanes (four in each direction).

U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provides access to the north and south of the study area. Interstate
80 joins U.S. 101 to the southwest of the study area and provides access to the Peninsula and
South Bay. U.S. 101 connects San Francisco and the North Bay via the Golden Gate Bridge. There
is no direct access to U.S. 101 within the study area. Within the northern part of San Francisco,
U.S. 101 operates on surface streets (i.e, Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street). Van Ness
Avenue and Lombard Street are part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network outlined in the
Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan.

1 Adavant Consulting, Fehr & Peers and LCW Consulting, Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact

Study, April 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0154E.
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

Interstate 280 (I-280) provides regional access from the South Bay and Peninsula. Interstate 280
and U.S. 101 have an interchange to the south of the study area, and I-280 terminates just south of
the study area at the intersection of King/Fifth. There is no direct access to I-280 within the study
area. Nearby access points to I-280 are located on Sixth Street at Brannan Street, and on King
Street at Fifth Street. Interstate 280 is generally a six-lane freeway.

Local Street System

Local access to the proposed project study area is provided by an urban street grid network. Key
local roadways through the study area are discussed in detail below and defined according to
roadway classifications identified in the San Francisco General Plan Transportation Element.

New Montgomery Street runs southbound for two blocks between Market and Howard streets.
It has three travel lanes during the p.m. peak period (p.m. peak period tow-away on the west side
of the street) and two travel lanes throughout the rest of the day. New Montgomery Street
sidewalk widths generally meet the San Francisco Planning Department’s Better Streets Plan
(2010) recommended width.2

Hawthorne Street runs southbound for two blocks between Howard and Harrison streets. It has
one travel lane between Howard and Folsom streets and two travel lanes between Folsom and
Harrison streets. Hawthorne Street sidewalk widths are less than the minimum required by the
Better Streets Plan.

Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending
from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard to its intersection with Market Street. It
is the main commercial street in the Bayview Hunters Point district and also serves as a through
street and an access way to the industrial areas north and east of U.S. 101. Third Street generally has
two travel lanes in each direction, but in the study area it operates northbound only. In the
San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System Street, a Primary
Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market Street and Townsend Street,
and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street
and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian
Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-
of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where
the light rail runs within a mixed-flow travel lane.

North of China Basin, Muni routes 8X/8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-
Stockton, 76 Marin Headlands, and 81X Caltrain Express run on portions of Third Street in a bus-
and taxi-only travel lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of

2 For all streets in the proposed project vicinity, the Better Streets Plan minimum sidewalk width is 12 feet, and
the recommended sidewalk width is 15 feet.
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Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).3 South of Howard Street, Third Street sidewalk widths are less than
the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan; north of Howard Street, sidewalks widths meet
the Better Streets Plan minimum but are less than the recommended width.

Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market Street and Channel Street.
Fourth Street runs southbound and has four travel lanes. In the San Francisco General Plan, it is
classified as a CMP network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation
System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of
the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail
between King and Mission streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian
Street. Muni routes 8X/8AX/BX Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton, and 45 Union-Stockton, and the
76 Marin Headlands run on Fourth Street in a bus- and taxi-only travel lane. Fourth Street has
bicycle lanes (Class II) in both directions between Channel and 16th streets. South of Folsom
Street, Fourth Street sidewalk widths are less than the minimum required by the Better Streets
Plan; north of Folsom Street, sidewalk widths generally meet the Better Streets Plan recommended
width, with the exception of the east sidewalk between Folsom and Howard streets adjacent to
Moscone South whose width is less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan.

Fifth Street is a north-south roadway between Market Street and Townsend Street. It is a two-
way roadway with two travel lanes in each direction. In the San Francisco General Plan, it is
classified as a CMP network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation
System. Muni route 27 Bryant runs on Fifth Street between Market and Bryant streets and 47 Van
Ness runs on Fifth Street between Harrison and Townsend streets. Fifth Street is part of Bicycle
Route 19 (Class III) between Townsend Street and Market Street. Fifth Street sidewalk widths
within the study area generally are less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan.

Market Street bisects downtown San Francisco, running east-west from The Embarcadero to
Grand View Avenue. Market Street is a two-way, four-lane roadway with center-running transit
only lanes between Gough and Fifth streets. Market Street is classified in the San Francisco General
Plan as a Transit Conflict Street between The Embarcadero and Gough Street. Between The
Embarcadero and 17th Street it is classified as a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit
Oriented Street), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street, and a Neighborhood Commercial
Pedestrian Street. It is part of the CMP network. Bicycle Route 5 runs on Market Street between
Steuart and Eighth streets as a Class III facility, and has a bicycle lane (Class II) between Eighth
and 17th streets. The majority of Muni routes operate along some portion of Market Street. The
Embarcadero, Montgomery, Powell and Civic Center Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations are
accessible along Market Street in the study area. Market Street sidewalk widths within the study
area meet the Better Streets Plan recommended width.

Mission Street is a four-lane arterial that runs in an east-west direction between The
Embarcadero and South Van Ness Avenue. The roadway continues in a north-south direction

3 Class I bikeways are bicycle paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are
bicycle lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles,
while Class III bikeways are signed bicycle routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles.
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west of Van Ness Avenue. Left turns from Mission Street are generally prohibited between Main
and Tenth streets. The San Francisco General Plan identifies Mission Street as a Transit Conflict
Street in the CMP network, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Oriented Street), a
Citywide Pedestrian Network Street (between The Embarcadero and Cesar Chavez Street), and a
Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. Muni routes 14 Mission and 14L Mission Limited
and regional operators San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) and Golden Gate Transit
run along Mission Street in the study area. Mission Street curb lanes are restricted to bus and taxi
use only. Mission Street sidewalk widths within the study area generally meet the Better Streets
Plan recommended width; sidewalk widths on the south side of Mission Street between Third
and Fifth streets are less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan.

Howard Street runs in the east-west direction between The Embarcadero and 13th/Division
streets. From The Embarcadero to Fremont Street, Howard Street has two travel lanes in each
direction; from Fremont Street to 13th/Division streets it has three westbound lanes. In the
San Francisco General Plan, it is a Major Arterial in the CMP network and part of the Metropolitan
Transportation System (MTS) network. Muni route 76 Marin Headlands runs on Howard Street
between First and Fighth streets, and Golden Gate Transit runs on Howard Street between First
and Fourth streets. Howard Street is part of Bicycle Route 30, with Class II bicycle lanes between
Fremont and 11th streets and a Class III bicycle route between The Embarcadero and Fourth
Street and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth streets. Howard Street
sidewalk widths within the study area generally meet the Better Streets Plan minimum; sidewalk
widths meet the Better Streets Plan recommended width between Third and Fifth streets where
the sidewalks are adjacent to the Moscone Center.

Folsom Street is an east-west roadway that runs between The Embarcadero and 11th Street in the
study area. It operates one-way eastbound with four travel lanes for much of its length; east of
Essex Street it has one westbound lane. In the San Francisco General Plan, Folsom Street is classified
as a CMP network Major Arterial and is part of the MTS network in the study area. Muni route
12 Folsom runs on Folsom Street between Second and 11th streets, and Golden Gate Transit
operates service on Folsom Street between Eighth Street and the Temporary Transbay Terminal at
Beale Street. Through the study area Folsom Street is part of Bicycle Route 30 (Class II) with bicycle
lanes in the eastbound direction. Folsom Street sidewalk widths within the study area generally are
less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan; sidewalk width on the north side of
Folsom Street between Third and Fourth streets adjacent to Moscone South meets the Better Streets
Plan minimum but is less than the recommended width.

Harrison Street runs in the east-west direction between The Embarcadero and 13th/Division
streets, operating one-way westbound between Third and Tenth streets. Harrison Street runs in the
north-south direction between 13th/Division and Norwich streets. In the downtown area, Harrison
Street is a primary route to the I-80 freeway, with on-ramps at the First Street and Essex Street
intersections, and to U.S. 101 southbound, with an on-ramp at Fourth Street. In the San Francisco
General Plan, it is a designated Major Arterial in the CMP network (between The Embarcadero and
Division Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Fourth
Street and Seventh Street), a Secondary Transit Preferential Street (between Seventh and
11th streets), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street (between Fourth and 16th streets).
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Muni routes 8X/8AX/BX Bayshore Expresses, 12 Folsom, 27 Bryant, and 47 Van Ness operate along
portions of Harrison Street between 11th and Second streets. Harrison Street sidewalk widths
within the study area are less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan.

Bryant Street extends from The Embarcadero in the South of Market area to Precita Avenue in
Peralta Heights. Between The Embarcadero and Second Street, Bryant Street operates two-way in
the east-west direction with two to three lanes. Bryant Street is designated as a Primary Transit
Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Fourth and Seventh streets) and a Second
Transit Preferential Street (between Seventh and Eleventh streets). It is used by the 8X/ 8AX/BX
Bayshore Expresses (between Seventh and Third streets), 27 Bryant (between Division and Fifth
streets), and 47 Van Ness (between Division and Fifth streets). Bryant Street sidewalk widths
within the study area are less than the minimum required by the Better Streets Plan.

Intersection Operations

Existing intersection operating conditions were evaluated at 24 study intersections for the weekday
p-m. peak hour (generally between 5 and 6 p.m.) of the 4 to 6 p.m. peak period. The p.m. peak hour
was selected for analysis because the transportation network (including traffic operating
conditions) in downtown San Francisco is generally less congested during the a.m. peak hour than
during the p.m. peak hour. Traffic counts at the study intersections were obtained from previous
transportation studies within the study area and from new intersection turning movement counts.
Intersection counts for existing conditions were conducted on non-event and event days between
December 2009 and April 2013. The events during which vehicle counts were conducted hosted on
average 6,400 total daily attendees.* As discussed below in the section entitled “Approach to
Analysis,” the impact analysis for the proposed project assesses the increase in exhibition space for
conditions during an 85th percentile event day, which as discussed below has been determined to
be an event day with 22,000 attendees. The 85th percentile event day of 22,000 attendees per day
means that there is a 15 percent change during the span of one year, that there would be an event
with more than 22,000 attendees per day. Because traffic volume were counted during an event day
with 6,4000 attendees per day (i.e., on an event day not representing the 85th percentile design day),
the existing traffic volumes at the study intersections were adjusted to reflect conditions during a
large event with 22,000 attendees per day (i.e., an increase from a 6,400-attendee event day to a
22,000-attendee event day).>

Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using the Level of Service (LOS)
methodology described in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000). LOS is a qualitative
description of an intersection’s performance based on the average delay per vehicle. Intersection
levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent vehicle flow conditions
with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded vehicle flow conditions with

Attendance ranges between about 500 and 10,000 attendees per day for small events, between 10,000 and 20,000
attendees per day for medium events, and with more than 20,000 attendees per day for large events. (Moscone
Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014).

The transportation impact analysis is based on the 85" percentile of the total daily attendance, which represents
the attendance level that has a probability of 15 percent or less, of being exceeded during the year. The existing
85" percentile of total daily attendance is 22,000, considered a large event.
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extremely long delays. In San Francisco, LOS A through D are considered acceptable, and LOS E
and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. On days with an 85th percentile event (i.e., a
large event with 22,000 attendees per day), 12 of the 24 study intersections operate satisfactorily
during the p.m. peak hour; eight intersections operate at LOS E (i.e., the intersections of
Market/New Montgomery, Market/Fourth, Market/Fifth, Mission/New Montgomery, Mission/Third,
Howard/Fourth, Folsom/Hawthorne, and Harrison/Fifth) and four operate at LOS F (ie,
intersections of Howard/Third, Folsom/Third, Folsom/Fourth, and Bryant/Fifth). See the section
below entitled “Approach to Analysis” and Table IV.A-15 for more information regarding
intersection average vehicle delays and LOS at each study intersection for the weekday p.m. peak
hour.

Transit Service

The study area is well served by public transit, both local and regional. Local service is provided
by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) bus and light rail lines, which can be used to
access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid
Transit, Alameda-Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit) and ferries; service to and
from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries; service to and from the
Peninsula and South Bay is provided by SamTrans, BART, and Caltrain.

Local Muni Service

Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco, including bus (both
diesel and electric trolley), light rail (Muni Metro), cable car and electric streetcar lines.
Figure IV.A-2 presents the local transit routes in the vicinity of the project site. Table IV.A-1
presents the Muni routes serving the transit study area and route characteristics, including service
frequencies during the weekday morning and evening peak periods, nearest stop location, as well
as ridership and capacity utilization at each line’s maximum load point (MLP). The MLP is the
location where the route has its highest number of passengers relative to its capacity. Capacity
utilization relates the number of passengers per transit vehicle to the design capacity of the vehicle.
The capacity per vehicle includes both seated and standing capacity, where standing capacity is
between 30 to 80 percent of seated capacity (depending upon the specific transit vehicle
configuration). The capacity of a light rail vehicle is 119 passengers, the capacity of a historic
streetcar is 70 passengers, and the capacity of a standard bus is 63 passengers.

In January 2012, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) temporarily rerouted
southbound 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 8X/8AX/8BX Bayshore Express from Fourth
Street to Fifth Street to accommodate the Central Subway construction (northbound route has not
been revised). In addition, a temporary supplemental 8 Shuttle service has been initiated, which
in the study area runs south on Fourth Street to Folsom Street. This route is not included in the
subsequent transit analysis because it is temporary.

For analysis purposes, most Muni service into and out of downtown is grouped into one of four
“screenlines” (Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest) that transit vehicles cross when
traveling between downtown and a quadrant of the City. Each screenline is further divided into
key corridors such as the Geary Corridor within the Northwest screenline and the Mission corridor
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TABLE IV.A-1
NEARBY MUNI SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS
AM. Peak | P.M.Peak
Weekday Weekday Distance | P.M.Peak | Capacity
Headways | Headways Nearest Stop Location to Project | Ridership | Utilization
Route (7-9am)' | (4-6 p.m.)! (Inbound, Outbound) Site (feet) at MLP at MLP
F Market & Market & Third, 249 (IB) 36% (IB)
Wharves 6 6 Market & Fourth 1800-1900 718 (OB) | 103% (OB)
KT Ingleside- 508 71%
Third 9 9 Market & Fourth 2000 750 90%
880 46%
N Judah 7 7 Market & Fourth 2000 1773 83%
189 20%
J Church 9 9 Market & Fourth 2000 498 60%
609 29%
L Taraval 8 8 Market & Fourth 2000 1,360 719%
. 488 29%
M Ocean View 9 9 Market & Fourth 2000 864 61%
Post & Montgomery, Sutter & 170 54%
2 Clement 12 12 Kearny 2600-2700 260 83%
125 40%
3 Jackson 12 12 Kearny & Sutter 2600-2800 210 67%
5 Fulton 5 5 Market & Third, Market & Grant 1900-2200 600 71%
659 83%
Market & Third, Market & 156 41%
6 Parnassus 10 10 Stockton 1800-1900 252 67%
8X Bayshore 8 8 Third & Howard, Fifth & Howard | 600-1500 408 4%
Express 416 55%
8AX Bayshore . . - -
Express 8 8 Third & Howard, Fifth & Howard | 600-1500 47 63%
8BX Bayshore Third & Howard, - -
Express 8 8 Fifth & Howard 600-1500 568 76%
Market & Third, 180 57%
9 San Bruno 12 12 Market & Stockton 1800-1900 215 68%
9L San Bruno Market & Third, 140 44%
Limited 12 12 Market & Stockton 1800-1900 200 63%
186 98%
10 Townsend 15 20 Second & Howard 1400 171 90%
12 Folsom- Folsom & Fourth, Second & 135 71%
Pacific 20 20 Howard 1100-1400 126 67%
. . 232 31%
14 Mission 8 8 Mission & Fourth 1100-1250 360 48%
14L Mission - 293 47%
Limited 9 9 Mission & Fourth 1100-1250 407 68%
14X Mission . - -
Express 8 10 Mission & Fourth 1100-1250 368 50%
16X Noriega Market & Fourth, - -
Express ? 10 Cyril Magnin & Eddy 1700-2900 253 49%
156 41%
21 Hayes 9 10 Market & Fourth, Market & Grant | 1700-1900 306 81%
. 160 63%
27 Bryant 15 15 Fifth & Howard 1400-1500 116 46%
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

TABLE IV.A-1 (Continued)
NEARBY MUNI SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS

a.m. Peak | p.m.Peak
Weekday Weekday Distance | p.m.Peak | Capacity
Headways | Headways Nearest Stop Location to Project | Ridership | Utilization
Route (7-9am)' | (4-6 p.m.)! (Inbound, Outbound) Site (feet) at MLP at MLP
Third & Howard, 705 58%
30 Stockton 7 6 Fifth & Howard 600-1500 660 539
30X Marina Howard & Main, Howard & - -
Express > 7 Spear 3300-3800 432 86%
141 52%
31 Balboa 12 14 Market & Fourth, Market & Grant | 1700-1900
223 83%
Market & Third, 352 47%
38 Geary 6 6 Market & Geary 1900-2000 450 64%
38L Geary Market & Third, 556 54%
Limited > 5 Market & Geary 1900-2000 862 84%
45 Union- Third & Howard, 240 76%
Stockton 8 12 Fifth & Howard 600-1500 260 83%
Harrison & Fifth, 276 73%
47 Van Ness 10 10 Bryant & Fourth 2400-2600 258 68%
71 Haight- Market & Grant, 258 68%
Noriega 10 10 Market & Stockton 1700-1900 324 86%
17\]1L H aight- 10 10 Market & Grant, 1700-1900 258 68%
oriega Market & Stockton 324 86%
Limited
81X Caltrain 20 - Third & Mission 1100 - -
Express -- --
82X Levi Plaza Main & Howard, Beale & - -
Express 20 15 Howard 3000-3300 145 46%
108 Treasure . 112 44%
Island 10 15 Main & Howard, Beale & Folsom | 3200-3300 104 41%

NOTES: Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.

1 Headway in minutes.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

within the Southwest screenline, for which ridership and capacity are presented separately from
other routes. Together the routes included in the screenline analysis represent the primary
commute routes into and out of the greater Downtown area.

A total of 18,540 passengers cross the four Muni screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
The majority of the trips (61 percent) cross the Northwest (28 percent) and Southwest (33 percent)
screenlines. The remaining trips cross the Northeast (15 percent) and Southeast (24 percent)
screenlines. Existing capacity utilization of the screenlines is between 60.3 and 75.6 percent. Overall,
all corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could
accommodate additional passengers. See the section below entitled “Approach to Analysis” and
Table IV.A-16 for more information regarding the existing outbound transit passenger load,
capacity and capacity utilization at each screenline during the weekday p.m. peak hour.
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

Regional Service Providers

Table IV.A-2 presents the regional transit routes serving the transit study area and route
characteristics, including service frequencies during the weekday morning and evening peak
periods, and nearest stop location.

TABLE IV.A-2
REGIONAL TRANSIT SERVICE - EXISTING CONDITIONS

a.m. Peak p-m. Peak

Weekday Weekday Distance to

Headways Headways Nearest Stop Location Project Site
Route (7-9 a.m.)! (4-6 p.m.)! (Inbound, Outbound) (feet)
Caltrain Local - - Townsend & Fourth 3700
Caltrain Limited-Stop 10-20 20-60 Townsend & Fourth 3700
Caltrain Baby Bullet 10-40 20-40 Townsend & Fourth 3700
BART 5-15 5-15 Market & Fourth 2000
AC Transit 15-20 15-20 Beale between Folsom & Howard 3400
SamTrans Route 292 10-15 20 Mission & Fourth (IB), Mission & Third (OB) 1100
SamTrans Route 397 60 60 Mission & Fourth (IB), Mission & Third (OB) 1100
GGT commuter and basic 15-90 15-90 Folsom & Fifth (IB), Howard & Fourth (OB) 500-2000
bus routes

NOTES:

1 Headway in minutes between buses.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Caltrain

Caltrain provides passenger rail service on the Peninsula between San Francisco and Downtown
San Jose with several stops in San Mateo County and Santa Clara County. Limited service is
available south of San Jose. Caltrain service headways during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods are
10 to 60 minutes, depending on the type of train. The peak direction of service is southbound
during the a.m. peak period and northbound during the p.m. peak period. Caltrain service
terminates at the San Francisco Station at King/Fourth in the study area. The Fourth/King station
is served by local, limited, and express “Baby Bullet” trains.

Bay Area Rapid Transit

BART provides regional commuter rail service between San Francisco and the East Bay
(Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont), as well as between
San Francisco and San Mateo County (SFO Airport and Millbrae). Weekday hours of operation
are between 4 a.m. and midnight. During the weekday p.m. peak period, headways are five to
15 minutes along each line. Within San Francisco, BART operates underground along Market
Street to Civic Center Station where it turns south through the Mission District towards Daly
City. There are two BART stations within the proposed project study area: Montgomery Station
at Market/New Montgomery and Powell Station at Market/Fifth.
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

Alameda-Contra Costa County Transit District

AC Transit operates bus service in western Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, as well as routes
to the City of San Francisco and San Mateo County. AC Transit operates 33 “Transbay” bus
routes between the East Bay and the Temporary Transbay Terminal, temporarily located at
Howard Street and Beale Street. The Temporary Transbay Terminal lies just outside of the
proposed project study area and is easily accessible via Muni and regional transit lines. The
majority of Transbay service is provided only during commute periods in the peak direction of
travel, with headways between buses from 15 to 20 minutes. The peak direction of service is into
San Francisco during the a.m. peak period and out of San Francisco during the p.m. peak period.
All-day service is provided on a few lines, with headways of approximately 30 minutes.

San Mateo County Transit District

SamTrans operates bus and rail service in San Mateo County. A few SamTrans routes also serve
the Temporary Transbay Terminal in downtown San Francisco, including Routes 292, 391, and
397. Route 292 makes San Francisco stops along Potrero Avenue and Mission Street throughout
the day. Peak hour a.m. headways are between 10 and 15 minutes, and p.m. peak hour headways
are 20 minutes. Routes 391 and 397 run along Mission Street in San Francisco but stop only at the
Temporary Transbay Terminal. Route 391 operates only during the peak travel periods with
15 minute headways; Route 397 is a late night service route with headways of one hour.

Golden Gate Transit

The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District operates Golden Gate Transit
(GGT), which provides bus and ferry service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma
counties) and San Francisco. GGT operates 22 commuter bus routes, nine basic bus routes, and
16 ferry feeder bus routes into San Francisco. Bus routes operate at headways of 15 to 90 minutes
depending on time and day of week and bus type. In the study area Golden Gate Transit operates
commuter and basic routes on Mission Street, Howard Street, and Folsom Street. Golden Gate
Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco, connecting
Larkspur and Sausalito with the Ferry Building during the morning and evening commute
periods.

Regional transit operations are evaluated at three regional screenlines (East Bay, North Bay, and
South Bay) for the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which corresponds with the
evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region.
Approximately 38,300 transit riders currently cross the three regional screenlines during the p.m.
peak hour, with about 60 percent crossing the East Bay screenline, 6 percent crossing the North
Bay screenline, and 34 percent crossing the South Bay screenline. See the section below entitled
“Approach to Analysis” for more information regarding the existing weekday p.m. peak-hour
ridership and capacity information for each regional screenline.

All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which
would indicate that all seats are full. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, all regional transit
providers operate at less than their load factor standards, which indicates that seats are generally
available.

April 2014 IV.A-12 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

Pedestrian Conditions

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalks adjacent to Moscone Center buildings generally meet or exceed the Better Streets Plan
minimum or recommended widths, with the exception of the Mission Street sidewalk north of
Moscone North, and the Third and Fourth Street sidewalks adjacent to Moscone South.
Sidewalks on Howard Street adjacent to Moscone North are between 16 and 19 feet wide, and are
between 16 and 17 feet wide adjacent to Moscone South. Adjacent to Moscone South, along Third
and Fourth streets, sidewalks adjacent to the curb are not provided because the access ramps to
the on-site truck loading areas are located there; instead, there is a pedestrian pathway between
8 and 10 feet wide west of the ramps to the Moscone South below grade level on Third Street and
east of the ramps to the Moscone South below grade level on Fourth Street. Pedestrian signal
heads and countdown signals are currently provided at all study intersections.

Third Street at Howard Street has two northbound left-turn lanes turning across the west
crosswalk. This condition can result in increased conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians in the
west crosswalk because the inside turning car can block the visibility of the driver of the outside
turning car. To compensate for this effect, pedestrians crossing Howard Street within the west
crosswalk have a leading pedestrian green interval that allows them to enter the crosswalk before
northbound vehicles get a green signal. A leading pedestrian interval gives pedestrians an
advance walk signal before motorists get a green signal, giving the pedestrian several seconds to
start walking in the crosswalk before a concurrent signal is provided to vehicles. This makes
pedestrians more visible to motorists, and motorists more likely to yield to them.

At the intersection of Howard/Fourth there are also two westbound left turn lanes across the
south crosswalk. However, there are separate signal phases for vehicles and pedestrians, which
limits conflicts associated with the multiple turn lanes.

There are existing impediments to pedestrians within the study area to the south, east and west
of the Moscone Center, along Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Hawthorne, Third, Fourth and Fifth
streets. These impediments include: (1) narrow sidewalks, (2) construction zones that reduce
sidewalk width or close crosswalks, at times for extended periods, (3) lack of Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant curb ramps or use of shared diagonal curb ramps at
intersection corners, (4) freeway on- and off-ramps with short pedestrian crossing phases and/or
high vehicle volumes turning into crosswalks across multiple traffic lanes, and (5) long distances
between intersections, limiting crossing opportunities.

Individuals are currently permitted to gather for First Amendment activity in the freedom of
speech zones on the pedestrian islands in front of the Moscone South and Moscone North
entrances. Per a City decision on the public right to engage in First Amendment activity in the
Moscone Center driveway (July 21, 2003), the Moscone Center is allowed to regulate First
Amendment activity within its driveways to ensure that the driveways function for their
intended purpose.

In the vicinity of Moscone Center, there are a number of senior housing complexes, and therefore,
a number of the pedestrians at the study area locations are seniors and persons with disabilities.

April 2014 IV.A-13 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
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Senior pedestrians and pedestrians with disabilities have special safety considerations that affect
their walking experience including reduction in vision, agility, balance, speed, concentration and
strength, difficulties hearing vehicles approaching from behind, and reduced ability under low
light/night conditions.® Seniors are more prone to suffer a fatality if involved in a crash when
compared to the general population.” A number of senior residents of the nearby housing
complexes have expressed concerns regarding difficulty crossing Howard, Folsom, Fourth, and
Third streets, all of which are one-way arterials with multiple travel lanes and higher travel
speeds during non-peak periods, and have also indicated they have difficulty walking along
sidewalks during Moscone Center events with high attendance levels. In response to residents’
concerns, over the years SFMTA and Moscone Center have implemented pedestrian safety
measures aimed at reducing pedestrian-vehicle conflicts and reducing vehicle speeds within the
South of Market neighborhood, such as an all-pedestrian signal phase (at Fourth/Howard) and
leading pedestrian intervals at other intersections (e.g., at Third/Howard), corner bulbouts (e.g.,
southwest corner of Fourth/Howard), and sidewalk widening (e.g., adjacent to Moscone West). In
addition, Moscone Center includes an existing pedestrian bridge across Howard Street. See the
section entitled “Approach to Analysis” for a description of the Planning Department’s Central
SoMa Plan and the measures included in that project that would improve the pedestrian
experience in this area.

Pedestrian Crosswalk, Sidewalk and Corner LOS

Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed at the following locations:

° At the four crosswalks at the intersections of Mission/Third, Howard/Third, Mission/Fourth,
and Howard/Fourth.
. At the three midblock crosswalks on Mission Street at Yerba Buena Lane, on Howard Street

between Third and Fourth streets, and on Third Street between Mission and Howard streets.

. At six sidewalk locations: both sides of the street on Third and Fourth streets, between
Market and Mission streets and between Mission and Howard streets; on Howard Street
between Third Street and the Moscone North and Moscone South entrances, and on Howard
Street between Fourth Street and the Moscone North and Moscone South entrances.

. At the four corners at the intersections of Mission/Third, Howard/Third, Mission/Fourth,
and Howard/Fourth.

The crosswalks and corners at the intersections of Folsom/Third and Folsom/Fourth were not
analyzed due to lower pedestrian volumes at these locations than at intersections to the north
(i.e., at Howard and Mission streets) and because the predominant direction of pedestrian flow
during Moscone Center events is to and from the north of Howard Street.

Federal Highway Association, FHWA University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation, Publication
No. FHWA-HRT-05-100, slide 10.

Loukaitou-Sideris, Anastasia, Is it Safe to Walk? Neighborhood Safety and Security Considerations and Their
Effects on Walking, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 20, No. 3, February 2006, p. 226.
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Existing pedestrian crosswalk, sidewalk and corner LOS conditions were analyzed for the peak
hour of the midday and p.m. peak periods (i.e., 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.,
respectively) on a day when an event was held at the Moscone Center. Two sets of pedestrian
counts were conducted for this analysis — one on a day with a medium event and another at
selected locations on a day with a large event.® At locations where pedestrian counts were
conducted during both a medium and large event, the higher of the two counts was used to
ensure that the analysis captured the more conservative condition. Analysis of operating
characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk, crosswalk and corner locations was conducted using
the HCM 2000 methodology.

o Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is
defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk
during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the
sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width,” which accounts for reduction in
amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings.
The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents
the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of
service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the
“pinch point”) along a given block face.

. Crosswalk and corner LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each
pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian
volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths.

With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals
approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, approximately 10 to 15
pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks, and approximately 3 to 6 square feet per
pedestrian for corners. Level of Service E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E
normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent
movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted.

Figure IV.A-3 presents the pedestrian volumes and pedestrian LOS crosswalk and sidewalk
conditions at the study area locations for the midday peak hour, while Figure IV.A-4 presents
this information for the p.m. peak hour. Figure IV.A-5 presents the pedestrian volumes and
pedestrian LOS conditions at the four corners of the four study intersections for the midday peak
hour, while Figure IV.A-6 presents this information for the p.m. peak hour. As illustrated on the
figures, during both analysis periods, pedestrian volumes are higher on Mission Street than on
Howard Street, and the highest pedestrian volume is at the intersection of Mission/Fourth. As
shown on the figures, almost all pedestrian study locations currently operate satisfactorily at
LOS D or better during the midday and p.m. peak hours. The only exception is the midblock
crosswalk on Mission Street at Yerba Buena Lane, which operates at LOS E during the midday
peak hour.

8  Attendance ranges between about 500 and 10,000 attendees per day for small events and between 10,000 and
20,000 attendees per day for medium events, with more than 20,000 attendees per day for large events.
(Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014)
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Figure IV.A-3

Existing Pedestrian Volumes and LOS - Midday Peak Hour
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Bicycle Conditions

Designated bicycle routes in the vicinity of the proposed project are presented on Figure IV.A-7.
Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities. Class I bikeways are bike
paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bicycle lanes striped
within the paved area of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class
IIT bikeways are signed bicycle routes where bicycles share the travel lane with vehicles. In the
vicinity of the project site, Bicycle Routes 11 and 19 run northbound and southbound on Second
and Fifth streets, respectively, as Class III facilities. Bicycle Route 30 runs on Folsom Street
(eastbound) and Howard Street (westbound) as Class II bicycle lanes. Bicycle Route 50 runs
eastbound and westbound on Market Street as a Class III facility. The majority of the study area is
flat, with limited changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area.

The 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) includes planned short-term improvements to
Bicycle Route 11 on Second Street and Bicycle Route 19 on Fifth Street. Second Street
improvements include the construction of Class II separated bicycle lanes in both directions
between Market and Townsend streets. Fifth Street improvements include the construction of
Class II bicycle lanes and Class III bicycle routes in both directions between Market and
Townsend streets. Both planned improvements would reduce the number of travel lanes and
prohibit northbound and southbound left turns, as well as implement other minor changes to
lane geometry and on-street parking.

Bicycle approach volumes based on bicycle counts conducted during the a.m. (7 to 9 a.m.) and
p-m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak hours in the spring of 2013 at six study intersections are presented on
Figure IV.A-7. The highest approach volumes during the a.m. peak hour were observed on
Folsom and Townsend streets (eastbound), while during the p.m. peak hour the highest approach
volumes were observed on Howard and Townsend streets (westbound). Folsom and Howard
streets are popular bicycle commute routes for people working in SoMa, and Townsend Street is
a popular route for commuters headed to and from the Caltrain station on Fourth and King
streets.

Primary bicycle access to the Moscone Center is along Howard and Folsom streets, east-west
roadways with Class II bicycle lanes (Bicycle Route 30). Bicycle access from the north and south is
largely on Second and Fifth streets, both designated Class III bicycle routes (Bicycle Routes 11
and 19).

The Moscone Center has one on-street bicycle rack that can accommodate five bicycles on the
south sidewalk of Howard Street just east of the Moscone South entrance. According to the
project sponsor, some employees who bicycle to work bring their bicycles into the building to
their work spaces.

Additionally, there are two Bay Area Bike Share stations in the study area: one on the north
sidewalk of Howard Street west of Third Street with a capacity for 19 bicycles, and one within the
east curb lane of Fifth Street north of Howard Street with a capacity for 15 bicycles.
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

Loading Conditions

There are no on-street commercial loading spaces adjacent to the Moscone Center. Moscone
Center truck loading occurs in off-street below-grade facilities, with an entrance on Third Street
between Folsom and Howard streets and an exit on Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom
streets. Moscone North and South have designated on-street passenger loading/unloading zones
on the north and south curbs of Howard Street just west of Third Street. In addition, there is
designated passenger loading/unloading for Moscone West along the north curb of Howard
Street between Fourth and Fifth streets.

Emergency Vehicle Access

Emergency transport vehicles typically use major streets through the study area when heading to
and from an emergency and/or emergency facility, including Howard, Folsom, Third and Fourth
streets. Arterial roadways allow emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and provide
enough clearance space to permit other traffic to maneuver out of the path of the emergency
vehicle and yield the right of way.? There are three San Francisco Fire Department fire stations
near the project site: Station 1 (Folsom Street at Fifth Street), Station 8 (Bluxome Street at Fourth
Street), and Station 35 (The Embarcadero at Harrison Street).

Parking Conditions

Off-Street Parking Supply

The Moscone Center does not include a public parking facility. Visitors using the Moscone Center
website are directed to four public parking garages in close proximity to the Moscone Center,
including the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Center Garage, the Moscone Garage, the Hearst
Parking Center, and the Museum Parc Garage (see Table IV.A-3 and Figure IV.A-8). Within
these four parking garages there are about 4,300 parking spaces. In addition to these four
facilities, the Jessie Square Garage and the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA)
Garage, with a total of about 760 parking spaces, are located in close proximity to the Moscone
Center.

The public parking garages in the vicinity of the Moscone Center currently have availability
throughout the day. For example, the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage, centrally located on
this segment of the corridor, contains 2,585 parking spaces, and is about 52 percent occupied
during weekday midday.!® Other public garages with available space in the area include the
Moscone Garage (732 parking spaces and about 70 percent occupied during the midday), the
SFMOMA Garage (410 parking spaces and about 80 percent occupied during the midday), the
Hearst Garage (796 parking spaces and about 95 percent occupied during the midday), and the
Jessie Square Garage (372 parking spaces and about 75 percent occupied during the midday).!!

9 Per the California Vehicle Code, Section 21806, all vehicles must yield right of way to emergency vehicles and
remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.

1(1) SFMTA, SFpark Parking Garage Data, LCW Consulting, March and June 2013.
Ibid.
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TABLEIV.A-3
OFF-STREET PARKING SUPPLY - EXISTING CONDITIONS
Facility Location Hours of Operation Spaces
Fifth & Mission/ Yerba 833 Mission Street between Fourth 24 Hours 2,585
Buena Garage and Fifth Streets
Jessie Square Garage 223 Stevenson Street MON - FRI 5:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m. 350
SAT - SUN 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m.
Hearst Parking Center 45 Third Street (entrance on MON - FRI 5:00 a.m. — 12:00 a.m. 796
Stevenson) SAT 6:00 a.m. — 12:00 a.m.
SUN 10:00 a.m. —10:00 p.m.
SFMOMA Garage 147 Minna Street MON - SAT 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m. 410
SUN 9:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m.
Moscone Garage (not 255 Third Street between Folsom MON-THU 6:00 a.m. — 12:00 a.m. 732
operated by Moscone and Howard Streets FRI 6:00 a.m. —2:30 a.m.
Center) SAT 8:00 a.m. —2:30 a.m.
SUN 9:00 a.m. — 9:00 p.m.
Museum Parc Garage 300 Third Street (entrance on Third MON - FRI 5:30 a.m. - 11:00 p.m. 150
and Folsom Streets) SAT 8:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m.
SUN 8:00 a.m. — 6:00 p.m.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

On-Street Parking Supply

Based on information from SFMTA’s SFpark data, there are about 1,200 on-street metered parking
spaces within the parking study (i.e., area bounded by Market, Fifth, Bryant, New
Montgomery/Hawthorne and Third Street). More than 60 percent of these spaces are general
metered parking, around 20 percent are commercial loading spaces, and almost 15 percent are
motorcycle parking. The remaining metered spaces are disabled parking, passenger
loading/unloading zones, and unrestricted spaces.

Parking conditions adjacent to the project site are as follows:

. On Third Street between Folsom and Howard streets there is a 120-foot bus stop. On-street
parking is not permitted on either side of the street.

. On Third Street between Howard and Mission streets there are 22 general metered parking
spaces.

. On-street parking is not permitted on either side of Howard Street between Third and
Fourth streets.

. On the west side of Fourth Street between Folsom and Howard streets there are 16 general
metered parking spaces. There is no permitted parking on the east side of the block.

. On Fourth Street between Howard and Mission streets there is a 130-foot bus stop, a
140-foot passenger loading/unloading zone directly in front of the Moscone West entrance,
and a 100-foot passenger loading/unloading zone opposite the Moscone West entrance.
On-street parking is not permitted on either side of the street.
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. On Folsom Street between Third and Fourth streets there is a 110-foot bus stop, a 140-foot
passenger loading/unloading zone, five metered commercial loading spaces and 38 general
metered parking spaces.

Overall, the on-street parking spaces are well utilized throughout the day, with availability
during the overnight hours at the commercial loading spaces.

Existing Transportation Operations at Moscone Center

Transportation operating conditions for a typical medium event (i.e., between 10,000 and 20,000
attendees per day) and a large event (i.e, with more than 20,000 attendees per day) at the
Moscone Center was observed in April and July 2013. The observed medium event was the
American College of Physicians (ACP) conference, which took place over the course of four days
from April 11th through April 13th, 2013, and attracted approximately 12,000 daily attendees.
The observed large event was the Semicon convention, which took place over the course of three
days from July 9th through July 11th, 2013, with about 30,000 daily attendees.

Moscone Center Pedestrian Conditions

Pedestrian operating conditions were observed throughout the area surrounding Moscone
Center, between Third and Fourth streets and Market and Howard streets, during the midday
and evening peak periods of the ACP and Semicon events in 2013. Pedestrian facilities around
Moscone Center are generally sufficient to accommodate pedestrian activity through the area, for
both a medium and large Moscone Center event. Most sidewalks meet the San Francisco Better
Streets Plan minimum width, curbs ramps are ADA compliant, and major intersection crossings
are signalized with countdowns, leading pedestrian intervals, and advanced stop bars.

Several facilities provide direct pedestrian access between Moscone North and Moscone South. A
signalized at-grade pedestrian crosswalk 30 feet in width crosses Howard Street between the two
building entrances. Moscone North and Moscone South are also connected by two grade-
separated walkways, a public aerial passage and an underground tunnel used for events only.

Pedestrians traveling to Moscone Center events typically appear to access the facility from the
north, as numerous hotels and parking garages are located around Market Street, Mission Street
and Union Square. As such, the highest levels of pedestrian activity occur in the north-south
direction along Third Street, Fourth Street and Yerba Buena Lane (crossing Mission Street), as
well as in the east-west direction along Mission Street. Pedestrian volumes are generally similar
during both the midday and p.m. peak periods, with pedestrian volumes at some locations
higher in the midday than during the p.m. (e.g., at the intersection of Howard/Third), and some
pedestrian volumes higher in the p.m. than in the midday (e.g., at the intersection of
Mission/Fourth). Event attendees travel largely along Fourth Street between Mission and
Howard streets, along Yerba Buena Lane between Market Street and the Yerba Buena Gardens,
and, during large Moscone Center events, between Moscone North and South and Moscone
West. Pedestrian crosswalk volumes at the intersections of Mission/Third and Howard/Third are
often high enough to delay turning motorists and bicyclists.
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Relatively high levels of pedestrian activity occur on the east sidewalks of Fourth Street between
Howard and Market streets. Pedestrian activity is particularly high at the Fourth Street and
Howard Street intersection (especially the east leg) and Fourth and Mission Street intersection.
During a large Moscone Center event, the corners of the Fourth and Mission Street intersection
were observed to become so crowded with pedestrians waiting to cross that it was difficult for
other pedestrians to pass behind the waiting crowd. This may be partially caused by the
increased use of the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage for larger events, and the subsequent
increased number of pedestrians accessing the parking garage from its entrance on the southwest
corner of Fourth and Mission streets.

Although Moscone Center attendants monitor the Howard Street midblock crosswalk to direct
pedestrian traffic between Moscone North and Moscone South during events, frequent
uncontrolled diagonal pedestrian crossings on Howard and Fourth streets to minimize walking
distances were observed during field surveys. The highest frequency of uncontrolled diagonal
crossings were observed during large Moscone Center events that hold programming in Moscone
West, generating substantial attendee pedestrian traffic between the West and South Moscone
buildings. Midblock crossings outside of the designated crosswalk are also common on Mission
Street between Third and Fourth streets. This block of Mission Street is an important connector
between offices to the north (Market Street and the Financial District) and retail shops and
restaurants to the south (Yerba Buena and the Metreon). Pedestrians were also observed crossing
Mission Street through the roadway’s landscaped median to the east of the crosswalk in order to
connect directly to existing pedestrian alleyways on either side of the street.

There is a three-phase signal at the intersection of Fourth and Howard streets that includes an all-
pedestrian crossing phase, and during field surveys, some pedestrians were observed crossing
diagonally.

The pedestrian islands in front of Moscone North and Moscone South are specifically set aside as
“Free Speech Zones” for public demonstrations during Moscone Center events. The space is
rarely utilized, and its use does not affect general pedestrian circulation through the area.

Moscone Center Bicycle Conditions

Potential conflict points between bicyclists and other roadway users exist along the Howard
Street bicycle lanes adjacent to the Moscone Center. Taxis and passenger vehicles often park in
the bicycle lane as they stop to pick up and drop off passengers along the north curb of Howard
Street between Third and Fifth streets. From time to time during large events when both the
Moscone South and Moscone North driveways were used for event shuttle buses, and when all
shuttle bus spaces in the Moscone North driveway are occupied, incoming shuttle buses also
have been observed to queue along the north curb of Howard Street to load and unload
passengers. The parked vehicles create challenging conditions for bicyclists, blocking the Howard
Street bicycle lane and forcing bicyclists to either stop short or merge into vehicle traffic to avoid
the parked buses, taxis and passenger vehicles.

Additionally, high pedestrian volumes in the north crosswalk of the intersection of Howard/Third
delays vehicles turning right onto Third Street from Howard Street. The queue of right-turning
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vehicles blocks the Howard Street bicycle lane. There is also a designated truck access driveway for
another underground loading facility adjacent to the Moscone Center on the north curb of Howard
Street just east of Fourth Street. At times, truck loading/unloading activity temporarily spills onto
Howard Street, blocking the bicycle lane along the north curb of Howard Street.

Moscone Center Traffic Conditions

During a typical Moscone Center event, on days during which there are thousands of conference
attendees in the vicinity of the project site, traffic conditions along Howard, Third, and Fourth
streets were observed to not experience substantially more congestion than when an event is not
occurring. This is because the majority of attendees arrive by modes other than private vehicles
or taxis (taxis are already traveling in the project vicinity regardless of whether there is an event
at the Moscone Center), so a Moscone Center event does not add a substantial number of
additional vehicles onto the street network.

The traffic signal at the intersection of Howard/Fourth is configured so that turning vehicles have
a separate signal phase from pedestrian crossings, which reduces conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians and improves traffic flow. However, at the intersections of Mission/Third and
Howard/Third, the traffic signals have a typical two-phase operation, and pedestrians conflict
with turning vehicles, resulting in delay to vehicles.

Curbside drop-off and pick-up activity with both taxis and private vehicles were observed to
substantially increase during Moscone Center events. At times, this curbside loading activity
results in conflicts with through traffic on Howard, Third and Fourth streets, especially when
loading vehicles cannot access a curb and instead double-park within a traffic lane or bicycle
lane.

The Moscone Center retains Parking Control Officers (PCOs) from the SFMTA to assist with
traffic enforcement for all large events (i.e., events with more than 20,000 attendees per day). The
number of officers and the location of their postings depend on the event size and the building in
which the event is held. For the largest events with heavy shuttle bus service levels, enforcement
is provided at the intersection of Howard/Fourth to direct vehicle traffic and pedestrian
crossings, the exit of the north and south driveways to help buses merge into westbound traffic
on Howard Street, and both sides of the midblock crosswalk on Howard Street between Third
and Fourth streets to ensure safe pedestrian movement between the north and south buildings.

Moscone Center Freight Loading Conditions

Truck loading/unloading operations at Moscone Center North and South take place at a
combined network of underground loading docks. Truck access to the project site is provided via
a one-way inbound ramp located on Third Street located midblock between Howard and Folsom
streets, and access is controlled by an attendant. Egress is via a one-way outbound ramp located
on Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom streets. Trucks delivering freight to the Moscone
Center cannot exceed 53 feet in length (tractor and trailer) and 14 feet in height.

Eighteen functional loading spaces are located at the lower level of the project site — three are on
the east side of Moscone South (blue dock), five are on the west side of Moscone South (green
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dock) and ten are on the north side of Moscone North (red dock). All of the existing general-
purpose loading docks are sized to accommodate a semi-trailer truck up to 53 feet in length.

During periods of peak truck activity (typically immediately following the conclusion of a large
event), all of the underground loading docks are at times fully occupied. Any inbound trucks that
arrive at this time are prevented from entering the inbound truck ramp on Third Street by the
driveway attendant, until a loading space becomes available. This can cause inbound trucks
waiting for a loading dock to queue along the west curb of Third Street, at times all the way south
to Folsom Street.

There are also two designated on-street commercial loading zones for facilities adjacent to the
Moscone Center. One is located on the east curb of Fourth Street just north of Howard Street; the
second is located on the north curb of Howard Street just east of Fourth Street. During the
morning peak period temporary truck loading activity was observed to spillover into Howard
Street when multiple trucks were stopped simultaneously. These trucks blocked the bicycle lane
along the north curb of Howard Street.

According to the project sponsor, the busiest day for truck loading is the day after an event.
Typically, most events are broken down over one to two days. For example, the Semicon
convention in July 2013 was broken down within 24 hours of the final program and the truck
loading completed by the afternoon following the last event day.

Moscone Center Event Shuttle Bus Conditions

Event Shuttle Bus Service: Medium and large attendance events at the Moscone Center generally
provide complimentary bus shuttle transportation for attendees between designated hotels
outside of walking distance and the Moscone Center. Most guests using shuttles stay at hotels in
the Union Square area, although depending on the size of the event, bus service can be extended
to other areas in San Francisco. Bus riders are typically required to have an event badge in order
to use the service.

The Moscone Center operator classifies the event bus shuttle operations into four levels of
service: no service, light, medium and heavy, depending on the expected daily event attendance.
Table IV.A-4 provides a summary of the approximate number of daily event shuttle buses
provided by each service level. No event shuttle bus service is typically provided for more than
half of the total number of events at Moscone North and South. Medium and heavy event shuttle
bus service occurs during about 20 percent of all events.

Shuttle bus schedules differ by event, but event shuttle buses generally run throughout the day
from around 6:00 a.m. when registration opens to around 8:00 p.m. when event programming
ends. Shuttle bus frequencies vary depending on the event type, event day, and time of day,
typically arriving every 10 to 20 minutes during peak demand periods (usually at the beginning
and end of the day) and every 20 to 30 minutes at all other times.

April 2014 IV.A-28 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

TABLEIV.A-4
MOSCONE CENTER NORTH AND SOUTH
EVENT SHUTTLE BUS BY SERVICE LEVEL - EXISTING CONDITIONS

Average Annual Percentage of Total Number of Buses in
Bus Service Level All Events Operation per Day
Heavy 9% 25 to 38
Medium 11% 6 to 20
Light 27% 2to6
No Service 53% None

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

The number of shuttle bus lines and their routes also differ by Moscone Center event.
Figure IV.A-9 illustrates a typical set of four event shuttle bus routes and stops for a medium-
sized event (i.e., between 10,000 and 20,000 attendees per day), the American Society of Cataract
and Refractive Surgery (ASCRS) symposium on April 19th to 23rd, 2013. For this event, four
event shuttle bus routes served the Moscone Center and surrounding hotels.

Event Shuttle Bus Loading Zones. Depending on the number of event registrants, bus
loading/unloading operations at the Moscone North and Moscone South can take place at one or
both of the two bus loading plazas fronting the south side of Moscone North and the north side
of Moscone South on Howard Street. There is a separation of approximately 250 feet between the
two lobby door entries. The existing north bus loading plaza is approximately 180 feet in length,
three lanes wide, and able to accommodate up to six buses. The existing south bus loading plaza
is approximately 275 feet in length, three lanes wide, and also able to accommodate up to six
buses. Buses typically park parallel to the sidewalks, stopping in the outside lanes for loading
and unloading, and using the center lane as a bypass lane.

Observed Moscone Event Shuttle Bus Operations. The highest level of shuttle bus activity for a
Moscone Center event occurs during the morning peak period, when as many as six buses
occupy curb space in the Moscone South driveway. During this time, the most frequent bus lines
arrive every five minutes. Shuttle buses use a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the
driveway when another bus from the same route arrives. Six is the maximum number of bus
routes for the Moscone South driveway. Thus, if six buses were already present in the south
driveway and eighth seventh were to arrive, a bus of the same route would be forced to exit such
that only six buses would be queued. In this way, buses are able to unload at the driveway curb,
and the queue is contained within the driveway. Shuttle bus loading is lighter over the rest of the
day, with an average maximum of three buses using the Moscone South driveway at any given
time. Shuttle bus headways are around 20 minutes throughout most of the day. Buses typically
park parallel to the north and south sidewalks, loading and unloading in lanes one and three and
using lane two as a bypass lane.
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Shuttle bus loading and unloading primarily occurs in the Moscone South driveway along both
the north and south curbs, with the majority of buses using the south curb. This requires shuttle
bus passengers to walk into the off-street loading roadway to board or alight from a bus, instead
of the more conventional practice of boarding from the sidewalk. To avoid conflict during
morning peak periods of high shuttle bus activity, Moscone Center attendants are positioned
within the off-street loading roadway to greet passengers as they alight from the buses and to
direct them to the sidewalk and Moscone Center entrance. Since shuttle bus traffic through the
driveway is substantially lower throughout the rest of the day, boarding and alighting shuttle
bus passengers are able to navigate to and from the buses with few conflicts.

Moscone Center attendants monitor the driveway entrance to control vehicle and pedestrian
flows. Non-shuttle vehicles are generally restricted from accessing the driveway, with the
exception of ADA vehicles, which are permitted to park in designated driveway spaces.
However, Moscone Center attendants allow taxis and passenger vehicles to enter the driveway
during periods of lighter shuttle bus traffic.

To accommodate the increased shuttle bus activity during larger events, Moscone Center uses
additional shuttle bus staging areas in the Moscone North driveway and in front of Moscone
West. Even during periods of high activity, Moscone Center driveway space allocated for shuttle
bus service appears to be sufficient. Event shuttle bus operations were not observed spilling back
onto adjacent streets. For the majority of observations, due to the “bump” system and active
management, shuttle bus operations fit within the north and south designated off-street loading
areas, with all buses loading/unloading in the loading areas and no buses loading/unloading
within the Howard Street bicycle lane or southern-most vehicle travel lane. However, at
infrequent times, the north and/or south loading bay was observed to fill up with shuttles, and
when an approaching shuttle arrived at that time, the shuttle was observed to unload within the
bicycle lane or south travel lane.

Moscone Center Taxi Passenger Loading/Unloading Conditions

Designated Moscone Center taxi drop-off and pick-up areas are located on the north and south
curbs of Howard Street between the Moscone Center driveways and Third Street. The taxi-only
passenger loading/unloading zone on the south side of Howard Street is approximately 180 feet
long and has a capacity for about nine waiting vehicles. The taxi-only passenger
loading/unloading zone on the north side of Howard Street is approximately 75 feet long and has
a capacity for about three to four waiting vehicles.

Taxi drop-off activity is heaviest during the morning and evening peak periods. During the
morning peak period, Moscone Center attendants may allow taxis to drop off passengers in the
Moscone South driveway, although the taxis must remain clear of shuttle bus loading zones.
Based on information from the Moscone Center operations team, on average, about 5 percent of
the event attendees arrive at the Moscone Center by taxi.!? During the evening peak period, taxis
wait in the designated taxi zone on the south side of Howard Street to pick up passengers. To

12 gee Table IV.A-8, p. IV.A-49.
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avoid taxi idling in the driveway entrance, an attendant regularly monitors the taxi zone and
directs taxis to an available curbside space to wait.

During the morning and evening peak periods of larger events, the designated taxi zones on
Howard Street are often filled. Taxis instead stop to pick up and drop off passengers at any
convenient location along the north and south curbs of Howard Street in front of Moscone Center
buildings. This causes taxis or other passenger vehicles to often block the bicycle lane along the
north curb of Howard Street. This behavior is especially prevalent when attendants are stationed
to prevent non-shuttle vehicles from entering Moscone Center driveways. Although not
observed, the Moscone North driveway may also be used for spillover taxi activity during larger
events according to a Moscone Center attendant.

During larger events that include programming in Moscone West, vehicles, including taxis,
frequently stop throughout the day to drop off and pick up passengers on the north curb of
Howard Street between Fourth and Fifth streets.

Moscone Center Vehicle Parking Conditions

The Moscone Center does not have a dedicated public parking facility. Public parking is available
at nearby garages, including the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage and the Moscone Garage
on Third Street across from Moscone South.

The Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage is located on Mission Street between Fourth and Fifth
streets, contains 2,585 parking spaces, and operates 24 hours per day, seven days per week. The
garage is typically around 50 percent occupied, but it can reach capacity during large Moscone
Center events. Attendants stationed outside of the parking garage entrance on Mission Street
prevent drivers from queuing on the street as they wait for a parking space to become available.
Sometimes these attendants are not on duty, and the vehicle queue on Mission Street has been
observed to reach Fifth Street or even continue around the corner and onto Fifth Street. Queuing
onto Fifth Street rarely occurs during Moscone Center events and has been observed only during
the San Francisco International Auto Show that is typically held the week of Thanksgiving and
which overlaps with the start of the holiday shopping season. Fifth Street queuing can
occasionally occur during other times of the year, notably during the holiday shopping season.
An electronic GARAGE FULL sign is located on the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage on Fifth
Street at Minna Street, and electronic signs indicating public garage parking space availability
have recently been installed on Fourth Street between Mission and Howard streets to help guide
drivers away from the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage when at capacity and towards other
less utilized garages in the area, including the Hearst Parking Center or the Museum Parc
Garage.

Moscone Center Event-related Roadway Closures

Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets is closed to vehicular traffic for about one week
(eight days maximum) during two annual events at the Moscone Center, Oracle’s Open World and
Salesforce’s Dreamforce when tents are staged in Howard Street to provide additional event space.
These two events have taken place in September/October (Oracle) and August/September/October
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(Salesforce).!3 Although Howard Street is closed to vehicles, the sidewalks remain open for use by
pedestrians. Oracle has used Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets for its annual
convention since 2006; Salesforce began to do the same for its annual convention in 2012.

During these two large events, Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets is closed to all
vehicle and bicycle traffic, and through traffic is rerouted by means of temporary message signs,
and traffic control officers. The primary vehicular detour for westbound Howard Street traffic
around the event is from Howard Street to Harrison Street via Second Street or via Hawthorne
Street; the primary bicycle detour is from Howard Street to Market Street via Second Street. The
two left lanes on Howard Street from Hawthorne Street to Third Street are closed for event VIP
and emergency vehicle parking, and the remaining three through lanes of traffic are directed
north on Third Street at the road closure. The two left lanes on Third Street from Folsom Street to
Howard Street are closed for freight loading, reducing the roadway to three through travel lanes.
Pedestrian access is maintained throughout the event, so bicyclists may also walk their bicycles
through the event along Howard Street. The Bicycle Route 30 detour instructs bicyclists to
transition to the left side of Howard Street at Hawthorne Street and walk their bicycles through
the road closure using the south sidewalk.

To facilitate the traffic detours, the SFMTA re-times or otherwise modifies nine intersection signals,
installs temporary striping at six intersections on two blocks, installs over 30 temporary signs,
deploys 13 changeable message signs on city streets as well as various additional Caltrans-operated
signs, and deploys 20 San Francisco Police Department officers or SFMTA PCOs at various
locations to maintain safety and direct trafficc. SFMTA PCOs are posted at the following
intersections during event road closures: Market/Fourth, Mission/Third, Mission/Fourth,
Howard/Hawthorne, Howard/Third, Howard/Fourth, Folsom/Second, Folsom/Fourth, Harrison/
Second, and Harrison/Hawthorne.

The Moscone Center hires PCOs for all major non-closure events as well (events of approximately
20,000 attendees or more). The number of officers and the location of their postings depend on
the event size and the building in which the event is held. For the largest events with heavy
shuttle bus service levels, Moscone Center covers all of its post positions, including the
intersection of Howard/Fourth to direct vehicle traffic and pedestrian crossings, the exit of the
north and south driveways to help buses merge into westbound traffic on Howard Street, and
both sides of the midblock crosswalk on Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets to
ensure safe pedestrian movement between the north and south buildings.

Traffic operations during Oracle’s OpenWorld event were observed midday on Tuesday,
September 24, 2013. During the observation period, northbound vehicles on Second and Third
streets experienced queues from Market Street to as far south as Bryant Street. Southbound traffic
flowed without substantial congestion on New Montgomery, Hawthorne, and Fourth streets.
Mission Street experienced substantial eastbound congestion from Fourth Street to New
Montgomery Street. Howard Street westbound traffic queued for only the one block between

13 1n 2013, the Oracle’s OpenWorld was held between September 22nd and 26th, and Salesforce’s Dreamforce was
held between November 18th and 22nd.
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Third and Hawthorne streets, as detour signs instructed drivers to use Harrison Street instead.
Vehicular travel along Harrison and Folsom streets were not substantially changed from non-
event conditions. A parking control officer was stationed in the middle of the intersection of
Howard/Fourth to manage the large volumes of pedestrians crossing Fourth Street between
Moscone North and Moscone South and Moscone West. Southbound traffic on Fourth Street is
metered by the traffic signal at Mission Street, so vehicle queues were able to clear before the
pedestrian phase began.

Roadway operations in the vicinity of the Moscone Center during all other Moscone Center
events were generally similar to conditions during non-event days.

Regulatory Framework

This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of
San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control
over the proposed project site. These plans and policies include the San Francisco General Plan, the
San Francisco Bicycle Plan, the San Francisco Better Streets Plan, and the Transit First Policy.

Federal, State and Regional Regulations

There are no federal, state or regional transportation regulations applicable to the proposed
project.

Local Regulations

San Francisco General Plan

The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and
policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional
Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles,
Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San
Francisco’s “Transit First” Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are
directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating
development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to
emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation
system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through the
positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and
providing safe bicycle parking facilities.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

The Bicycle Plan describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed
to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle
route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on
each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements as well as policy goals,
objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements,
and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.
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San Francisco Better Streets Plan

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. The
Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the
areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. 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.

Transit First Policy

In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115)
to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board
of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles which underscore the City’s
commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile.
These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the
San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law,
to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Thresholds

The Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist Form provides a framework of issues to be
considered in evaluating a project’s impacts under CEQA. Implementation of a project could have a
potentially significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:

o 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;

. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to
achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes);

J Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels,
obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks;

o Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses;

U Result in inadequate emergency access; or

o Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be
accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.
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Below is a list of significance criteria used by the San Francisco Planning Department to assess
whether a proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are
organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation
significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.

. The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-
related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to
LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized
intersections are considered potentially significant if project-related traffic causes the level
of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and
peak hour signal warrants would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be
met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may
result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under
existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the
worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a
significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute
considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of
service to unacceptable levels.

. The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit
capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase
in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels
could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would
have a significant effect on the transit provider if project-related transit trips would cause
the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour.

J The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas.

. The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with
bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

J A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading
demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within
proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street loading zones, and would
create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, or pedestrians.

. A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
inadequate emergency access.

. Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration.

The impact of project construction and operations related to the following significance criterion
was addressed in the Initial Study, which is attached as Appendix A to this EIR.
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Result in change in air traffic patterns. Due to the nature and scope of the proposed project,
implementation of the proposed project does not have the potential to change air traffic patterns.
In addition, the proposed project would not involve the installation of structures that could
interfere with air space or result in changes to air traffic patterns. Therefore, as described in the
Initial Study, this criterion is not applicable to the proposed project, and is not discussed further.

Approach to Analysis

This section presents the methodology for developing the travel demand associated with the
proposed project, as well as the methodology for developing 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and
pedestrian conditions.

Project Travel Demand

Introduction

A convention center is a special trip generator for which travel characteristics (trip generation
rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for development
projects in San Francisco such as the SF Guidelines'# or the Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation Manual> As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the Moscone
Center convention center were evaluated on a site-specific basis taking into account the expected
attendance and travel data applicable to the Moscone Center area. The number and type of events
held at the Moscone Center, number of registered attendees, and size of events, and additional
information including location of events within Moscone Center (i.e., Moscone North, Moscone
South, and Moscone West), monthly, weekly and daily attendance patterns, number of
employees, and existing freight delivery and event bus characteristics for various sized events
were used to estimate the travel demand associated with the proposed expansion. The
memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project
travel demand is included in Appendix C. This section summarizes the information and analysis
contained in the travel demand memorandum.!®

As indicated in Chapter 2, the purpose of the proposed project is to plan for the future capacity,
configuration and contiguous space needs to ensure San Francisco’s position within the meetings,
convention, and exhibitions industry. The expansion project would allow Moscone Center to
retain its existing convention business, attract new reservations, and more flexibly meet future
demands for large, contiguous exhibitions (those with more than 20,000 attendees per day).

The project sponsor has indicated that there would be no increase in the number of very large
events such as Oracle’s Open World and Safeforce’s Dreamforce. The proposed project would
create approximately 140,000 square feet of new exhibition area within the lower level of
Moscone North and Moscone South, from 440,000 square feet to 580,000 square feet. Although

14 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department,
October 2002.

15 Trip Generation Manual - Ninth Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.

16 Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. See
Appendix C.
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the proposed project would increase the maximum size occupied by a large event by
approximately 140,000 square feet, and therefore the total number of exhibits and exhibitors, the
project sponsor has indicated that it would not be expected to substantially increase the number
of attendees (i.e., the same number of attendees would be able to visit a greater number of
exhibits). The project sponsor has indicated that the proposed project would not be expected to
increase the existing daily attendance, which is based on the number of members who are part of
an association or corporation hosting the event, with the exception of the number of exhibitors
that would increase with the additional exhibit space that would be provided. Nonetheless, the
travel demand analysis is based on the conservative assumption that the number of daily
attendees and freight demand associated with the event would also grow proportionately with
the amount of additional exhibit space. This proportional increase in attendance represents a
worst-case scenario in the event that total attendance increases as a result of the proposed project.

It is anticipated that the proposed project would result in an increase in the total number of
events that would take place on a given year at the Moscone Center, as it would allow for those
events that have grown too large for the current facilities to return, and new ones to be added,
and would therefore result in an increase in the number of attendees on an annual basis. A
financial analysis recently conducted for the Moscone Center!” indicates that 71 groups had
tentatively held dates and space at the Moscone Center for the January 2010 to December 2019
period but had subsequently cancelled their reservations due to space constraints (i.e., size too
small, non-contiguous space, etc.). This information would suggest that approximately seven
additional large events per year were canceled because they were too large to be accommodated
at the existing facility but that could take place in the future at the Moscone Center as a result of
the proposed project. Of the roughly seven additional large events per year, some would replace
existing smaller events and some would be new. Because there are currently about 15 large
events per year at the Moscone Center, an additional seven large events would represent a
47 percent annual increase in large events. The proposed project would not be expected to have
any effect on the duration of events.

Excluding the San Francisco International Auto Show (a consumer tradeshow), the largest events
that currently take place at the Moscone Center (Oracle’s Open World and Salesforce’s
Dreamforce) are convention/tradeshow combinations. Convention/tradeshow events, which
would be better served by the proposed increase in exhibit space, represent more than 75 percent
of all the existing events at the Moscone Center, a proportion that could increase as a result of the
proposed project. Based on information obtained from the Moscone Center operations team, the
proposed project would not change the ability of the Moscone Center to accommodate two or
more events simultaneously, modify the time currently required to set up or break down events,
or have any impact on the existing frequency or duration of road closures of Howard Street.!

17" Moscone Convention Center Expansion - Cost Benefit Phase Il Analysis, pp. 20-22; prepared by Jones Lang Lasalle
Hotels for the San Francisco Tourism Improvement District, March 16, 2012.
18 Dick Shaff, SMG Moscone Center, Vice President/General Manager, 2013.
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Total Daily Attendance for Design Event Day

Similar to other land uses, peak attendance days at convention center events are not generally
utilized for transportation planning and analysis purposes, as they do not represent the most
common circumstance. Instead, for convention center uses, a “design event day” condition
associated with the 85th percentile of the total daily attendance is typically used to represent a
reasonable worst-case condition that would occur with enough frequency to warrant
consideration for analysis. By basing the transportation impact analysis on the 85th percentile of
the total daily attendance, the analysis represents the attendance level that has a probability of
15 percent or less of being exceeded during the year.?

To this end, an average total daily attendance was estimated for those events that have taken
place at the Moscone Center during 2010, 2011 and 2012,20 and a profile for a typical design day
was developed. Events took place at the Moscone Center during a total of 542 days out of the
1,096 possible days, or 49 percent of the total days, during the 3-year period of analysis. The
existing 85th percentile of total daily attendance is 22,000 attendees, which is considered a large
event. Total daily attendance above the 85th percentile of 22,000 currently occurs about 26 days a
year, approximately 7 percent of all the days in a year.

Total daily attendance differs from the registered event attendance (exhibitors and attendees)
since it has to take into account how many attendees would be onsite on a given event day, as
well as the possibility of overlapping multiple medium- and small-size events on a single day.
Based on analyses of the attendance levels, a series of registered event attendance to total daily
attendance factors were developed that take into account the type and duration of an event, and
these factors are summarized in Table IV.A-5. Table IV.A-5 indicates that the average daily event
attendance per 1,000 square feet of exhibition space at the Moscone Center is approximately
30 attendees. This value is lowest for those events taking place at Moscone North plus West
(15 daily event attendees per 1,000 square feet), and highest (except for Moscone West, which is
not part of the proposed project) for the simultaneous use of all three buildings (42 attendees per
1,000 square feet).

19 Other transportation planning analyses of convention centers have used the 85th percentile to define the total
daily attendance for the design day (for example, the Spokane Convention Center, the San Diego Convention
Center Expansion, or the New York Javits Convention Center Expansion). The 85th percentile appears
appropriate for the Moscone Center as well, given the observed patterns for the total daily attendance. The
existing 85th percentile of total daily attendance is 22,000, considered a large event, in contrast to the average
total daily attendance of about 11,900, considered a medium-sized event. About 26 days per year (about 7
percent) would have a total daily attendance above the 85th percentile attendance of 22,000 attendees per day.
(Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014)

Data from the last three years (2010 through 2012) for which detailed daily event attendance information was
available from the Moscone Center operator were used to estimate the travel demand for the proposed project.
Although the total annual attendance can change from year to year, with some years prior to 2010 having a
greater total annual attendance, the total number of events varies as well, resulting in some instances in a lower
average attendance per event. For example, the average annual registered attendance per event during FY
2001/02 was the highest experienced at the Moscone Center during last 13 years, in spite of having the lowest
total annual attendance during the same period. The design day attendance used in the transportation impact
analysis of the Moscone Center without the proposed expansion is 22,000 attendees per day.

20
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TABLE IV.A-5
MOSCONE CENTER NUMBER OF EVENTS AND ATTENDANCE BY LOCATION -
JANUARY 1, 2010 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2012

Approximate 2010 to 2012 Total Average number of

Exhibition Space Number of Daily Event daily attendees per

Moscone Center Location (sq fv)! Events? Attendance? 1,000 sq ft per event
North 181,400 22 104,304 27.4
South 260,600 24 130,364 20.8
West 99,900 68 305,532 45.0
North + South 442,000 33 406,074 27.8
North + West 281,300 2 8,497 15.1
South + West 360,500 1 10,770 29.9
North + South + West 541,900 25 564,408 41.7
Overall Average 29.7

NOTES:

1 Source: http://www.moscone.com/press/stats.html; last consulted May 6, 2013.
2 Calculated from the event registered daily attendance data provided by the Moscone Convention Center operator.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Based on the analysis of events and attendance data for the 3-year period of analysis, the
85th percentile of total daily attendance of 22,000 was used as the design day for the impact
analysis, and a derived trip generation rate of 29.7 attendees per 1,000 square feet of event space
was used in determining the travel demand associated with the additional 140,000 square feet of
exhibition space.

Trip Generation

The travel demand associated with the proposed project includes trips generated by the
additional attendees, as well as trips generated by the additional employees.

Attendee Trip Generation. Using the average number of daily attendees per 1,000 square feet of
29.7, as shown on Table IV.A-5, the proposed increase of approximately 140,000 square feet of new
exhibition space would represent a project-generated increase of about 4,200 attendees per day,
resulting in a design day of 26,200 daily event attendees for the proposed project (existing
85th percentile of 22,000 daily attendees plus a project-generated increase of 4,200 daily attendees).?!
It is estimated that on average each event attendee would generate three one-way trips to and from
the Moscone Center; thus the proposed project would generate 12,600 additional attendee person-
trips per day.??

21 This is a conservative assumption since although the proposed increase in exhibit floor space would likely
increase the total number of exhibitors and their staff, it would not necessarily result in an increase in the
number of visitors during an event day.

A person trip is a trip by a person using any mode of transportation. This assumes that half of the attendees
would generate two daily trips, one inbound and one outbound, and the other half would generate four daily
one-way trips, two inbound and two outbound, as they may leave the Moscone Center during the day to go
back to the hotel, a restaurant outside the immediate area, etc., and then return to the Moscone Center. Thus, on
average, each event attendee would generate three one-way trips. The Moscone Center operator has indicated
that this is a conservative assumption as the majority of attendees remain at the Moscone Center during the
day. (Dick Shaff, SMG Moscone Center, Vice President/General Manager, 2013).

22
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Employee Trip Generation. The proposed project would increase the number of employees
during an event day by approximately 28 employees, mostly additional exhibitors.?3 The existing
full-time management and non-event staff working at the Moscone Center would remain at the
current levels. The increase of 28 full time employees would result in a total of approximately
1,000 employees on an event day under the Existing plus Project conditions (i.e., the 971 existing
employees on the highest event day plus 28 additional employees). Based on trip generation data
presented in the SF Guidelines, it is estimated that each employee at the Moscone Center would
generate about 2.5 person-trips per day, thus the proposed project would generate 70 additional
employee person-trips per day.?*

Table IV.A-6 summarizes the daily person trip generation for Existing and Existing plus Project
conditions. Overall, the proposed project would result in a net increase in the number of daily
person trips of 12,670 trips (12,600 trips associated with the additional attendees, and 70 trips
associated with the additional employees).

TABLE IV.A-6
PROPOSED PROJECT DAILY TRIP GENERATION FOR ATTENDEES AND EMPLOYEES
Number of Employees and Attendees Daily Person Trips
Attendees | Employees Total Attendees | Employees Total
Existing 22,000 971 22,971 66,000 2,428 68,428
Existing plus Project 26,200 999 27,199 78,600 2,498 81,098
Difference 4,200 28 4,228 12,600 70 12,670

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

The number of the additional 12,670 daily person trips that would occur during the p.m. peak
hour of analysis was estimated based on the hourly distribution of convention center activity
from surveys conducted at the New York Javits Convention Center.?22¢ Of the 12,670 additional
daily person trips, about 3,270 trips would occur between 6 and 11 a.m. (i.e., 26 percent of the
daily trips would occur during the five-hour a.m. period), with most trips traveling to the
Moscone Center, 4,520 trips would occur between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. (i.e., 36 percent of daily trips
would occur during the four-hour midday period) with trips generally split between trips to and
from the Moscone Center, and 4,870 trips (i.e., 38 percent of the daily trips) would occur between

23 The approximate number of full-time event-related employment fluctuates substantially based on the size of

the event, booth size and other factors. The 28 additional employees is an average increase in full-time
employment, and there can be more or fewer employees depending on the size and type of event. (Dick Shaff,
SMG Moscone Center, Vice President/General Manager, 2013).

From the SF Guidelines (Table C-1 for Government Office with high public use): 43.3 daily person trips per
1000 square feet x 276 square feet per employee = 12 total daily person trips per employee. Table C-2 indicates
that 20% of the daily trips are made by employees, therefore 12 x 0.20 = 2.4 trips per employee.

Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014.

The p.m. peak hour was selected for analysis because the transportation network in downtown San Francisco is
generally less congested during the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour.

24
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3 and 7 p.m. (i.e., 38 percent of the daily trips would occur during the four-hour p.m. period)
with most trips leaving the Moscone Center.

The number of additional person trips that would occur during the p.m. peak hour is 1,394
person trips (i.e., 11 percent of the daily trips, and 29 percent of the trips during the four-hour
3 to 7 p.m. period). This number was used in the impact analysis. The pedestrian impact analysis
also includes an analysis of midday peak hour conditions, and for purposes of the pedestrian
analysis, the number of additional trips that would occur during the midday peak hour was
assumed to be the same as for the p.m. peak hour.?’

Trip Distribution

The place of origin of trips to the Moscone Center was derived from data obtained from the
Moscone Center operator and the SF Guidelines, and is summarized for attendees and employees
in Table IV.A-7. Note that the trip distributions are based on the place of origin for convention
attendees on the day of the event (e.g., hotels®®, not on the place of origin of their trip to
San Francisco (i.e., out of State). The majority of trips generated by the additional attendees and
employees would be from within San Francisco.

TABLE IV.A-7
PROPOSED PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS FOR ATTENDEES AND EMPLOYEES
Place of Origin Attendees Employees
San Francisco 70%! 50%
Other Bay Area 20% 50%
Out of Region 10% 0%
Total 100% 100%
NOTE:

1 Approximately 656,000 convention attendees or 72 percent of the total annual attendance at Moscone Center (907,990) stayed at SF
hotels in 2011; Source: Moscone Expansion Project-Fiscal Responsibility & Feasibility Report, Table II, p. 6, SF Office of Economic and
Workforce Development, January 2013.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

27 The number of trips generated by the proposed project during the midday peak hour would be slightly less
than during the p.m. peak hour — 10 percent of the daily trips during the midday peak hour, as compared to
11 percent of the daily trips during the p.m. peak hour.

28 There are approximately 25,000 hotel rooms within walking distance of the Moscone Convention Center;
Source: Moscone Convention Center Expansion- Cost Benefit Phase 1l Analysis, p. 4; prepared by Jones Lang Lasalle
Hotels for the San Francisco Tourism Improvement District, March 16, 2012.
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Mode Split

Separate mode of travel splits were estimated to forecast project travel by Moscone Center
attendees and employees based on data obtained from the Moscone Center Operator and the SF
Guidelines, and is summarized in Table IV.A-8. As indicated in Table IV.A-8, the majority of new
trips generated by the attendees would be by event shuttle bus and walking (i.e., 50 percent by
event shuttle bus and 30 percent by walking), while the majority of new trips generated by the
employees would be by transit (i.e., 60 percent by transit).

TABLE IV.A-8
PROPOSED PROJECT MODE OF TRAVEL FOR ATTENDEES AND EMPLOYEES
Mode of Travel Attendees Employees
Auto 10% 30%
Public Transit 5% 60%
Event Shuttle Bus 50% NA
Walk 30% 8%
Other! 5% 2%
Total 100% 100%
NOTE:

1 Other includes bicycle, motorcycle, and additional modes such as taxis or limousines.
NA = Not Applicable

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Table IV.A-9 presents a summary of the p.m. peak hour person trips by mode of travel for Existing
and Existing plus Project conditions. As indicated in Table IV.A-9, during the p.m. peak hour, the
proposed project would generate an additional 1,394 person trips, of which about 10 percent would
be by auto (141 person trips), 5 percent by public transit (73 person trips), 50 percent by event
shuttle bus (693 person trips), 30 percent by walk (417 person trips), and 5 percent by other modes
(70 person trips).

An average vehicle occupancy rate for private vehicles, as obtained from the SF Guidelines for
visitors and employees to the C-3 District where the Moscone Center is located, was applied to
the number of auto person-trips to determine the number of additional private vehicle trips
generated by the proposed project. Table IV.A-10 summarizes the p.m. peak hour number of
vehicle trips associated with the Moscone Center for Existing conditions and Existing plus Project
conditions. During the p.m. peak hour, the 141 net-new auto person trips generated by the
proposed project would result in 78 vehicle trips.

Table IV.A-11 summarizes the Existing and Existing plus Project vehicle trips for daily and p.m.
peak hour conditions by place of origin. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would
generate 78 net-new vehicle trips, of which 54 would be from within San Francisco and 24 would be
from outside of San Francisco. Of the 78 net-new vehicle trips, 9 would be inbound to the Moscone
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TABLE IV.A-9
PROPOSED PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR PERSON-TRIP GENERATION BY MODE OF TRAVEL
Existing Existing plus Project

Mode of Travel Attendees | Employees Total Attendees | Employees Total Difference
Auto 726 62 788 865 64 929 141
Public Transit 363 124 487 432 128 560 73
Event Shuttle Bus 3,630 0 3,630 4,323 0 4,323 693
Walk 2,178 17 2,195 2,594 18 2,612 417
Other! 363 5 368 432 6 438 70
Total 7,260 208 7,468 8,646 216 8,862 1,394

NOTE:

1 Other includes bicycle, motorcycle, and additional modes such as taxis or limousines

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

TABLE IV.A-10
PROPOSED PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

Number of Vehicle-Trips (inbound and outbound)
Attendees Employees Total
Existing 392 42 434
Existing plus Project 468 44 512
Difference 76 2 78

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

TABLEIV.A-11
PROPOSED PROJECT DAILY AND P.M. PEAK HOUR
NUMBER OF PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN

Existing Existing plus Project Difference
p-m. p-m. p-m.
Place of Origin Daily Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour
San Francisco 2,847 303 3,331 357 404 54
Other Bay Area 812 88 956 104 144 16
Out of Region 407 43 475 51 68 8
Total 4,066 434 4,762 512 696 78
Inbound! 2,033 60 2,381 69 348 9
Outbound? 2,033 374 2,381 443 348 69

NOTE:

L Distribution of inbound and outbound vehicle trips is based on surveys conducted at the New York Jacob K. Javits Convention Center;
Convention Center Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical Memorandum, Table 10, PBQ&D, September 2004.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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Center area, and 69 would be outbound from the Moscone Center area. Because the Moscone
Center does not include a dedicated parking garage, the additional vehicle trips were assigned to
nearby public parking garages, specifically to SFMTA’s Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage and
the Moscone Garage. Because the additional attendees and employees would need to walk
between the nearby public parking garages and the Moscone Center, the additional auto person
trips were also distributed to the pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site for
inclusion in the pedestrian impact analysis.

For purposes of the pedestrian analysis, of the additional 1,394 person trips during the p.m. peak
hour, a total of 631 trips were distributed to the pedestrian facilities (i.e., crosswalks, sidewalks,
and corners) in the vicinity of the project site. The 631 additional trips include 141 trips by auto,
73 trips by public transit, and 417 walk-only trips. The 693 person trips by event shuttle bus and
70 person trips by other modes were assumed to be dropped off and picked up adjacent to or
within the project site and therefore, were not distributed to the pedestrian facilities in the
vicinity of the project site or included in the pedestrian impact analysis.

As indicated above, the pedestrian analysis also includes an analysis of midday peak hour
conditions, and for purposes of the pedestrian analysis, the number of additional trips that would
occur during the midday peak hour was assumed to be the same as for the p.m. peak hour (i.e.,
an additional 1,394 person trips). However, because under existing conditions the event shuttle
bus frequencies decrease during the midday period to reflect a decreased demand for event
shuttle bus service (i.e.,, fewer people travel to and from the hotels during the midday, and
instead may walk to a restaurant to have lunch), a portion of the additional attendees identified
as using event shuttle buses were converted to walk-only trips to reflect this condition. Therefore
of the additional 1,394 pedestrian trips during the midday peak hour, a total of 978 were
distributed to the pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The 978 additional trips
include 141 trips by auto, 73 trips by public transit, and 978 walk-only trips. As described above
for the p.m. peak hour pedestrian analysis, the 346 trips by event shuttle bus and 70 person trips
by other modes were assumed to be dropped off and picked up adjacent to or within the project
site and therefore, were not distributed to the pedestrians facilities in the vicinity of the project
site or included in the pedestrian impact analysis.

Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand

Freight truck delivery demand was estimated based on data provided by the Moscone Center
operator for the 2013 SPIE Photonics West convention (February 5 to 7, 2013), a heavy-freight
type event with an estimated attendance of 19,500. For event-related activities, the number of
truck trips generated by a truck depends on its type of cargo. Trucks carrying decorating
equipment make four truck trips per load (or two truck round trips), while those carrying exhibit
materials packaged in crates make eight truck trips per load (or four truck round trips), as shown
in Table IV.A-12.
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TABLE IV.A-12
PROPOSED PROJECT NUMBER OF TRUCK-TRIPS BY TYPE OF LOAD

Decorating Equipment Exhibit Freight

Move-in Event Operations

e Loaded Truck arrives to unload equipment ¢ Loaded truck arrives to unload equipment
e Empty truck departs e Empty truck departs
e Empty truck arrives to pick up empty equipment crates

e Loaded truck departs with empty equipment crates

Break-down Operations

e Empty Truck arrives to load equipment o Loaded truck arrives to deliver empty equipment crates
o Loaded truck departs e Empty truck departs
e Empty truck arrives to pick up equipment

o Loaded truck departs

Total: four truck-trips per break-down load Total: eight truck-trips per breakdown load

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of freight trucks (primarily for
the heavy freight-type events) and food and beverage trucks by about 32 percent.?’ The Existing
and Existing plus Project freight truck demand is shown in Table IV.A-13. For events that
generate heavy-freight, Moscone Center currently utilizes two loading shifts: the morning shift
occurs between 7:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m., and the afternoon shift occurs between 3:30 p.m. and
midnight. The increase in truck trips during each loading shift would range depending on when
the truck trip occurs (e.g., move-in day, event-day or break-down day). The greatest increase in
the number of truck trips would occur on a break-down day, with a maximum increase of
120 truck trips and an average increase of 82 truck trips during either loading shift.

Event Shuttle Bus Demand

As indicated in Table IV.A-9, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate an
additional 693 attendee person trips traveling by event shuttle bus from designated hotels to the
Moscone Center. The 693 additional attendees using the event shuttle bus service during the p.m.
peak hour represents 16 additional event shuttle buses per hour arriving and departing the
Moscone Center, assuming a vehicle capacity of about 45 seats per bus, or one additional bus
every 4 to 6 minutes.

29 An increase of about 140,000 square feet of exhibition space over the existing total of approximately 442,000
square feet of exhibition space at Moscone Center North and South was used to estimate the 32 percent increase
in loading demand.
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PROPOSED PROJECT MAXIMUM AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF TRUCK TRIPS DURING EITHER
MORNING OR AFTERNOON LOADING SHIFTS'FOR HEAVY-FREIGHT-TYPE EVENT

A. Transportation and Circulation

Move-in Day Event Day Break-down Day
Type of Freight Maximum Average Maximum Average Maximum Average
Existing
Decorating Equipment? 24 6 12 4 42 28
Exhibit Freight? 172 52 92 28 320 216
Food & Beverage 52 32 42 40 20 20
Total 248 90 146 72 382 264
Existing plus Project
Decorating Equipment? 32 8 16 6 56 36
Exhibit Freight® 228 68 120 36 420 284
Food & Beverage 68 42 56 52 26 26
Total 328 118 192 94 502 346
Difference 80 28 46 22 120 82

NOTES:

1

to midnight).
2

3

Each exhibit truck generates eight truck trips.

Each decorating equipment truck generates four truck trips.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

During the morning loading shift (from approximately 7:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.) or afternoon loading shift (from approximately 3:30 p.m.

Vehicle Parking Demand

Parking demand associated with the proposed project was determined by applying the average

mode split and the vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the expected

additional number of event attendees and employees generated by the additional 140,000 square

feet of exhibition space. Table IV.A-14 summarizes the Existing and Existing plus Project parking

demand. The proposed project would generate a net-new demand for about 348 parking spaces

on a daily basis.

TABLE IV.A-14

PROPOSED PROJECT PARKING DEMAND

Parking Space Demand
Type Existing Existing plus Project Difference
Attendees 1,784 2,125 341
Employees 249 256 7
Total 2,033 2,381 348

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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Development of 2040 Cumulative Conditions

Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects

Examples of reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the
Transportation and Circulation cumulative analysis include the following:

o Central SoMa Plan (Case No. 2011.1356E)

. Transit Center District Plan (Case No. 2007.0558E)
. 5M Project (Case No. 2011.0409E)

o 706 Mission Street (Case No. 2008.1084E)

. 725 Harrison Street (Case No. 2005.0759E)

. 400 Second Street (Case No. 2012.1384U)

. 250 Fourth Street (Case No. 2011.0038E)

. 900 Folsom Street (Case No. 2007.0689E)

. 260 Fifth Street (Case No. 2007.0690E)

o 206 Fifth Street/909-921 Howard Street (Case No 2012.1047U)
. 923 Folsom Street (Case No. 2012.1333E)

. 942 Mission Street (Case No. 2008.0197E)

Cumulative Transportation Network Changes

The following transportation network changes are also incorporated into the Cumulative
analysis, and are described below:

J Central Subway Project
. Central SoMa Plan

. Second Street Improvement Project
J San Francisco Bicycle Plan

. Transit Center District Plan

. Transit Effectiveness Project

Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light
rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the
Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and
King streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under
U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center (i.e., on the west side of
Fourth Street between Folsom and Clementina streets), Union Square—where it will provide
passenger connections to the Powell Street Station and BART —and in Chinatown, where the line
will terminate at Stockton and Clay streets. Construction associated with utility relocation has
been completed. Work is underway on the tunnels contract, which consists of 1.5 miles of twin-
bore tunnels underneath Fourth Street and Stockton Street, from I-80 to North Beach. Its major
components include construction of the tunnel-boring machine launch box and cross passages;
construction of an extraction shaft and portal; and monitoring and protection of existing utilities,
buildings, and BART tunnels. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed
in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.
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Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an
integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This
area is located generally between Townsend and Market streets along Fourth Street, between
Second and Sixth streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by
implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a
strategy for improving the transportation network in this area. These changes will be based on a
synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range
regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This plan is funded by a Transportation Planning
Grant from Caltrans. An environmental review application has been filed for this project.

The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom
streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third streets, while Folsom Street
would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the One-way Option, both
streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which
would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Two-way Option, both streets would be
converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur.

Howard/Folsom One-way Option: Under the One-way option, Howard Street between 11th and
Third streets would be modified to have two westbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track
along the south curb. Parking would be permitted along the north curb during off-peak times,
while during peak travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create a third westbound travel
lane.

Alongside the cycle track, parking would be permitted at all times; however, at intersection
approaches where left-turns are possible, parking would be removed in order to create a left-turn
pocket which (along with a left-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate left-turning
vehicles from bicycles. The north sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the south
sidewalk would remain at 12 feet.

Under the One-way option, Folsom Street between 11th and Second streets would be modified to
have one eastbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track along the north curb. East of Sixth
Street, parking would be permitted along the south curb during off-peak times, while during
peak travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create an eastbound transit-only lane.
Alongside the cycle track, parking would be permitted at all times; however, at intersection
approaches where left-turns are possible, parking would be removed in order to create a left-turn
pocket which (along with a left-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate left-turning
vehicles from bicycles. The south sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet, while the north
sidewalk would remain at 10 feet.

Under the One-way option, Folsom Street between Second Street and The Embarcadero would be
modified to have two eastbound and one westbound travel lane and bicycle lanes in both
directions. In this segment, parallel parking would be provided on both sides of the street alongside
the bicycle lanes at all times. Consistent with the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP), the north
sidewalk of Folsom Street would be widened to about 25 feet, and the south sidewalk would be
widened to about 15 feet.
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Howard/Folsom Two-way Option: Under the Two-way option, Howard Street between 11th and
Third streets would be modified to have two westbound and two eastbound travel lanes, left-
turn pockets where left turns are permitted, and bicycle lanes in each direction. Between Sixth
and Fourth streets, at all times, two westbound and two eastbound travel lanes and one bicycle
lane in each direction would be provided, in addition to parallel parking along either the north or
south curb. Sidewalks between Fourth and Sixth streets would remain at 12 feet. Between Sixth
and 11th streets, during off-peak hours, one travel lane and one bicycle lane would be provided
in each direction in addition to parallel parking along the north and south curbs; during peak
hours, parking would be prohibited in order to create a second travel lane in each direction.
Sidewalks between 11th and Sixth streets would be widened to about 15 feet.

Under the Two-way option, Folsom Street between 11th and Fourth streets would be modified to
have one eastbound and one westbound travel lane and one-way buffered or raised cycle tracks
in both directions. Parallel parking would be provided on one side of the street at all times, but
on block faces without parallel parking where on-street loading would be required, loading bays
could be placed within the sidewalk. Right-turn pockets would be provided at intersections
which, along with a right-turn signal, would be necessary in order to separate right-turning
vehicles from bicycles. Sidewalks would be widened to about 15 to 18 feet.

Under the Two-way option, Folsom Street between Fourth and Second streets would be modified
to have one eastbound transit-only lane, one eastbound travel lane, one westbound travel lane,
and one-way buffered or raised cycle tracks in both directions. Westbound auto traffic on Folsom
Street would be required to turn right onto northbound Third Street during peak periods (vehicle
access to the north curb of Folsom between Third and Fourth would be accommodated by
turning left onto westbound Folsom Street from northbound Third Street). Eastbound vehicle
traffic on Folsom Street would be required to turn right onto southbound Fourth Street during
peak periods (vehicle access to the south curb of Folsom Street between Fourth and Third streets
would be accommodated by turning left onto eastbound Folsom Street from southbound Fourth
Street). Parallel parking would be provided adjacent to the eastbound cycle track.

Under the Two-way option, Folsom Street between Second Street and The Embarcadero, would
be modified to have one eastbound and one westbound travel lane and one-way buffered cycle
tracks in both directions. Parallel parking would be provided on both sides of the street alongside
the cycle tracks at all times. Right-turn pockets would be provided at intersections which (along
with a right-turn signal) would be necessary in order to separate right-turning vehicles from
bicycles. Consistent with the TCDP, the north sidewalk of Folsom Street would be widened to
about 25 feet, and the south sidewalk would be widened to about 15 feet.

The principal design for the proposed project assumes that Howard Street operates as a one-way
roadway under 2040 Cumulative conditions. However, the project would allow for the conversion
of Howard Street to a two-way roadway as proposed in the Central SoMa Plan currently under
review. To accommodate four vehicle through lanes (two eastbound, two westbound) and a bicycle
lane in each direction, as proposed in the Central SoMa Plan two-way Howard Street scenario, the
Moscone Center would remove the bus bypass lane and retain only one bus lane on the south side
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of Howard Street. Building set-backs would remain the same, but the sidewalk on the south side of
Howard Street would be increased by 3.5 feet and the roadway decreased by 3.5 feet.

Second Street Improvement Project. DPW, SFMTA, and the Planning Department have been
working with community members on design improvements on Second Street between Market
and King streets. Bicycle Route 11 runs on Second Street, and in accordance with the San Francisco
Bicycle Plan, the project would provide separated bicycle lanes along the entire length of Second
Street, as well as a pedestrian refuge space at a number of locations. The project also includes
roadway resurfacing, concrete curb reconstruction, the installation of ADA-compliant curb
ramps, and upgrades to the traffic signal system. The preferred concept would reduce the
number of travel lanes from two to one travel lane in each direction, limit general parking, and
relocate some commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones. DPW
estimates that construction on this project would begin by 2016.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes planned short-term
improvements to Bicycle Route 19 on Fifth Street. Fifth Street improvements include the
construction of Class II bicycle lanes and Class III bicycle routes in both directions between
Market and Townsend streets. Similar to the ongoing Second Street Improvement Project
described above, Bicycle Plan improvements on Fifth Street would reduce the number of travel
lanes and prohibit northbound and southbound left turns, as well as implement other minor
changes to lane geometry and on-street parking.

Transit Center District Plan. Adopted in summer 2012, the TCDP builds on the City’s 1985
Downtown Plan to create new land use, urban form, building design, and public realm
improvements in and around the new Transbay Transit Center that is currently under construction.
The TCDP increases the zoned capacity of the area, roughly bounded by Steuart Street to the east,
Folsom Street to the south, Annie Street/Kaplan Lane (just east of Third Street) to the west, and
Market Street to the north. In addition to the rezoning, the TCDP includes changes to the
transportation network, including conversions of one-way streets to two-way traffic (i.e., Howard
and Folsom streets), reductions in travel lanes, provision of new transit-only lanes, sidewalk
widening, bulb-out installations, creation of new multi-use paths, and other improvements.

The TCDP plan area overlaps with the northeastern corner of the Central SoMa Area Plan. The
area of overlap is in the C-3 (downtown) zoning district and comprises the southeastern corner of
the Financial District. The Central SoMa Area Plan would build on the policy foundation of
sustainability within the Plan area that was established in the TCDP, augmenting policies on
building performance, district water, and district energy. The Central SoMa Area Plan does not
propose to change the adopted land use or development controls of the TCDP, but would modify
the street network proposal for Folsom Street between The Embarcadero and Second Street as
identified in the TCDP to be consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan’s proposed street
network changes.

Transit Effectiveness Project. The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) anticipates changes to
routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to
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the capacity of the lines as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within the
recommended TEP.

The TEP presents a thorough review of San Francisco’s public transit system, initiated by SFMTA
in collaboration with the City Controller’s Office. The TEP is aimed at improving reliability,
reducing travel times, providing more frequent service and updating Muni bus routes and rail
lines to better match current travel patterns. The Planning Department published a Draft EIR on
July 12, 2013 and the Final EIR was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on
March 27, 2014. The SFMTA approved the TEP on March 28, 2014. The TEP components will be
implemented based on funding and resource availability, and it is anticipated that the first group
of service improvements would be implemented in Fiscal Year 2015 and the second group in a
subsequent phase.?? Transit Effectiveness Project recommendations include new routes and route
realignments, more service on busy routes, and elimination or consolidation of certain routes or
route segments with low ridership. The following changes are proposed by the TEP for routes in
the study area.

° Minor frequency changes on the F Market & Wharves, ] Church, K Ingleside, L Taraval,
M Ocean View, and N Judah.

. The 8AX/BX Bayshore Express’s frequencies will increase during the peak periods.

J The 10 Townsend route will be rerouted, with a new alignment through Mission Bay and
Potrero Hill. The 10 Townsend will be renamed to the 10 Sansome.

. A new 11 Downtown Connector would serve SoMa and North Beach, and would run on
Harrison and Folsom streets in the project vicinity.

. The 12 Folsom-Pacific will be discontinued (and its route replaced in the project vicinity by
the new 11 Downtown Connector).

J The 14X Mission Express will have increased service frequency during the peak periods.

o The downtown terminus of the 16X Noriega Express will be extended from Fourth Street to
Market and Spear streets.

. The 30 Stockton will provide service with articulated buses to reduce crowding and
improve reliability. The 30X Stockton Express will have increased frequencies.

In the vicinity of the project site, the TEP also includes two alternatives for a Travel Time
Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along Mission Street. If implemented, the TTRP.14 Moderate
Alternative will extend the existing transit-only lane hours of 4 to 6 p.m. in both directions and
7 to 9 am. in the inbound direction to full-time for the segment of Mission Street between Fourth
and 11th streets. In addition, the existing 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. hours of the Mission Street transit-only
lanes between Fourth and Main streets in the outbound direction and between Fourth and Beale
streets in the inbound direction would be extended to full-time. If the TEP TTRP.14 Expanded
Alternative is implemented instead of the TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative, it will relocate the

30 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Effectiveness Project Draft EIR, July 10, 2013, Case No. 2011.0558E.
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existing side-running transit-only lanes between Fifth and First streets in the outbound direction
and between Sixth and First streets in the inbound direction, so that they become center-running
transit-only lanes, and transition the outbound transit-only lane back to its existing curbside
configuration and rescind the inbound transit-only lane from Seventh to Sixth streets.

Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand

Traffic. Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development
and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model
(SF-CHAMP), using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040
Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative
development projects in the project vicinity, such as the 5M Project, the 706 Mission Street project,
and the 250 Fourth Street project and others listed above, as well as the additional vehicle-trips
generated by the proposed project. The 2040 Cumulative traffic impact analysis takes into
consideration implementation of the Central SoMa Howard/Folsom One-way Option circulation
changes, which would remove mixed-flow travel lanes on Howard and Folsom streets.

The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way
Option, where both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of
Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Currently, this section of
Howard Street has four westbound travel lanes (three west of Sixth Street), a westbound bicycle
lane, parallel parking along the north and south curbs, and 12-foot wide sidewalks. West of
Second Street, Folsom Street has four eastbound travel lanes, an eastbound bicycle lane, parallel
parking along the north and south curbs, and 10-foot wide sidewalks. Folsom Street east of
Second Street is currently temporarily configured with a westbound transit lane to accommodate
regional transit between the Temporary Transbay Terminal and the Bay Bridge. The current
configuration changes block to block, but generally has two eastbound travel lanes and one
transit-only westbound travel lane. With implementation of the Central SoMa roadway network
changes, some drivers would be expected to change routes, or divert, from Howard and Folsom
streets to parallel streets due to the reduction in overall travel lane capacity, as well as the
reduction of left-turn opportunities from these streets. Table IV.A-15 presents the Existing,
Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative intersection LOS conditions for the weekday p.m.
peak hour.

Transit. The 2040 Cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity
changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in
2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded Water
Emergency Transportation Authority ferry service. Existing and 2040 Cumulative conditions for
the weekday p.m. peak hour for the Muni screenlines are presented in Table IV.A-16, and for the
regional screenlines are presented in Table IV.A-17. The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis was
developed by SFMTA based on the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model analysis conducted
as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. Forecasted future hourly ridership demand was
then compared to expected hourly capacity, as determined by the likely route and headway
changes identified in the TEP to estimate capacity utilization under 2040 Cumulative conditions.
As noted above, the year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity of the lines
as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within the recommended TEP.
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EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

TABLE IV.A-15
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE - WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR

Existing’ Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Average Average Average

Intersection Delay? LOS? Delay? LOS® Delay? LOS?
1. Market St/N. Montgomery St 66.8 E 66.8 E >80 (1.09) F
2. Market St/Third St 441 D 46.2 D > 80 (0.88) F
3. Market St/Fourth St 57.7 E 58.0 E >80 (0.92) F
4. Market St/Fifth St 59.3 E 60.0 E >80 (0.89) F
5. Mission St/N. Montgomery St 70.7 E 70.9 E >80 (1.78) F
6. Mission St/Third St 71.9 E 74.9 E >80 (>2) F
7. Mission St/Fourth St 32.6 C 34.4 C > 80 (1.39) F
8. Mission St/Fifth St 154 B 155 B 30.6 C
9. Howard St/N. Montgomery St 47.5 D 47.5 D 58.6 E
10. Howard St/Hawthorne St 21.2 C 21.2 C 38.2 D
11. Howard St/Third St >80 (1.29) F >80 (1.31) F >80 (1.89) F
12. Howard St/Fourth St 65.7 E 69.5 E >80 (>2) F
13. Howard St/Fifth St 15.6 B 15.8 B >80 (1.59) F
14. Folsom St/ Hawthorne St 78.4 E 79.2 E >80 (>2) F
15. Folsom St/Third St >80 (1.22) F >80 (1.22) F >80 (>2) F
16. Folsom St/Fourth St >80 (1.11) F >80 (1.12) F >80 (>2) F
17. Folsom St/Fifth St 28.6 C 28.8 C >80 (1.78) F
18. Harrison St/Hawthorne St 48.2 D 48.2 D > 80 (1.49) F
19. Harrison St/Third St 28.5 C 28.5 C >80 (>2) F
20. Harrison St/Fourth St 42.0 D 43.1 D > 80 (1.76) F
21. Harrison St/Fifth St 60.4 E 60.7 E >80 (1.37) F
22. Bryant St/Third St 52.0 D 52.1 D >80 (>2) F
23. Bryant St/Fourth St 27.7 C 27.7 C >80 (0.76) F
24. Bryant St/Fifth St >80 (1.26) F >80 (1.26) F >80 (1.76) F

NOTES:

1 Existing conditions reflect an 85th percentile Moscone event design day of 22,000 attendees per day.
Average delay reported as seconds per vehicle.
3 Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are highlighted in bold. The volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio provided in parentheses
for intersections operating at LOS F conditions.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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TABLE IV.A-16
MUNI SCREENLINES - WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
EXISTING AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing 2040 Cumulative’
Outbound Screenline Ridership Capacity Utilization Ridership Capacity Utilization
Northeast
Kearny/Stockton 2,158 65.6% 6,295 75.6%
Other Lines 570 52.8% 1,229 59.5%
Subtotal 2,727 62.4% 7,524 72.4%
Northwest
Geary 1,814 71.7% 2,996 82.7%
California 1,366 81.0% 1,766 87.4%
Sutter/Clement 470 74.6% 749 99.1%
Fulton/Hayes 965 82.0% 1,762 93.8%
Balboa 637 68.6% 776 79.7%
Subtotal 5,252 75.6% 8,049 87.0%
Southeast
Third 550 77.0% 2,300 40.3%
Mission 1,529 54.8% 2,673 88.9%
San Bruno/Bayshore 1,320 61.8% 1,817 85.1%
Other Lines 1,034 60.4% 1,582 82.1%
Subtotal 4,433 60.3% 8,372 65.5%
Southwest
Subway Lines 4,747 73.1% 5,692 83.7%
Haight/Noriega 1,105 66.9% 1,265 79.3%
Other Lines 276 39.4% 380 45.2%
Subtotal 6,128 70.9% 7,337 79.4%
Total All Screenlines 18,540 67.9% 31,282 75.4%
NOTE:

1 Screenlines and corridors operating at greater than 85 percent capacity utilization highlighted in bold.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Pedestrians. Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative
development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model
output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The
2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the
proposed project as well as other anticipated development in the area. As a conservative
assumption, the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian impact analysis does not include the proposed
sidewalk and crosswalk widening proposals included as part of the Central SoMa Plan.
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TABLE IV.A-17
REGIONAL SCREENLINES - WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
EXISTING AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing 2040 Cumulative
Outbound Screenline Ridership Capacity Utilization! | Ridership | Capacity Utilization!
East Bay
BART 19,716 89.4% 30,383 91.6%
AC Transit 2,256 57.5% 7,000 58.3%
Ferry 805 49.8% 5,319 89.5%
Subtotal 22,777 82.6% 42,702 83.5%
North Bay
GGT Buses 1,384 49.1% 2,070 73.5%
Ferry 968 49.4% 1,619 82.6%
Subtotal 2,352 49.2% 3,689 77.2%
South Bay
BART 10,682 71.6% 13,971 57.8%
Caltrain 2,377 76.7% 2,529 70.3%
SamTrans 141 44.1% 150 46.9%
Ferries - - 59 29.5%
Subtotal 13,200 72.0% 16,709 59.0%
Total All Screenlines 38,329 75.6% 63,100 75.0%
NOTE:

1 The capacity utilization threshold for all regional transit service providers is 100 percent.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Impact Evaluation

Traffic Impacts

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would have less than significant impacts at the 24 study
intersections under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)

During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate 78 net-new vehicle
trips (9 inbound and 69 outbound). All project-generated vehicle trips were assigned to and from
the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage and the Moscone Garage. The proposed street-level
changes, including extending the Moscone North and South lobbies toward Howard Street, and
reconfiguration of the bus loading plazas on both sides of Howard Street would not affect the
adjacent travel lanes, and the lane configuration at the adjacent intersections would remain the
same as under existing conditions.

Table IV.A-15 presents the Existing and Existing plus Project average vehicle delay and LOS for
weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. The addition of project-generated traffic would result in

April 2014 IV.A-56 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

small increases in the average delay per vehicle at the study intersections. Under Existing plus
Project conditions, all study intersections would continue to operate at the same LOS as under
Existing conditions.

With implementation of the proposed project, the following 12 intersections would operate at
LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour, and therefore, proposed project traffic impacts at
these locations would be less than significant.

. Market/Third . Folsom/Fifth

. Mission/Fourth . Harrison/Hawthorne
. Mission/Fifth . Harrison/Third

° Howard/New Montgomery . Harrison/Fourth

J Howard/Hawthorne . Bryant/Third

. Howard/Fifth . Bryant/Fourth

At the 12 intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under Existing and Existing plus Project
conditions, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s
contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be
considerable. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements operating at
LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in the project’s Transportation Impact Study. The
project’s contributions to the poorly operating critical movements3! would be less than five
percent at the 12 study intersections, and therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to
the overall intersection LOS E or LOS F conditions at these 12 study intersections would not be
considered significant. Therefore, the proposed project traffic impacts at the following 12
intersections would be less than significant.

J Market/New Montgomery . Howard/Fourth

. Market/Fourth . Folsom/Hawthorne
. Market/Fifth . Folsom/Third

J Mission/New Montgomery . Folsom/Fourth

. Mission/Third . Harrison/Fifth

. Howard/Third . Bryant/Fifth

As indicated in the Setting section above, Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets is
closed to vehicular traffic for about one week (eight days maximum) during two annual events at

31 The critical movement, with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase
(for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is
determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations
methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The
critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking
into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions
(for example, cycle length, green times), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows,
heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the
Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for the analysis. Poorly operating critical
movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.
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the Moscone Center (Oracle’s Open World and Salesforce’s Dreamforce) for the installation of
tents that provide additional event space. The number of days that Howard Street is closed
between Third and Fourth streets is not expected to change from Existing conditions as a result of
the proposed project.

The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events (i.e., those with a
registered attendance of over 20,000 attendees) from about 15 to 22 large events per year. This
would result in about 26 additional days with intersection operating conditions similar to those
identified above for Existing plus Project conditions.3? Therefore, with the proposed project, large
events would occur more frequently at the Moscone Center, resulting in more frequent increases
in delays at the study intersections. However, as noted above for Existing plus Project conditions,
these delays would not result in significant traffic impacts.

For the reasons discussed above, the increased number of event attendees and increased
frequency of events would have less-than-significant traffic impacts. Therefore, the proposed

project’s traffic impacts would be less than significant.

While the proposed project’s traffic impacts would be less than significant, the following
improvement measures may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to
encourage use of alternate modes, and reduce vehicle queuing on Fifth and Mission streets.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-1A: Transportation Demand Management

As an improvement measure to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce the unmet
parking demand, the proposed project could develop and implement a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Plan designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and
to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the
proposed project. The TDM plan could include such measures as the following to reduce
single occupancy vehicles and encourage alternate modes of travel:

. Ensure that bicycle safety strategies are developed along the Howard Street side of
the property (e.g., avoiding conflicts with event shuttle buses and taxis accessing the
on-site passenger loading/unloading zone).

. Bikeshare tickets for attendees.
. Facilitate access to the Howard Street bicycle route through on-site signage.
. Points of access to Class 1 bicycle parking could include signage indicating the

location of these facilities.
. Class 2 bicycle parking for event attendees could be provided.

. Bicycle rental/loaner for event attendees for local travel could be provided.

32 The 26 additional days based on seven additional events with an average duration of 3.7 event days. This does
not include the 4 to 6 days for move-in and 2 breakdown days. Large events typically do not overlap with other
Moscone events.
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. A TDM contact person that could be designated to be responsible for conducting
employee surveys, coordinating carpool/ridematch services, and conducting annual
TDM events.

o Provide information to employees and visitors on transit options and locations where
transit passes can be purchased.

. Transit pass subsidies for employees purchasing transit passes could be provided.

J Moscone Center could require event organizers to provide an option for attendees
registering online to purchase a one, three, or seven day Muni Passport or pre-loaded
Clipper Card.

o Moscone Center could have Muni Passports and pre-loaded Clipper Cards available

for purchase.

o Moscone Center could provide information on the facility website about how to
access the convention center and nearby hotels and attractions via transit, walking,
and bicycling.

Implementation of Improvement Measure IM-TR-1A would further reduce the proposed project’s
less-than-significant traffic impacts, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related
impacts.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-1B: Improved Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Center
Garage Signage

As an improvement measure to reduce queuing on Fifth and Mission streets associated
with access to the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Center Garage during very large events
such as the San Francisco International Auto Show, the project sponsor could fund new
and more visible “GARAGE FULL” signs at the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Center
Garage.

Implementation of Improvement Measure IM-TR-1B would further reduce the proposed
project’s less-than-significant traffic impacts, and would not result in any secondary
transportation-related impacts.

Transit Impacts

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity; nor would it cause
a substantial increase in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit
service could occur. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would generate about 73 net-new transit trips (9 inbound and 64 outbound)
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Because it is projected that most attendees would be
traveling to and from downtown locations, only a limited number of the net-new transit trips are
anticipated to cross the Muni screenlines. The Muni screenlines currently operate at less than the
85 percent capacity utilization standard, and transit routes have capacity to accommodate
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additional passengers (see Table IV.A-16). Under Existing plus Project conditions, the addition of
the project-generated transit trips during the p.m. peak hour to the Muni screenlines would not
substantially affect transit capacity utilization.

There are no Muni routes running on Howard Street adjacent to the project site. The 8X/8AX/BX
Bayshore Expresses, 30 Stockton, and 45 Union-Stockton Muni routes run northbound on Third
Street within the bus-only lane that is located along the east curb of Third Street. The relocation of
the existing Third Street truck ramp into Moscone South about 186 feet further south from its
existing location would not affect the mixed-flow travel lanes or the bus-only lane that runs along
the east curb on Third Street, and therefore would not affect existing Muni operations on Third
Street.

In addition, with the proposed project, large events would occur more frequently at the Moscone
Center, resulting in more frequent increases in transit trips generated by the Moscone Center.
However, the increase would not affect transit capacity utilization, and the increases in large
events, combined with the proposed street level changes would not affect transit operations on
the adjacent streets. For the reasons noted above, the proposed project would not substantially
affect the capacity utilization of the local transit lines, and would not affect the operations of the
nearby Muni bus routes, and therefore, the proposed project’s impacts on Muni transit service
would be less than significant.

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity; nor would it cause a
substantial increase in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit
service could occur. (Less than Significant)

Because it is projected that most attendees would be traveling to and from downtown San
Francisco locations, only a limited number of the 73 net-new transit trips are anticipated to cross
the regional screenlines. The regional screenlines currently operate at less than the 100 percent
capacity utilization standard, and transit routes have capacity to accommodate the projected
additional passengers (see Table IV.A-17). Therefore, under Existing plus Project conditions, the
addition of the project-generated transit trips during the p.m. peak hour to the regional screenlines
would not substantially affect transit capacity utilization.

Golden Gate Transit runs outbound service on Howard Street, and there is a Golden Gate Transit
stop at the Howard Street approach to Fourth Street. The proposed street-level changes included
as part of the proposed project, including extending the Moscone North and South lobbies
toward Howard Street and reconfiguring the bus loading plazas on both sides of Howard Street,
would not affect the adjacent travel lanes and therefore would not affect Muni or Golden Gate
Transit bus operations.
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In addition, with the proposed project, large events would occur more frequently at the Moscone
Center, resulting in more frequent increases in transit trips generated by the Moscone Center.
However, as noted above for Existing plus Project conditions, the increase would not affect transit
capacity utilization, and the increases in large events, combined with the proposed street-level
changes would not affect transit operations on the adjacent streets. For the reasons noted above, the
proposed project would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of regional transit lines, and
would not affect the operations of the nearby Golden Gate Transit bus routes, and therefore, the
proposed project’s impacts on regional transit service would be less than significant.

Pedestrian Impacts

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial overcrowding on public
sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere
with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Improvements: As part of the proposed project’s creation of a “pedestrian-friendly
zone” between the entry lobbies of Moscone North and Moscone South, the proposed project
would enhance the existing signalized midblock pedestrian crossing at Howard Street between
Third and Fourth streets. The proposed project would create a larger 60-foot wide crosswalk
(widened from 28 to 60 feet), and at each side the surface of Howard Street would be raised to
create a curbless transition from sidewalk to street, reinforcing the pedestrian orientation of this
segment of Howard Street. Pedestrian safety features, such as tactile paving and bollards, would
be installed at the edges of Howard Street. The proposed project would also widen frontage
sidewalks on Howard Street, which would vary between 15 and 41 feet in front of Moscone
North and between 16.5 feet and 25.5 feet in front of Moscone South. The proposed widening
would meet the Planning Department’s minimum standards for sidewalks per the Better Streets
Plan.

The proposed project would also reconfigure the existing adjacent bus pick-up and drop-off
facilities and create two pedestrian bridges spanning across Howard Street, which would connect
Moscone North and South expansions at the second level above grade. Additional pedestrian
amenities included as part of the proposed project include midblock pedestrian passages within
the Moscone Center property to provide pedestrian connections to existing open spaces on the
Moscone South block. This would include an at-grade midblock pedestrian passage along the
southern edge of the Esplanade Expansion portion of the building. This open-air passage would
connect Third Street to the existing Children’s Garden via a proposed stairway to be located
south of the Moscone South lobby.

Demand: Pedestrian trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and
from nearby hotels, commercial uses, and residences, as well as walk trips to and from local and
regional transit stops and nearby parking facilities. Overall, during the midday peak hour the
proposed project would add about 978 net-new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets
(which includes 141 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, 73 person trips to and
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from nearby bus stops and rail stations, and 764 walk-only person trips). During the p.m. peak
hour the proposed project would add about 631 net-new pedestrian trips to the surrounding
streets (which includes 141 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, 73 person trips to
and from nearby bus stops and rail stations, and 417 walk-only person trips).

The net-new midday and p.m. peak hour pedestrian trips were distributed to the pedestrian
facilities in the vicinity of the project site and were added to the existing crosswalk, sidewalk and
corner volumes to estimate the Existing plus Project pedestrian volumes at the study locations. It
should be noted that some of the net-new pedestrian trips assigned to the crosswalk, sidewalk
and corner analysis locations would instead use the two proposed pedestrian bridges that would
connect Moscone North and Moscone South at the second level above grade. However, as a
conservative analysis, all net-new pedestrian trips were assigned to the street network.

Tables IV.A-18A and IV.A-18B present the pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the
Existing plus Project conditions at the crosswalk locations for the weekday midday and p.m.
peak hours, respectively. With the addition of the net-new pedestrian trips, nearly all crosswalk
locations would continue to operate at LOS D or better during the midday and p.m. peak hours.
The only exception would be the midblock crosswalk on Mission Street at Yerba Buena Lane,
which would continue to operate at LOS E during the midday peak hours, similar to Existing
conditions. At three crosswalks, with the addition of the net-new pedestrian trips, the LOS would
worsen from Existing conditions, however, it would remain at LOS D or better:

° At the intersection of Mission/Fourth the LOS at the west crosswalk (i.e., crossing Mission
Street) would change from LOS C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour (it would remain at
LOS C during the midday peak hour).

. At the intersection of Mission/Fourth the LOS at the east crosswalk (i.e., crossing Mission
Street) would change from LOS C to LOS D during the midday peak hour (it would remain
at LOS D during the p.m. peak hour).

o At the intersection of Howard/Fourth the north crosswalk (i.e., crossing Fourth Street)
would change from LOS A to LOS B during the midday peak hour (it would remain at
LOS A during the p.m. peak hour).

. At the intersection of Mission/Third the LOS at the west crosswalk (i.e., crossing Mission
Street) would change from LOS B to LOS C during the midday peak hour (it would remain
at LOS C during the p.m. peak hour).

. At the intersection of Howard/Third the south crosswalk (i.e., crossing Third Street) would
change from LOS A to LOS B during the midday peak hour (it would remain at LOS A
during the p.m. peak hour).

Because the proposed project includes widening of the existing midblock crosswalk on Howard
Street from 28 to 60 feet in width, the crosswalk LOS conditions at this location would improve
from LOS C to LOS B during the midday peak hour, and from LOS C to LOS A during the
p.m. peak hour.
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TABLE IV.A-18A

A. Transportation and Circulation

EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Intersection and Pedes- Pedes- Pedes-
Crosswalk Locations trians sf/ped! | LOS? | trians sf/ped! LOS? trians sf/ped! | LOS?
Mission/Third
North 971 28 C 976 28 C 2,068 12 E
South 1,068 23 D 1,127 22 D 2,333 9 E
East 1,121 30 C 1,177 28 C 2,443 12 E
West 921 42 B 1,033 38 C 2,073 17 D
Howard/Third
North 653 49 B 721 45 B 1,459 21 D
South 716 61 A 841 54 B 1,650 26 C
East 727 42 B 740 42 B 1,561 18 D
West 686 49 B 699 49 B 1,474 21 D
Mission/Fourth
North 1,171 25 C 1,176 25 C 2,494 11 E
South 1,391 21 D 1,396 21 D 2,993 8 E
East 1,792 27 C 2,015 23 D 4,010 10 E
West 1,645 29 C 1,757 27 C 3,645 12 E
Howard/Fourth
North 669 70 A 910 53 B 1,686 26 C
South 580 21 D 647 19 D 1,282 8 E
East 1,070 49 B 1,135 46 B 2,364 20 D
West 619 22 D 644 21 D 1,344 9 E
gﬁ:;i:::;:eet atYerba |y 778 14 E 1,862 14 E 3,871 6 F
Howard Street btw
Third and Fourth® 1,100 29 C 1,809 46 B 3,052 24 C
I}Eirs‘:osf;f;';;:war 4 462 65 A 467 65 A 984 29 C

NOTES:

1 Square feet per pedestrian.

2 Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.

3 As part of the proposed project, the midblock crosswalk would be widened from 28 to 60 feet.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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TABLE IV.A-18B
PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE - WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Mission/Third
North 1,044 34 C 1,049 34 C 2,224 14 E
South 655 48 B 689 46 B 1,429 20 D
East 1,094 29 C 1,127 28 C 2,363 12 E
West 882 35 C 947 33 C 1,944 15 E
Howard/Third
North 472 69 A 512 65 A 1,045 30 C
South 529 90 A 631 78 A 1,229 38 C
East 853 40 C 860 39 C 1,824 17 D
West 752 54 B 759 54 B 1,609 24 D
Mission/Fourth
North 1,124 27 C 1,129 27 C 2,394 11 E
South 1,450 20 D 1,455 20 D 3,089 8 E
East 2,374 18 D 2,505 17 D 5,187 7 F
West 1,927 24 C 1,992 23 D 4,170 10 E
Howard/Fourth
North 595 108 A 765 82 A 1,437 41 B
South 437 38 C 476 35 C 970 16 D
East 1,261 43 B 1,313 42 B 2,738 18 D
West 603 25 C 618 25 C 1,299 10 E
gﬁ:;i:::;:eet atYerba | ) 54 20 D 1,430 19 D 2,991 8 F
Howard Street btw
Third and Fourth® 867 38 C 1,297 64 A 2,276 33 C
I/Eirs‘:os;ﬁ;';;:war 4 353 111 A 358 111 A 752 50 B

NOTES:

1 Square feet per pedestrian.
2 Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.
3 As part of the proposed project, the midblock crosswalk would be widened from 28 to 60 feet.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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Tables IV.A-19A and IV.A-19B present the pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the
Existing plus Project conditions at the sidewalk locations for the weekday midday and p.m. peak
hours, respectively. With the addition of the net-new pedestrian trips to the sidewalk locations,
pedestrian LOS conditions would remain similar to Existing conditions and would be LOS D or
better. At a few analysis locations, the sidewalk LOS would change from LOS B to LOS C during
both the midday and p.m. peak hours. The proposed reconfiguration of the passenger
loading/unloading zone and pedestrian arrival zone was assumed in the analysis of the sidewalk
locations on Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets.

TABLE IV.A-19A
PEDESTRIAN SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE - WEEKDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Intersection and Pedes- ped/ Pedes- ped/ Pedes- ped/
Sidewalk Location trians min/ft! LOS trians min/ft! | LOS trians | min/ft! | LOS?

Third Street between Market and Mission

East 411 0.7 B 473 0.8 B 938 1.5 B
West 1,078 2.8 B 1,201 3.1 C 2,419 6.2 D
Third Street between Mission and Howard

East 853 22 B 914 2.3 B 1,877 4.8 C
West 756 2.3 B 943 2.9 B 1,797 54 C
Fourth Street between Market and Mission

East 1,549 2.7 B 1,794 3.1 C 3,544 6.2 D
West 1,835 5.1 C 1,957 54 C 4,031 11.2 E

Fourth Street between Mission and Howard

East 2,472 8.2 D 2,717 9.1 D 5.510 184 E

West 734 1.2 B 998 1.7 B 1,827 3.0

Howard Street between Third and Moscone Entrance

North3 1,162 1.8 B 1,410 3.1 C 2,723 6.1

South® 733 1.0 B 884 1.8 B 1,713 3.5 C

Howard Street between Fourth and Moscone Entrance

North3 1,205 29 B 1,644 3.7 C 3,076 6.8
South® 1,174 24 B 1,318 2.7 B 2,574 52 C
NOTES:

1 Pedestrian flow rate expressed as pedestrians per minute per foot (ped/min/ft).
2 sidewalk locations operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.

3 Analysis conducted at narrowest sidewalk location - 15 feet adjacent to Moscone North, and 16.5 feet adjacent to Moscone South.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.
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TABLE IV.A-19B
PEDESTRIAN SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE - WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Intersection and Pedes- ped/ Pedes- ped/ Pedes- ped/
Sidewalk Location trians min/ft! LOS trians min/ft! | LOS trians | min/ft! | LOS?2

Third Street between Market and Mission

East 932 1.5 B 968 1.5 B 2,020 3.2 C
West 1,455 3.7 C 1,527 39 C 3,172 8.1 D
Third Street between Mission and Howard

East 1,087 2.8 B 1,123 2.9 B 2,351 6.0 D
West 881 2.7 B 991 3.0 C 1,986 6.0 D
Fourth Street between Market and Mission

East 2,254 4.0 C 2,398 42 C 4,945 8.7 D
West 2,032 5.6 C 2,104 5.8 C 4,399 12.2 E
Fourth Street between Mission and Howard

East 2,119 7.1 D 2,262 7.5 D 4,656 15.5

West 824 14 B 1,011 1.7 B 1,942 3.2 C
Howard Street / Third and Moscone Entrance

North? 878 1.3 B 1,023 2.3 B 2,015 45 C
South® 554 0.8 B 675 14 B 1,301 2.6

Howard Street between Fourth and Moscone Entrance

North? 1,210 29 B 1,483 3.3 C 2,908 6.5
South® 1,080 2.3 B 1,181 24 B 2,344 47 C
NOTES:

1 Pedestrian flow rate expressed as pedestrians per minute per foot (ped/min/ft).
2 Sidewalk locations operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.

8 Analysis conducted at narrowest sidewalk location - 15 feet adjacent to Moscone North, and 16.5 feet adjacent to Moscone South.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

Tables IV.A-20A and IV.A-20B present the pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the
Existing plus Project conditions at the corner locations for the midday and p.m. peak hours,
respectively. With the addition of the net-new pedestrian trips to the corner locations, pedestrian
LOS conditions would remain similar to Existing conditions and would be LOS D or better.
During the midday peak hour, the pedestrian LOS conditions on the southeast corner of the
intersection of Howard/Fourth would worsen from LOS A under Existing conditions to LOS B
under Existing plus Project conditions, the LOS on the southwest corner of the intersection of
Mission/Third would worsen from LOS C to LOS D conditions, and the LOS on the southeast
corner of Howard/Third would worsen from LOS B to LOS C conditions.
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TABLE IV.A-20A
PEDESTRIAN CORNER LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING WEEKDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Intersection and Pedes- Pedes- Pedes-
Corner Location trians! sf/ped? LOS trians! sf/ped? LOS trians’ sf/ped®> | LOS®
Mission/Third
Northwest 2,081 7 C 2,193 6 C 4,556 <1 F
Northeast 2,301 11 B 2,357 11 B 4,963 2 E
Southwest 2,188 7 C 2,358 6 D 4,847 <1 F
Southeast 2,408 5 D 2,522 5 D 5,255 <1 F
Howard/Third
Northwest 1,473 83 A 1,696 72 A 3,226 35 A
Northeast 1,518 89 A 1,599 84 A 3,322 37 A
Southwest 1,542 51 A 1,680 47 A 3,436 20 A
Southeast 1,587 10 B 1,725 9 C 3,532 1 F
Mission/Fourth
Northwest 3,098 25 A 3,209 24 A 6,721 8 C
Northeast 3,259 51 A 3,482 47 A 7,188 19 A
Southwest 3,340 42 A 3,580 39 A 7,236 16 A
Southeast 3,501 10 C 3,724 9 C 7,703 1 F
Howard/Fourth
Northwest 1,417 175 A 1,682 145 A 3,310 69 A
Northeast 1,913 45 A 2,385 34 A 4,410 15 A
Southwest 1,319 60 A 1411 55 A 2,910 19 A
Southeast 1,815 15 A 1,946 13 B 4,011 <1 F
NOTES:

1 Includes inbound and outbound crosswalk movements and around-the-corner sidewalk movements.
Square feet per pedestrian.
3 Corner locations operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

With the proposed project, large events would also occur more frequently at the Moscone Center,
resulting in more frequent increases in pedestrian trips generated by the Moscone Center.
However, as noted above for Existing plus Project conditions, the increase would not result in
unacceptable pedestrian conditions at nearby crosswalk, sidewalk, and corner locations.

The existing freedom of speech zones on the pedestrian islands in front of the Moscone South and
Moscone North entrances would be relocated to avoid blockage of the Moscone driveways under
the proposed project’s revised driveway configuration. This action is allowed per a City decision
on the public right to engage in First Amendment activity in the Moscone Center driveway
(July 21, 2003), which allowed the Moscone Center to restrict First Amendment activity within its
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TABLE IV.A-20B
PEDESTRIAN CORNER LEVEL OF SERVICE - EXISTING WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Existing Existing plus Project 2040 Cumulative
Intersection and Pedes- Pedes- Pedes-
Corner Location trians! sf/ped? LOS trians! sf/ped? LOS trians! sf/ped? | LOS®
Mission/Third
Northwest 2,119 8 C 2,184 7 C 4,584 1 F
Northeast 2,352 12 B 2,384 12 B 5,045 3 D
Southwest 1,691 9 C 1,790 8 C 3,711 <1 F
Southeast 1,924 7 C 1,991 6 C 4,172 <1 F
Howard/Third
Northwest 1,346 130 A 1,477 119 A 2,920 58 A
Northeast 1,458 130 A 1,505 126 A 3,157 58 A
Southwest 1,409 86 A 1,519 80 A 3,122 35 A
Southeast 1,520 8 C 1,630 7 C 3,359 <1 F
Mission/Fourth
Northwest 3,356 25 A 3,421 24 A 7,220 9 C
Northeast 3,848 44 A 3,978 42 A 8,340 18 A
Southwest 3,715 36 A 3,885 34 A 7,984 12 B
Southeast 4,206 5 D 4,337 5 D 9,103 <1 F
Howard/Fourth
Northwest 1,318 190 A 1,503 165 A 3,010 78 A
Northeast 2,042 43 A 2,362 36 A 4,593 16 A
Southwest 1,144 68 A 1,198 64 A 2,496 21 A
Southeast 1,868 9 C 1,959 8 C 4,079 <1 F
NOTES:

1 Includes inbound and outbound crosswalk movements and around-the-corner sidewalk movements.
2 Square feet per pedestrian.
3 Corner locations operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.

SOURCE: Moscone Center Expansion Project Transportation Impact Study, April 2014.

driveways to ensure that the driveways function for their intended purpose. The Moscone Center
is currently in dialogue with San Francisco Planning Department, Department of Public Works,
and City Attorney’s staff to identify a new freedom of speech zone to accommodate First
Amendment activities.

As indicated in Environmental Setting above, in the vicinity of Moscone Center there are senior
pedestrian and pedestrians with disabilities with special safety considerations that affect their
walking experience including reduction in vision, agility, balance, speed, concentration and
strength, difficulties hearing vehicles approaching from behind, and reduced ability under low
light/night conditions. The proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation adjacent to
the project site which would improve pedestrian conditions for those pedestrians walking
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adjacent to the project site, including for seniors and persons with disabilities, by facilitating safe
pedestrian circulation and crossings, by providing safe spaces for pedestrians, and by increasing
pedestrian visibility to drivers (examples of project-related pedestrian improvements include
reconfiguring the Howard Street sidewalk adjacent to Moscone North and Moscone South,
providing special tactile paving, bollards, and streetscape elements along Howard Street,
widening the midblock crosswalk across Howard Street, and widening the sidewalk on Third
Street adjacent to Moscone South between Third Street and the truck entry ramp). However,
because the number of pedestrians in the area would increase with the proposed project,
particularly during large events (i.e., with more than 20,000 attendees per day), senior pedestrians
and pedestrians with disabilities may be further challenged as they travel on the crosswalks,
sidewalks and corners adjacent to the project site and on nearby streets.

Overall, for the reasons noted above, while the addition of the project-generated pedestrian trips
would increase pedestrian volumes on the crosswalks, sidewalks and corners adjacent to the
project site and on nearby streets, the additional trips would not substantially affect pedestrian
flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, the proposed project’s Existing
plus Project impact on pedestrians would be less than significant. (A cumulative pedestrian
analysis is provided on page IV.A-84 under Impact C-TR-4.)

While the proposed project’s impact on pedestrian activities would be less than significant, the
following improvement measures may be recommended for consideration by City decision
makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to
pedestrians.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4A: Fund the Design and Construction of Sidewalk
Widening along Sidewalks Adjacent to Moscone Center

Consistent with the requirements of the Better Streets Plan and Planning Code Section 138.1,
the project sponsor could fund the widening of the following sidewalk segments adjacent
to the Moscone Center, consistent with ongoing planning efforts. Once the relevant
planning effort has concluded and the relevant EIR has been certified and the project is
approved, the project sponsor could fund the design and implementation of the sidewalk
widening projects listed below, if approved, totaling three block faces:

o Fourth Street east sidewalk between Mission and Howard streets to 15 feet (upon
certification of the Central SoMa Plan EIR and if the Plan is approved): one block
face.

o Third Street west sidewalk between Mission and Howard streets to 15 feet (upon
certification of the Central SoMa Plan EIR and if the Plan is approved): one block
face.

. Mission Street south sidewalk between Third and Fourth streets to 15 feet (upon
certification of the Better Market Street EIR and if the project is approved): one block
face.
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It should be noted that the widening of the east sidewalk of Fourth Street between Howard and
Folsom streets is not feasible due to the existing truck ramp, which is not proposed for
reconfiguration. The widening of the west sidewalk of Third Street between the relocated north
truck entry ramp and Folsom Street is not feasible due to the existing south truck ramp, which is
not proposed for reconfiguration (the sidewalk between Howard Street and the north entry ramp
would be widened as part of the proposed project). Additionally, the widening of the north
sidewalk of Folsom Street between Fourth and Third streets is not feasible, because that would
conflict with the proposed reconfiguration options for Folsom Street in the Central SoMa Plan. It
should also be noted that both the north and south sidewalks of Howard Street between Third and
Fourth streets are already planned for widening as part of the proposed project.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4A would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts related to pedestrians, and would not result in any secondary transportation-
related impacts.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4B: Fund the Design and Implementation of Upgraded
Crosswalks at Intersections Adjacent to Moscone Center

Crosswalks could be widened and should be restriped to the Continental design, consistent
with the Better Streets Plan. The project sponsor could reimburse SEMTA for costs associated
with the design and implementation of upgrading all crosswalks at the following

intersections:
. Fourth/Mission . Fourth/Folsom
) Third/Mission . Third/Folsom
) Fourth/Howard . Fourth/Minna
° Third/Howard ° Yerba Buena Lane/Mission

It should be noted that the project already includes an enhanced midblock crosswalk across
Howard Street between Fourth and Third streets.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-4B would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts related to pedestrians, and would not result in any secondary transportation-
related impacts.

Bicycle Impacts

Impact TR-5: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas. (Less than Significant)

The Moscone Center currently has one on-street bicycle rack (i.e., Class 2 bicycle parking) that
can accommodate five bicycles on the south sidewalk of Howard Street just east of the Moscone
South entrance. The project sponsor has indicated that some employees who currently bicycle to
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work bring their bicycles into the building to their work spaces. The Moscone Center currently
provides no bicycle storage and no changing room with showers and lockers.

The proposed project would provide 18 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the Moscone
Center, which would be available to Moscone Center staff and contractors; these spaces would
not be available to event attendees or the general public. The Class 1 bicycle parking spaces
would be located in a secure bicycle storage room at the southeast corner of the Moscone South
building, accessible from the proposed public paseo that would connect to Third Street. The
proposed project would also provide 10 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in two bicycle racks that
would be located on the south side of Howard Street within the west plaza between Moscone
South and the Children’s Creativity Museum. In addition, two changing rooms (one male, one
female) with two showers and 12 lockers each would be provided on the ground floor of the
Moscone South building. Bicyclists would be required to go through an interior door in the
bicycle storage room, down a corridor, and into the changing rooms near the ground floor
elevator lobby.

Per Planning Code Section 155.4 for a Public Use with an occupied floor area exceeding
50,000 square feet, the proposed project would be required to provide changing room facilities
with four showers and 24 clothes lockers, 17 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 1,421 Class 2
bicycle parking spaces some of which must be provided through an attended facility. The
proposed project would meet the Planning Code requirement for Class 1 bicycle parking spaces
and for the shower and locker facilities. The Planning Department has determined that
compliance with the Planning Code requirement to provide for the large quantity of Class 2 spaces
(i.e., 1,421 bicycle parking spaces in racks on sidewalks or other publicly accessible locations) is
infeasible, and the Moscone Center would seek to obtain agreement from the Planning
Department on the appropriate number of Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The project sponsor
may be required to seek a variance from the Planning Code.

The proposed project would slightly increase bicycle demand in the area, including up to 70 net-
new trips during the p.m. peak hour (as included in “other” modes in Table IV.A-9). The area
around the proposed project has a number of streets with bicycle lanes and streets designated as
bicycle routes, including Howard, Folsom, Second, Fifth and Market streets, that would continue
to be used by bicyclists traveling to and from the Moscone Center. The project site is within
convenient bicycling distance of residential, hotel, office and retail buildings in SoMa and the
Financial District.

The proposed street-level changes, including extending the Moscone North and South lobbies
toward Howard Street, and reconfiguration of the bus loading plazas on both sides of Howard
Street would not substantially affect the bicycle lane on the north side of Howard Street on most
event days. The proposed project would remove the passenger loading/unloading zone on the
north side of Howard Street directly west of Third Street that is adjacent to the bicycle lane,
which would decrease existing vehicle-bicycle conflicts. The proposed project would increase the
number of events at the Moscone Center, resulting in more frequent days when taxi and event
shuttle bus loading/unloading activities occur within the on-site passenger zone, which may
result in a minor increase in vehicle-bicycle conflicts. However, access to the on-site passenger
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zone would continue to be managed, and the passenger loading/unloading zone would be
located on Third Street and not adjacent to an existing bicycle lane, and therefore conditions
would remain similar to Existing conditions and would not result in hazardous conditions or
delays affecting bicyclists.

The proposed project would not increase bicycle or vehicle traffic to a level that adversely affects
bicycle facilities in the area, nor would the proposed project create a new hazard or substantial
conflict to bicycling, or affect the existing Class II bicycle lane on the north side of Howard Street.
The proposed project would maintain the existing Howard Street bicycle lane and would not
affect bicycle accessibility to the project site or adjoining areas. Thus, the proposed project’s
impact to bicycle facilities and circulation would be considered less than significant.

Loading Impacts

Impact TR-6: The proposed project’s loading demand would not be accommodated within the
proposed on-site freight and passenger loading facilities, and would create potentially
hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Truck Loading Space Supply: The Moscone Center currently has 18 functional loading spaces
within the lower level of the project site — three are on the east side of Moscone South (blue dock),
five are on the west side of Moscone South (green dock) and ten are on the north side of Moscone
North (red dock). All of the existing general-purpose loading docks are sized to accommodate a
semi-trailer truck up to 53 feet in length. Trucks enter the project site via a one-way ramp located
on Third Street midblock between Howard and Folsom streets and exit the project site via a one-
way ramp located on Fourth Street midblock between Howard and Folsom streets.

The proposed project would not affect the existing supply of on-site loading facilities within
Moscone Center. However, the entrance and base of the existing Third Street truck ramp would
be relocated 186 feet south to accommodate the proposed esplanade expansion. As shown on
Figure II-13, the relocated truck access ramp would provide approximately 180 feet of queuing
space, allowing for two trucks to queue on the ramp (truck marshaling on the existing ramp is
not currently possible due to the short length of the level portion of the ramp).

The underground truck ramp would remain 25 feet 6 inches wide, which would continue to
allow for two lanes of truck operation (one lane for stopped trucks and one bypass truck lane).
Improvements to truck operations under the proposed project, including allowing trucks to
queue underground on the ramp, would help relieve the occasional truck queue overflow on
Third and Folsom streets that occurs under Existing conditions. The proposed project would also
add a large drive-in door to improve truck access onto the exhibit hall floor for loading/unloading
operations, thereby relieving some of the demand for loading space. In addition, truck move-in
hours would be expanded when truck demand is high in order to spread out the loading demand
such that truck queues can be contained on-site.
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Per Planning Code Section 152.1 for “Hotels, apartments, live/work units not included above, and
all other uses not included above”, the proposed project would be required to provide a total of
seven on-site truck loading spaces. Because the Moscone Center currently includes 18 on-site
truck loading spaces, which would remain, the proposed project would meet the Planning Code
requirements.

Demand: The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of freight trucks and
food and beverage vehicles of up to 120 truck trips (i.e., inbound and outbound) during a large
event during a truck-loading shift. This is a conservative estimate of the loading demand
increase, which assumes that the additional 140,000 square feet of exhibition space would require
additional truck trips to service the event, rather than the increased demand accommodated
within the existing trucks serving the events (i.e., trucks arriving and departing with a fuller
load). As under Existing conditions at the Moscone Center, truck arrivals for move-in and break-
down operations would continue to be managed, plus the enhanced ability of trucks to drive
directly onto the exhibit hall floor (the proposed project would add a large drive-in door to
improve truck access onto the exhibit hall floor) would accommodate the increase in freight and
food and beverage demand. In addition, the proposed project would relocate 186 feet south the
entrance and base of the existing Third Street truck entrance to accommodate the proposed
expansion. The relocation of the truck ramp would provide for an area below-grade that would
accommodate queuing of up to two trucks as well as a below-grade truck passing lane to
minimize truck queue spillback. However, because the increased demand during large events
would likely increase the number of times that all loading docks are full, the proposed project
would also result in an increase in the frequency of inbound trucks queuing along the west curb
of Third Street while waiting for an available loading dock. Therefore, the proposed project’s
impact related to freight loading would be significant.

Passenger Loading/Unloading Supply: The proposed project would reconfigure the existing
Howard Street event shuttle bus pick-up and drop-off facilities by reducing the width and
extending the length of the bus pullout lanes. See Figure II-13. On the north side, there would be
a new lane for five buses north of the existing bicycle lane, dropping off riders on the right side of
the bus directly onto the expanded sidewalk in front of the Moscone North lobby. On the south
side, the existing bus drop off would be reconfigured from three lanes to two lanes to provide a
bus passenger loading lane on the right and a bypass lane on the left; the loading lane would
accommodate up to seven buses without obstructing the bypass lane, midblock crosswalk,
entrance or exit lane. Overall, the reconfiguration would provide up to 12 bus loading spaces, the
same bus count as the existing configuration.

Demand: The proposed project would add about 693 attendee person-trips by shuttle bus during
the p.m. peak hour, which represents approximately 16 additional buses per hour arriving and
departing the Moscone Center, or one additional bus every 4 to 6 minutes. Because the existing
event shuttle bus service is provided at different levels based on the event size (see Table IV.A-4),
the event shuttle bus service would be adjusted (i.e., increased) to accommodate the additional
attendees. Increased bus service would result in a greater number of buses arriving and departing
through the bus pick-up and drop-off zone at shorter headways between buses, and the duration of
time that the event shuttle buses would wait at the curb for passengers would decrease (with the
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additional passenger demand, the buses would fill up faster). Increased service may also result in
increased frequency with which the Moscone North bus zone is used. As under Existing conditions,
a bus bypass lane would be provided for the south side of Howard Street; a bypass lane would no
longer be required on the north side. The “bump system” would continue to be employed to
ensure that when one bus arrives a waiting bus departs, and the event shuttle buses would not
queue into the adjacent travel lanes. Bus operations in the south driveway would be controlled by
an attendant to facilitate bus entry/exit and minimize conflict in the crosswalks. Additionally, the
new pedestrian bridge would allow Moscone Center event attendees to cross over Howard Street
and avoid the driveway crosswalk.

The proposed project would remove the designated taxi stand on the south curb and the
taxi/passenger vehicle drop-off and pick-up area on the north curb of Howard Street just west of
Third Street. For events that do not require shuttle buses (currently more than half of all Moscone
Center events), taxis and passenger vehicles would load/unload within the north or south
loading/unloading area, depending on where the event is located. For medium-sized events that
utilize light or medium shuttle bus service, buses would load in the loading/unloading area
where the event is held, while taxis and passenger vehicles would be directed to the
loading/unloading area on the opposite side. For example, if an event is held at Moscone South,
taxis and passenger vehicles would be directed to the passenger loading bay adjacent to Moscone
North, while shuttle buses would utilize the Moscone South loading area. The proposed
loading/unloading configuration also includes multi-use spaces along the north and south sides
of the street, west of the midblock crosswalk, that could be used as taxi stands or passenger
vehicle loading/unloading zones when the spaces are not required for shuttle bus use. When not
in use by shuttle buses, the north loading area could accommodate up to four taxis/passenger
vehicles, and the south loading area could accommodate up to six taxis/passenger vehicles.

During very large events that maximize shuttle bus service and occupy all bus bays, taxis would
be allowed to pick up and drop off passengers in the bus bypass lane, but taxis would not be
permitted to stop for a prolonged period or use the bus bypass lane as a taxi stand due to the
need to move buses through. The “bus bump” system, requiring an in-driveway attendant to
manage bus flow, would ensure that the bypass lane is available for brief taxi use. The proposed
project would provide a new on-street taxi stand and short-term passenger loading/unloading
zone 200 feet in length (accommodating about eight to ten vehicles) on the west side of Third
Street south of Howard Street at the paseo that connects to the Moscone South lobby for use
during peak periods of passenger loading activity. Very large events that maximize bus bay use
currently occur only three or four times per year, but they would presumably occur more
frequently with the facility expansion planned under the proposed project.

The proposed project would increase the number of events at the Moscone Center, resulting in
more frequent days when taxi and event shuttle bus loading/unloading activities occur within the
on-site passenger zone or on-street passenger loading/unloading zones. Moreover, the
reconfiguration of Howard Street would reduce the amount of curb area available for taxi pick-
up and drop-off activities immediately in front of the Moscone Center entrances. Lastly, the
expansion project has been assumed to increase the frequency of event shuttle bus service.
During large events, when all available curbside space would be reserved for shuttle buses, some
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taxis and private vehicles may pick-up and drop-off passengers in the Howard Street travel lanes
and bicycle lane instead of at the proposed taxi stand and short-term passenger
loading/unloading zone on Third Street south of Howard Street. Therefore, the proposed
project’s impact on passenger loading/unloading activities would be significant. In addition,
during large events the impact on loading activities would likely result in vehicles stopping
within the travel lanes and bicycle lanes on Howard Street, resulting in secondary impacts to
bicyclists and traffic.

To reduce the proposed project’s significant impacts related to freight loading and passenger
loading/unloading activities, and secondary impacts to bicyclists and motor vehicle traffic,
Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a would require the implementation of a Moscone Center
Transportation Operations Master Plan, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b would require that the
project sponsor fund the deployment of additional parking control officers.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a: Moscone Center Transportation Operations Master Plan

The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Moscone Center Transportation
Operations Master Plan (Master Plan), which shall require that each Moscone Center event
have its own unique Transportation Operations Event Plan (TOEP), tailored to the size,
duration and characteristics of the individual event. Each TOEP shall adhere to a set of
guidelines related to the following fundamental transportation elements:

Plan development and approval

Passenger loading/unloading zone attendants

Shuttle bus operations

Taxi, rideshare, and private vehicle passenger loading/unloading operations
Truck operations

Parking control office (PCO) operations

Pedestrian operations

Bicycle operations

Emergency vehicle operations

Large events that include changes to traffic operations
Adherence

Revisions to Master Plan

0PN R

[
N = o

The Moscone Center Transportation Operations Master Plan is included in Appendix C.

The requirements specific to truck operations described in the Master Plan will ensure that
a significant impact related to freight loading does not occur. Specifically, the Master Plan
will ensure that inbound trucks do not queue along the west curb of Third Street while
waiting for an available loading dock.

The requirements specific to passenger loading/unloading described in the Master Plan
will ensure that a significant impact related to passenger loading/unloading, with
associated secondary impacts to bicyclists and traffic, does not occur. Specifically, the
Master Plan will ensure that no vehicles stop to pick-up or drop-off passengers in the
Howard Street travel lanes or bicycle lane.
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The Master Plan will be a living document maintained by the Planning Department. The
Master Plan will be revised as necessary to reflect changes in generally accepted
technology or operation protocols, or changes in conditions. All revisions will be reviewed
and approved by the ERO of the Planning Department to ensure that the Master Plan
adheres to this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to freight
loading and event shuttle bus and taxi access to the project site. Implementation of this mitigation
measure would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Fund Additional Parking Control Officers

Working with the SFMTA, the project sponsor shall fund one or more additional Parking
Control Officer (PCO) beat(s) during Moscone Center events with 20,000 or more
attendees. The additional PCOs shall supplement the existing PCOs, except the additional
PCOs shall perform an active patrol of on-street loading conditions around the Moscone
area (rather than be stationary at an intersection or crosswalk). The number of officers
required to staff the additional beat(s) and the hours that the beat(s) would be staffed shall
be determined by SFMTA based on the size and hours of the event, and could include
events with fewer than 20,000 daily attendees.

The additional PCO beat(s) shall focus enforcement on the following loading issues:

. Ensuring that stopped vehicles, especially shuttle buses and trucks, do not idle their
engine while stopped, per San Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.86. Drivers that
idle their engines longer than is necessary would be subject to citation. Legible and
visible signs could be posted in multiple languages (i.e., English, Spanish, Chinese)
in designated queuing areas to remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

J Ensuring that vehicles do not load or unload passengers while stopped in any
crosswalk, bicycle lane or travel lane on Howard and Folsom streets, per California
Vehicle Code §22500 and San Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.70. This
enforcement shall be focused on all vehicles, including shuttle buses, taxis, trucks,
and private vehicles. Drivers of vehicles stopped along the north curb of Howard
Street or the south curb of Folsom Street would be required to ensure that their
vehicle is not obstructing the bicycle lane. Consistent with existing SFMTA policy,
the only vehicles that would be permitted to stop within a bicycle lane would be
vehicles actively loading or unloading a disabled passenger. Vehicles that stop
within a bicycle lane to load or unload a passenger that is not disabled would be
subject to citation.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event
shuttle bus and taxi access to the project site, and would not result in any secondary
transportation-related impacts. Implementation of both Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a and
Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b would reduce the proposed project’s impacts to less-than-
significant.
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Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency
vehicle access. (Less than Significant)

Emergency vehicle access would remain unchanged from Existing conditions. Emergency
vehicles would continue to access the site from arterial roadways through the study area,
including Third, Fourth, Howard and Folsom streets. The proposed street level changes,
including extending the Moscone North and South lobbies toward Howard Street, and
reconfiguration of the bus loading plazas on both sides of Howard Street, and relocation of the
truck access ramp on Third Street would not affect the travel lanes on Howard or Third streets,
and therefore would not affect emergency vehicle access.

The proposed project would not increase the number of events or days that Howard Street
between Third and Fourth streets would be closed to vehicular traffic. Street closures are subject
to a separate City permitting process (i.e., a Temporary Occupancy Permit through DPW), which
ensures that emergency vehicle access is maintained throughout the duration of the street
closure.

While the proposed project would increase the number of pedestrians and vehicles in the vicinity
of the Moscone Center and the number of days during the year that this increase occurs,
emergency access to the site and in the vicinity would remain similar to Existing conditions.
Therefore, aside from the minor increase in vehicle traffic that would result from the proposed
expansion, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency access to the project site and
nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project’s impacts related to emergency vehicle access
would be less than significant.

Construction Impacts

Impact TR-8: The proposed project would not result in construction-related transportation
impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)

The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project
sponsor, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to
construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction
contractor(s) would be required to meet with the DPW and SFMTA staff to develop and review
truck routing plans for demolition, disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and
storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be
required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, (the
Blue Book), including those regulations regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet
with SEFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.3® Prior to

33 The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)
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construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special
Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations.
In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for
complying with all city, state and federal codes, rules and regulations.

Construction of the proposed project would occur using a coordinated, phased construction
schedule that would preserve the Moscone Center’s event operations during the construction
period. The construction of the proposed project is assumed to begin in November 2014 and
would be completed in approximately 44 months. In order to achieve maximum contiguous
exhibition space within the existing Moscone below-grade footprint, the project would include a
three-phased construction schedule coordinated with the present Moscone Center event calendar.

Phase 1 would involve the preparation of the site and last 13 months. The excavation under
Howard Street during this phase would require 1,500 truck trips and the temporary closure of
Howard Street between Third and Fourth streets for 15 to 20 days. Phase 2, the renovation of the
Esplanade Building, would last 15 months. Demolition and construction would require 2,566 and
2,250 truck trips, respectively. The renovation of the South Lobby, North Lobby and Bridges
would occur during Phase 3 and last 16 months. Demolition and construction would require
2,000 and 2,221 truck trips, respectively.

Construction related activities would generally occur Monday through Saturday, between
7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., and the typical work shift for most construction workers would be from
7:00 a.m. to about 3:30 p.m. Construction is not anticipated to occur on Sundays or major legal
holidays, but may occur on an as-needed basis. The hours of construction would be stipulated by
the Department of Building Inspection.

It is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not
substantially affect transportation conditions, as impacts on local intersections or the transit
network would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site and potential
temporary parking restrictions along the building frontage would cause a temporary increase in
parking demand. Construction workers would park within nearby off-street parking facilities
that currently have availability during the day (e.g., the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage).

Lane and sidewalk closures or diversions are subject to review and approval by the City’s
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), which consists of representatives from the Fire
Department, Police Department, SFMTA Traffic Engineering Division, and DPW. Conflicts with
transit operations are not anticipated, since no Muni lines operate along Howard Street, but the
proposed project’s contractor would be required to coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and
Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit
operations.

It is anticipated that construction activity of the proposed project may overlap with the
construction activity of other proposed and/or planned projects in the area, notably the proposed
expansion of the SFMOMA on Third Street between Howard and Mission streets, the 706 Mission
Street building on Third Street between Mission and Market streets, the 250 Fourth Street
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building on Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom streets, the ongoing construction of the
Central Subway on Fourth Street (which is anticipated to continue through 2017) and the
construction of the Central Subway Moscone Station on Fourth Street between Clementina Street
and Folsom Street (anticipated to occur between 2013 and 2017).3* The construction activities
associated with these nearby projects would affect access, traffic operations and pedestrian
movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to
work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that
would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to
the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. However, the
proposed project would not impact Central Subway construction along Fourth Street, since the
work for the Moscone Center Expansion Project would be limited to Howard Street between
Third and Fourth streets, and to Third Street between Folsom and Howard streets. Conversely,
Central Subway construction along Fourth Street would not impact the construction activities
associated with the proposed project. Overall, because construction activities would be
temporary and limited in duration and are required to be conducted in accordance with City
requirements, construction-related transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less
than significant.

While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than
significant, Improvement Measure IM-TR-8: Construction Measures may be recommended for
consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians,
transit, and autos.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-8: Construction Measures

Traffic Control Plan for Construction. As an improvement measure to reduce potential
conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit and autos at the Project
site, the contractor could prepare a traffic control plan for Project construction. The Project
Sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire
Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to
reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations (not anticipated, but
if determined necessary) and other measures to reduce potential traffic and transit
disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project.
The contractor would be required to comply with the City of San Francisco’s Regulations
for Working in San Francisco Streets, which establish rules and permit requirements so that
construction activities can be done safely and with the least possible interference with
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicular traffic. In addition, to minimize the
construction-related disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the
am. and p.m. peak periods, truck movements and deliveries should be limited during

34 Tunneling, via a Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM), is being used for the majority of Central Subway construction
on Fourth Street. The only visible tunneling activity will occur at the portal construction location on Fourth
Street between Bryant and Harrison streets and at the excavation site on Columbus Avenue at Union Street.
Construction of the Central Subway along Fourth Street therefore does not involve substantial closure of travel
lanes, or significant reroutes of traffic. Increased truck activity to remove excavated materials will continue to
occur at the portal construction location on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison streets.
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peak hours (generally 7 to 9 am. and 4 to 6 p.m., or other times, as determined by SFMTA
and its TASC). The proposed project’s traffic control plan for construction should be
reviewed by SFMTA'’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to minimize impacts to
Third Street and its Muni transit service during Phase I of the Moscone construction effort.

Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers. As an improvement measure to
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the
construction contractor should include methods to encourage carpooling and transit access
to the Project site by construction workers in the Construction Management Plan.

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents. As an improvement
measure to minimize construction impacts on access for nearby institutions and businesses,
the DPW could require the project sponsor to provide nearby residences and adjacent
businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including
construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane
closures, and lane closures.

The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) could meet with DPW, the Traffic
Engineering Division and Muni Division of the SFMTA, the Fire Department, the Planning
Department and other City agencies to determine feasible measures to reduce traffic
congestion. Prior to construction, the Project contractor could coordinate with Muni’s Street
Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any
impacts to transit vehicles.

Improvement Measure IM-TR-8 would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Implementation of this
improvement measure would further reduce the magnitude of the proposed project’s less-than-
significant construction-related transportation impacts, and would not result in any secondary
transportation-related impacts.

Parking Conditions

As discussed in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A) and in the
section entitled “Senate Bill 743/Public Resources Code 21099” beginning on page IV-4, Public
Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.”3® Section 21099(d) provides that, “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall
not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the
above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within one-half mile of a
major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an
urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing

35 Gee Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).
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commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned
for commercial uses. Thus, this EIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the
significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the Planning Department acknowledges
that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a
parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary
physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce
onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation
analysis.

The Moscone Center does not currently include any accessory public parking, and no vehicle
parking would be added under the proposed project. The proposed expansion would result in a
total vehicle parking demand during a large event of around 2,380 parking spaces, an increase of
around 350 spaces over existing conditions. Because the Moscone Center does not currently
include any accessory public parking supply, and vehicle parking would not be added as part of
the proposed project, the proposed project would result in a parking shortfall of up to
350 parking spaces.

Visitors and employees would continue to park at nearby public parking garages. In the
downtown area, there are a number of large public parking garages that have capacity to
accommodate demand, depending on time of day, as well as numerous garages associated with
office buildings that are open to the general public. For example, the nearby Fifth &
Mission/Yerba Buena Garage, centrally located on this segment of the corridor, contains
2,585 parking spaces, and is about 52 percent occupied during weekday midday.3¢ Other public
garages in the area include the Moscone Garage (732 parking spaces and about 70 percent
occupied during the midday), the SFMOMA Garage (410 parking spaces and about 80 percent
occupied during the midday), the Hearst Garage (796 parking spaces and about 95 percent
occupied during the midday), and the Jessie Square Garage (372 parking spaces and about
75 percent occupied during the midday).?” As noted in Table IV.A-3, these public parking
garages currently have availability throughout the day.

Other larger off-street parking garages further from the Mission Street corridor are located north
of Market Street in the Union Square area, and include the Ellis O'Farrell Garage (800 parking
spaces), the Union Square Garage (800 parking spaces), and the Sutter-Stockton Garage
(1,650 parking spaces). On-street parking is available east of Fifth Street as well. On-street
parking generally consists of one-hour standard metered spaces and 30-minute commercial
vehicle metered spaces. On most streets, the commercial vehicle meters are in effect from 9 a.m.
to 3 p.m. Overall, the on-street parking spaces are well utilized throughout the day, with
availability during the overnight hours at the commercial loading spaces. Considering the
location in the downtown area with multiple alternative parking and travel modes available, the
additional parking demand associated with the proposed project would be accommodated
within the available off-street supply.

g? SFMTA, SFpark Parking Garage Data, LCW Consulting, March and June 2013.
Ibid.
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With the proposed project, large events would also occur more frequently at the Moscone Center,
resulting in more frequent increases in parking demand generated by the Moscone Center. The
increase of 350 parking spaces would be accommodated within the nearby garages that currently
operate with available capacity. Queuing onto Fifth Street rarely occurs during Moscone Center
events and has been observed only during the San Francisco International Auto Show that is
typically held the week of Thanksgiving and which overlaps with the start of the holiday
shopping season. An electronic GARAGE FULL sign is located on the Fifth & Mission/Yerba
Buena Garage on Fifth Street at Minna Street, and electronic signs indicating public garage
parking space availability have recently been installed on Fourth Street between Mission and
Howard streets to help guide drivers away from the Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage when
at capacity and towards other less utilized garages in the area, including the Hearst Parking
Center or the Museum Parc Garage.

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the
sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in
the vicinity of the project site. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the
degree to which the proposed project would affect the transportation network in conjunction
with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations and a discussion of the proposed
project’s contribution to specific intersections and pedestrian analysis locations are included in
the project’s TIS.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to
significant cumulative traffic impacts at 22 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or
LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and would result in less-than-significant
cumulative impacts at two study intersections that would operate at LOS D or better under
2040 Cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)

Table IV.A-15 presents the 2040 Cumulative intersection operating conditions for the weekday p.m.
peak hour. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions 22 of the 24 study intersections are projected to
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (as compared to 12 of the 24 study intersections operating at
LOS E or LOS F under Existing conditions). The study intersections of Mission/Fifth and
Howard/Hawthorne are projected to operate at LOS D or better under 2040 Cumulative conditions.

The proposed project contributions to the cumulative traffic volumes at the critical movements
operating poorly (i.e., at LOS E or LOS F) for the 22 study intersections that are projected to operate
at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions were reviewed to determine whether the
proposed project contributions to the LOS E or LOS F operating conditions under 2040 Cumulative
conditions would be considerable. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical
movements operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in the project’s TIS. At all of the
intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F, the proposed project’s contributions to the critical
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movements operating at LOS E or LOS F would be less than 5 percent, which would not be a
considerable contribution. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to
the significant cumulative traffic impacts at 22 study intersections, and would result in less-than-
significant cumulative traffic impacts at two study intersections that would operate at LOS D or
better under 2040 Cumulative conditions.

Cumulative Transit Impacts

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to
significant 2040 Cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant)

As indicated in Table IV.A-16 on page IV.A-55, for 2040 Cumulative conditions during the p.m.
p-m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of the Northeast and Southwest screenlines and corridors
within the screenlines would be less than Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
However, under 2040 Cumulative conditions, the capacity utilization on the California,
Sutter/Clement and Fulton/Hayes corridors within the Northwest screenline, and on the Mission
and San Bruno/Bayshore corridors within the Southeast screenline, would increase and exceed
the 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the p.m. peak hour. These exceedances of the
capacity utilization standard for the three corridors of the Northwest screenline and for the two
corridors of the Southeast screenline under 2040 Cumulative conditions would be considered a
significant cumulative impact.

The proposed project would generate very few transit trips and would therefore result in less-
than-significant contributions to screenlines and corridors operating at greater than the
85 percent capacity utilization standard. The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative
transit impacts on the Northwest and Southeast screenlines under 2040 Cumulative conditions
would not be considerable. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not contribute
considerably to the significant cumulative Muni transit impacts.

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant regional transit
impacts on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans and other regional ferry
service under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)

As indicated in Table IV.A-17 on page IV.A-56, for 2040 Cumulative conditions during the p.m.
peak hour, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity
utilization standard of 100 percent. The proposed project would add a limited number of new
transit trips to regional transit providers. No regional transit providers are expected to exceed
their established capacity utilization thresholds (i.e., 100 percent). Therefore, the cumulative
impacts to regional transit would be less than significant. For the above reasons, the proposed
project would result in less-than-significant cumulative regional transit impacts.
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Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to
significant 2040 Cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant)

Pedestrian circulation impacts by their nature are largely site-specific and generally do not
contribute to impacts from other, more distant development projects. As described in Impact TR-4,
the proposed project would not result in overcrowding of crosswalks, sidewalks or corners or
create new potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. The proposed project would
improve pedestrian circulation adjacent to the project site by creating a “pedestrian-friendly
zone” between the entry lobbies of Moscone North and Moscone South. The proposed project
would enhance the existing signalized midblock pedestrian crossing at Howard Street between
Third and Fourth streets by widening the crosswalk from 28 to 60 feet, and at each side the
surface of Howard Street would be raised to create a curbless transition from sidewalk to street,
reinforcing the pedestrian orientation of this segment of Howard Street. Pedestrian safety
features, such as tactile paving and bollards, would be installed at the edges of Howard Street.
The proposed project would also reconfigure the Moscone Center’s passenger loading/unloading
zones, thereby widening the frontage sidewalks on Howard Street. These elements would
improve pedestrian conditions by facilitating safe pedestrian circulation and crossings, by
providing safe spaces for pedestrians, and by increasing pedestrian visibility to drivers.

The Central Subway Project is currently under construction, and the Moscone station would be
located on the west side of Fourth Street between Folsom and Clementina streets (across Fourth
Street from Moscone North and South). Pedestrians using this station would cross at the north
crosswalk at the intersection of Fourth/Folsom and walk on the sidewalk adjacent to the south or
west sides of Moscone Center, or walk along the west side of Fourth Street between Howard and
Folsom streets and cross at the south crosswalk at the intersection of Fourth/Howard streets.

Between Existing and 2040 Cumulative conditions, the number of pedestrians on the study area
crosswalks, sidewalks and corners are anticipated to increase substantially, primarily due to
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. The Central SoMa Plan proposes to upgrade sidewalks
to meet the standards in the Better Streets Plan, provide corner sidewalk extensions, provide
additional crosswalks across major streets, and widen and upgrade crosswalks. However, as a
conservative assumption, the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian analysis presented below assumes
existing street widths, crosswalk widths, and pedestrian signal timings, with the exception of the
proposed project-related changes discussed above.

Crosswalk Analysis. Tables IV.A-18A and IV.A-18B present the pedestrian volumes and LOS
conditions for the 2040 Cumulative conditions at the crosswalk analysis locations for the
weekday midday and p.m. peak hours, respectively. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, multiple
crosswalks at the study intersections of Mission/Third (four crosswalks), Mission/Fourth (four
crosswalks) and Howard/Fourth (two crosswalks) would experience LOS E or LOS F conditions
during the midday and/or the p.m. peak hours, as would the midblock crosswalk on Mission
Street at Yerba Buena Lane during both the midday and p.m. peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F
conditions at these 11 crosswalks would be considered significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.
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The proposed project contributions to the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes at the 11 crosswalks
operating at LOS E or LOS F during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours were reviewed to
determine whether the proposed project contributions to the LOS E or LOS F conditions under 2040
Cumulative conditions would be considerable. Detailed calculations and percent contributions at
pedestrian analysis locations projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F are included in the proposed
project’s TIS. The proposed project’s contribution to the crosswalks projected to operate at LOS E or
LOS F would be less than 5 percent at all crosswalk locations projected to operate at LOS E or LOS
F, and therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the significant
cumulative pedestrian impacts at the crosswalk analysis locations.

Sidewalk Analysis. Tables IV.A-19A and IV.A-19B on pages IV.A-65 and IV.A-66 present the
pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the 2040 Cumulative conditions at the sidewalk
analysis locations for the weekday midday and p.m. peak hours, respectively. As shown in
Tables IV.A-19A and IV.A-19B, under 2040 Cumulative conditions the west sidewalk on Fourth
Street between Market and Mission streets and the east sidewalk on Fourth Street between
Mission and Howard streets would operate at LOS E conditions during both the weekday
midday and p.m. peak hours. The LOS E conditions at these two sidewalk locations would be
considered significant cumulative pedestrian impacts. The proposed project’s contribution to the
two sidewalk locations projected to operate at LOS E under 2040 Cumulative conditions would
be less than 5 percent. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the
significant cumulative pedestrian impacts at the sidewalk analysis locations.

Corner Analysis. Tables IV.A-20A and IV.A-20B present the pedestrian volumes and LOS
conditions for the 2040 Cumulative conditions at the corner analysis locations at the four
intersections adjacent to the project site for the weekday midday and p.m. peak hours,
respectively. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, during both midday and p. m peak hour the
southeast corner of the intersection of Mission/Fourth, the southeast corner of Howard/Fourth, all
four corners (except the northeast corner during the p.m. peak hour) at the intersection of
Mission/Third, and the southeast corner of Howard/Third would operate at LOS E or LOS F
conditions. The LOS E or LOS F conditions at these seven corner locations would be considered
significant cumulative pedestrian impacts. The proposed project’s contribution to the seven
corner locations projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under 2040 Cumulative
conditions would be less than 5 percent. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute
considerably to the significant cumulative pedestrian impacts at the corner analysis locations.

In addition, there is a projected increase in background vehicle traffic between Existing plus
Project and 2040 Cumulative conditions, as shown in the cumulative traffic forecasts. This would
result in an increase in the potential for vehicle-pedestrian conflicts at intersections in the study
area. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future
2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to
the significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.
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Cumulative Bicycle Impacts

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative bicycle
impacts. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative bicycle circulation or
conditions in the area. A majority of the project-generated trips to the project site were assumed
to be walk trips to and from nearby hotels, although the proposed project would result in a slight
increase in bicycle trips. Bicycling trips in the area may increase between the completion of the
project and the cumulative scenario due to general growth in the area. As noted above, under
2040 Cumulative conditions, there is a projected increase in vehicles at intersections in the vicinity
of the proposed project, which may result in an increase in vehicle-bicycle conflicts at intersections
in the study area. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through
the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing Class II bicycle lane on Howard Street, proposed
Class II bicycle lanes in each direction on Howard Street under the Central SoMa Plan
Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, or the proposed two-way cycle track under the Central SoMa
Plan Howard/Folsom One-way Option. Project elements include identification of the points of
access to bicycle parking, including signage indicating the location of these facilities, avoiding
conflicts with private cars and loading vehicles accessing the garage, and facilitating access to
bicycle routes through on-site signage.

The proposed project would provide a new on-street taxi stand and short-term passenger
loading/unloading zone 200 feet in length (accommodating eight to ten vehicles) on the west side
of Third Street south of Howard Street for use during peak periods of passenger loading activity.
With implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, the taxi stand/passenger loading/unloading zone
would be reconfigured to accommodate the cycle track that is proposed under the Central SoMa
Plan on Third Street. The first option would locate the cycle track adjacent to (i.e., directly to the
east of) the taxi stand/passenger loading/unloading zone. The second option would locate the
cycle track adjacent to the curb, and the taxi stand/passenger loading/unloading zone would be to
the east of the cycle track within an island (i.e., the cycle track would be located between the
sidewalk and the taxi stand/passenger loading/unloading island). During times when the taxi
stand/passenger loading/unloading zone is actively being used, the first option would result in
conflicts at the southern end, where vehicles accessing the zone would travel across the cycle
track, resulting in potential bicycle-vehicle conflicts. The second option, which would place the
cycle track between the sidewalk and the taxi stand/passenger loading/unloading island, would
require passengers to cross the cycle track at a designated marked crosswalk at the northern end
of the island, resulting in potential pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. While both options would result
in a conflict point between bicyclists and other roadway users, the effect of any potential conflicts
would be minimized by the presence of Loading Zone Attendants who would be required to be
present when the Third Street taxi stand is in operation, in accordance with the event-specific
Transportation Operations Event Plan that would be prepared pursuant to Mitigation
Measure M-TR-6a. Therefore, neither would result in a potentially hazardous condition for
bicyclists, interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or significantly
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impact bicycle operations. For the above reasons, the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.

Cumulative Loading Impacts

Impact C-TR-6: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading
impacts. (Less than Significant)

Loading impacts are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to
impacts from other development projects near the project site. The proposed project impacts
related to freight loading and passenger loading/unloading activities would be significant, and
the proposed project’s significant impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a and Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b. Therefore,
the proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts, with
mitigation for the project-specific freight and passenger loading impacts.

Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

Impact C-TR-7: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative
emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative emergency vehicle access
conditions in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to
the project site would remain unchanged from existing conditions. If implemented, the TEP
TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative on Mission Street will extend the existing transit-only lane hours
of 4 to 6 p.m. in both directions and 7 to 9 a.m. in the inbound direction to full-time for the
segment of Mission Street between Fourth and 11th streets. In addition, the existing 7 a.m. to
6 p.m. hours of the Mission Street transit-only lanes between Fourth and Main streets in the
outbound direction and between Fourth and Beale streets in the inbound direction will be
extended to full-time. If the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative is implemented instead of the
TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative, it will relocate the existing side-running transit-only lanes on
Mission Street between Fifth and First streets in the outbound direction and between Sixth and
First streets in the inbound direction, so that they become center-running transit-only lanes, and
transition the outbound transit-only lane back to its existing curbside configuration and rescind
the inbound transit-only lane between Seventh and Sixth streets.

With implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, the existing transit-only lane along the east curb
of Third Street between King and Market streets would remain, and a transit-only lane along the
west curb of Fourth Street between Market and Harrison streets would be provided. Under the
Howard/Folsom One-way Option, Folsom Street between 11th and Second streets would be
modified to have two eastbound travel lanes and a two-way cycle track along the north curb. East
of Sixth Street, parking would be permitted along the south curb during off-peak times, while

April 2014 IV.A-87 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Transportation and Circulation

during peak travel periods, parking would be prohibited to create an eastbound transit-only lane.
Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, Folsom Street between 11th and Fourth streets
would be modified to have one eastbound and one westbound travel lane, while between Fourth
and Second streets, Folsom Street would be modified to have one eastbound transit-only lane,
one eastbound travel lane, and one westbound travel lane. With implementation of transit-only
lanes and changes to the number and direction of travel lanes on streets in the vicinity of the
proposed project, emergency vehicle providers may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents;
however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. Emergency
vehicles would be permitted full use of transit-only lanes and would not be subject to any turn
restrictions. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.

Cumulative Construction Impacts

Impact C-TR-8: The proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative
construction-related transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)

The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other projects,
including the 706 Mission Street, 400 Second Street, 250 Fourth Street, 942 Mission Street projects
for which building permits have already been approved, and the 5M Project and the Central
SoMa Plan which are currently proposed, although the timing of construction is not currently
known. The SFMOMA expansion project is currently under construction, and construction is
anticipated to be completed by early 2016. The Central Subway project is currently under
construction, and construction is anticipated to be completed by 2017 (and revenue service
initiated in 2019). In addition, proposed streetscape improvements on Howard, Third, and Fourth
streets included within the Central SoMa Plan may be implemented during the proposed
project’s 44-month construction period.

Overall, localized cumulative construction-related transportation effects could occur as a result of
cumulative projects that generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the
proposed project. The construction manager for each project would work with the various
departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address
construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the
construction area for the duration of any overlap in construction activity. Improvement Measure
IM-TR-8 would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to
potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, including
construction truck traffic management, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and
residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.

The cumulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would not be cumulatively
considerable, as the construction would be of temporary duration, and the project sponsor would
coordinate with various City departments such as SEMTA and DPW through the TASC to
develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and
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pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

Cumulative Parking Conditions

As discussed above, an analysis of parking demand is presented for informational purposes.
Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to the land use development and
increased density anticipated within the City, parking demand and competition for on- and off-
street parking is likely to increase. Consistent with the City’s Transit First Policy, the City’s Better
Streets program and related projects, the proposed project would not provide on-site parking.
The parking shortfall associated with proposed project’s parking demand would need to be
accommodated in nearby public parking facilities, and, as a result, the midday parking
occupancy in the study area would increase. Furthermore, the proposed project would encourage
transit, walking and bicycling modes through implementation of Improvement Measure IM-TR-1,
which may further lead to a mode shift from private passenger vehicles to transit or other modes
of travel.
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IV.B Shadow

This section analyzes potential shadow impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed
Moscone Center Expansion project and assesses the potential for project implementation to
adversely affect existing shadow patterns.

Environmental Setting

This section describes existing, planned, and approved public open spaces in the project site
vicinity that would be affected by the proposed project. Public open spaces are classified into one
of three categories: parks subject to Planning Code Section 295; other open spaces under public
jurisdiction; and privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces (POPOS).

Parks Subject to Section 295

Planning Code Section 295 (discussed further under Regulatory Framework, p. IV.B-4, below) limits
new shadow on Recreation and Park Department properties. There are no parks subject to
Section 295 in the immediate project vicinity; the nearest such parks are Union Square, South Park,
and the Gene Friend (South of Market) Recreation Center, each more than one-fourth mile away.

Other Open Spaces under Public Jurisdiction

Yerba Buena Gardens, developed in the 1990s as part of the Yerba Buena Redevelopment Project,
sits atop the Moscone Center Expansion project site, over both project blocks. During spring,
summer, and autumn months, the Gardens host musical, dance, poetry, acrobatic, and other
performance events.!

For purposes of this analysis, the Gardens comprise four distinct areas, described below and
depicted in Figure IV.B-1. These open spaces at the project site are not under the jurisdiction of
the Recreation and Park Department, and are therefore not subject to Section 295 of the Planning
Code, but the Gardens are subject to Planning Code Section 147 (see Regulatory Framework,
p. IV.B-4, below) and the shadow impacts on the Gardens will be analyzed here.

. The primary portion of the Yerba Buena Esplanade comprises the majority of the open space
on the project site’s northern block. The approximately 189,000-square-foot Esplanade is
bordered to the north by Mission Street, to the east by two-story buildings housing the Yerba
Buena Center for the Arts gallery and theater space, to the south by Howard Street and the
restaurants atop the Moscone North lobby, and to the west by the Metreon, which is a four-
story, 115-foot-tall building containing approximately 350,000 square feet of entertainment
and retail space, including a Target store, a 16-screen movie theater, and a food court. The
Esplanade includes benches, berms/terraces, the Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial Fountain
and Waterfall, pedestrian walkways, and public art. The center of the Esplanade comprises a
large grassy area surrounded by a network of smaller gardens.

1 Yerba Buena Gardens Festival web site: http://www.ybgfestival.org/calendar/, accessed January 17, 2013.
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B. Shadow

. The East Garden is a 22,500-square-foot paved plaza located along Third Street, directly
across from the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art. The East Garden includes seating
areas, a sculpture, landscaped vegetation, and a water feature.

. The northern project block also includes a separate 8,200-square foot paved plaza along
Howard Street (Howard Street Plaza). This plaza serves as the southern entrance to the
Yerba Buena Center for the Arts Novellus Theater. It includes a staircase, pedestrian ramp,
landscaped open space and planter boxes. A bike-sharing station and benches are located
at the plaza’s southeastern corner.

. The Children’s Garden sits atop the southern block of the Moscone Convention Center. The
irregularly shaped area is bordered to the north by Howard Street and the Moscone South
lobby building; to the east by the Esplanade Building; to the south by an indoor ice rink;
and to the west by the Children’s Creativity Museum, the Bowling Center, the Child
Development Center, and Fourth Street. The open space includes a Learning Garden, a
maze, a circular lawn, a play circle with playground, a nature walk/allée of plum trees, and
an amphitheater. It also includes the historic carousel near the corner of Fourth and
Howard streets. The play circle is open from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. daily. As indicated in
Chapter 2, Project Description, under the proposed project the total square footage of
public open space on the southern block would increase by approximately 10,000 square
feet. Moreover, under the proposed project the portion of the Children’s Garden
specifically dedicated to children’s recreation (as opposed to circulation or adult passive
recreation) would be maintained.?

Two other open spaces under public jurisdiction are located in proximity to the project site:

o Jessie Square, north of the project site across Mission Street, is an approximately 0.78-acre
plaza that was constructed in 2008, also as part of the Yerba Buena Redevelopment Plan; it
sits atop the subsurface Jessie Square Garage. The open space is bordered by St. Patrick’s
Church to the west, the Contemporary Jewish Museum to the north, the Aronson Building (a
historic commercial building that is also the 706 Mission project site) to the east, and Mission
Street to the south. There is a water feature with uncovered seating areas in the plaza’s center
and uncovered seating with sun shades in the northeastern corner. There is also uncovered
seating near the southern perimeter of the square. The square is mostly paved, with grass
landscaping in the southern portion and around the water feature.

o Yerba Buena Lane, north of the project site across Mission Street, is a one-block-long public
pedestrian passage connecting Market Street with Mission Street. The San Francisco
Marriott Hotel is on the west side, and the Four Seasons hotel and condominiums, the
Contemporary Jewish Museum, Jessie Square, and St. Patrick’s Church are on the east side.
Retailers, restaurants, and a museum occupy the storefronts along the passage, which
includes benches, stairs, a pedestrian ramp and seating areas.

2 For the purpose of presenting a conservative shadow analysis, the calculations of the net increase in shadow
are presented based on the existing square footage of the Children’s Garden, as opposed to the larger
Children’s Garden that would result from the proposed project. The proposed garden improvements would
include a tot lot with play equipment, relocation and expansion of the Learning Garden, replacement of the
nature walk, an elevated seating area, and reconfiguration of features along the Esplanade Building. Specific
design details and locations of these features have not yet been determined; however, the areas affected by
shadow would be somewhat changed due to the relocation of these features. Given that a detailed design has
not been finalized, this analysis presents shadow impacts to the existing features and notes where shadow
could fall on relocated features, as applicable
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Private Publicly Accessible Open Spaces

Other open spaces in the project site vicinity are POPOS, as shown in Figure IV.B-1. These open
spaces are not subject to Planning Code Section 295 controls, and they are not operated or
managed by public agencies but are subject to Planning Code Section 147. These POPOS are
located between densely developed high-rise buildings, and many of these POPOS are already
shaded by existing buildings for much of the day throughout the year.

. Westin Plaza connects Jessie Street Plaza to Third Street. It contains a landscaped area,
paving, and seating for a nearby restaurant. The plaza is shaded most of the day for most
of the year by the buildings directly to the south, as well as the high-rises east across Third
Street.

. Moscone Plaza is an approximately 7,500-square-foot pedestrian alley running along
Tehama Street, from Third Street to Kaplan Lane, to the east of the Moscone Convention
Center’s southern block. The paved plaza is bordered on the north side by landscaped
planter boxes for the adjacent development.

Regulatory Framework

Sunlight Ordinance/Planning Code Section 295

Section 295 of the Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, regulates the issuance of building
permits for structures or additions to structures greater than 40 feet in height that would create
new shadow on property under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the
Recreation and Park Commission, during the period from one hour after sunrise to one hour
before sunset. Section 295(b) states that the Planning Commission, following a public hearing,
“shall disapprove” any project governed by this section that would have an “adverse effect on
the use of the property” due to shading of a park subject to Section 295, “unless it is determined
that the impact would be insignificant.” The Planning Commission’s decision under Section 295
cannot be made “until the general manager of the Recreation and Park Department in
consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission has had an opportunity to review and
comment to the City Planning Commission upon the proposed project.” Under the criteria
adopted by the Planning and Recreation and Park Commissions in 1989, 14 downtown parks
were assigned Absolute Cumulative Limits, which represent the maximum percentage of new
shadow, expressed as a percentage of theoretical annual available sunlight,® allowable beyond
existing conditions. For projects that would affect parks for which a quantitative limit was
established, shadow impacts have typically been judged less than significant if the project would
not exceed the Absolute Cumulative Limit.

3 The theoretical annual available sunlight is the amount of sunlight, measured in square foot hours, that would
fall on a given park during the hours covered by Section 295. It is computed by multiplying the area of the park
by 3,721.4, which is the number of hours in the year subject to Section 295. Thus, this quantity is not affected by
shadow cast by existing buildings, but instead represents the amount of sunlight that would be available with
no buildings in place. Theoretical annual available sunlight calculations for each downtown park were used by
the Planning and Recreation and Park Commissions in establishing the allowable Absolute Cumulative Limit
for downtown parks in 1989.
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A project that adds new shadow to sidewalks or a public open space, or exceeds the Absolute
Cumulative Limit on a Section 295 park, does not necessarily result in a significant impact under
CEQA. The City’s significance criteria for purposes of CEQA review are listed below.

Other Planning Code Regulations

Planning Code Section 146(a), applicable to certain streets in the C-3 zoning districts, requires
that buildings and additions fit within an envelope defined by a plane sloping away from the
street at a prescribed angle above a prescribed height “in order to maintain direct sunlight on
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical periods of use.” Section 146(a) is
specific to certain streets in the C-3 district, but Mission, Howard, Folsom, Third, and Fourth
Streets are not among them. Therefore Section 146(a) does not apply to the project site and is not
further discussed in this analysis.

Planning Code Section 146(c) states that new buildings and building additions shall be shaped
“so as to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks in the C-3 Districts,” other than
sidewalks specified in Section 146(a), if this can be accomplished “without creating an
unattractive design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the site in
question.”

Planning Code Section 147 is applicable to public plazas or other publicly accessible open spaces
other than those protected by Section 295. It regulates new development, taller than 50 feet, and
in the C-3 use district where height limits are greater than 40 feet. Section 147 requires new
development to be shaped to minimize shadow, “consistent with the dictates of good design and
without unduly restricting the development potential of the property.”

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Thresholds

The proposed project would have a significant shadow impact if it were to create new shadow in
a manner that would:

. Have an adverse effect on the use of any park or open space under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Department; or

. Substantially affect the use of other existing publicly accessible open space or outdoor
recreation facilities or other public areas.

Approach to Analysis

To evaluate the shadow effects of the proposed project, a project-specific shadow analysis for the
Moscone Center Expansion project was performed using a detailed three-dimensional (3-D)
model of the proposed project.* This model incorporates the massing of the proposed building

4 CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014.
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based on the design details. The proposed project would include extensions of the Moscone
North and South building facades toward Howard Street, as well as vertical extensions of all
three building components (North, South and the Esplanade). The Moscone North expansion
would add one level above a renovated and expanded lobby along Howard Street, for a total
height of approximately 54 feet. This building would be approximately 10 feet taller than the
existing Moscone North lobby and restaurant structure.

The Moscone South expansion would be constructed above the renovated and expanded lobby
along Howard Street, for a total height of approximately 95 feet, or about 68 feet taller than the
existing lobby building. The top level of the Moscone South expansion would be set back
approximately 35 feet from its southern edge for a roof terrace. The Esplanade expansion would
also result in a building approximately 95 feet high. The top level of the Esplanade expansion
would be set back approximately 35 feet from its northern edge along Howard Street, also for a
roof terrace. At project completion, the Moscone South expansion and Esplanade expansion
would function and appear as one building. In addition, at project completion, the second stories
of both the Moscone North and Moscone South facades along Howard Street would extend over
the ground level lobbies by approximately 15 feet in the Moscone North building and 15 feet in
the Moscone South building, creating overhangs above the pedestrian space below.

To evaluate the year-round impact from the Moscone Center Expansion project on public open
spaces and nearby POPOS, a quantitative analysis of sunlight and shade was conducted for net
new shadow using the 3-D project model. Although the applicable open spaces are not protected
under Section 295 of the Planning Code, the approach used was consistent with the approach
used by the Planning Department for Section 295 compliance, which is the standard approach for
quantification of shadow impacts in San Francisco. The analysis consisted of calculating the
amount of shadow coverage resulting from existing buildings at 15-minute intervals on one day
per week, for six months of the year. The shadow coverage at the 15-minute intervals was
averaged to calculate hourly shadow coverage (in shadow foot hours, or square foot hours of
shadow; each shadow foot hour represents the equivalent of one square foot of shadow for a
duration of one hour). The hourly figures for each day were added and resulting numbers
extrapolated to weekly figures through averaging with the preceding week’s total. Because the
sun’s path from January through June essentially mirrors its path from July through December,
the six months’ shadow foot hour totals were doubled to return a yearly figure.?

The shadow analysis prepared for the project includes images graphically representing the
project-specific shadow from the Moscone Center Expansion project for every hour for June 21st
and December 21st (the summer and winter solstices, respectively), and for September 21st, the
fall equinox. (Conditions for March 21st, the spring equinox, are the same as those on
September 21st and are therefore not separately shown.) The analysis also provides qualitative
visuals of existing and new project shadow cast around the project site for three representative
dates and times (see Figures IV.B-2 through IV.B-4). In each figure, the outline of the public

5 This is the same methodology used by the Planning Department to calculate shadow and establish the
Section 295 (Proposition K) baseline shadow coverage for other San Francisco parks.
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Figure IV.B-2a
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IV. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B. Shadow

open spaces is shown in green. Existing shadow on public open spaces is depicted in a light-gray
color. The outline of project generated-shadow is shown with a black line. Net new shadow
generated by the project—that is, new shadow that does not overlap existing shadow—is
depicted in a dark-gray color. The complete set of shadow projection images is included in
Appendix B.

The analysis below recognizes that POPOS are developed in conjunction with and adjacent to
mid- and high-rise development. POPOS are anticipated to have shadow and sunlight conditions
that are generally similar to nearby pedestrian areas, in that they are shadowed daily by related
or other nearby high-rise buildings.

Impact Evaluation

Impacts are numbered following the sequence from the Initial Study (Appendix A), which
addressed the project’s less-than-significant wind impacts under Impact WS-1.

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new shadow in a manner that would
affect the use of any park or open space under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition
by, the Recreation and Park Department. (No Impact)

A shadow fan analysis was conducted by the Planning Department. This analysis determined
that the Moscone Center Expansion project would not cast new shadow on any park subject to
Section 295 of the Planning Code.>” The project would have no impact on any park or open space
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact WS-3: The proposed project would create new shadow in a manner that could affect
the use of other existing publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other
public areas. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Project Effects on Other Open Spaces under Public Jurisdiction

Net new project shadow would not reach Yerba Buena Lane and Jessie Square, and therefore
these open space areas are not discussed further in this document.?

The quantitative analysis of net new project shadow on each of the four open spaces in Yerba
Buena Gardens is presented below.? Observations of the use of these open spaces were made in
the morning and afternoon on Thursday, January 16, 2014; in the afternoon on Tuesday,

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Letter from Elizabeth Watty, Planner to Adam Van de Water, Office of

Economic and Workforce Development, Case No. 2013.0154E, Moscone Convention Center, July 5, 2013.
CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014.
CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014.
9 CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014,

@
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February 11, 2014; and in the late afternoon and early evening on Saturday, February 22, 2014.
These observations were made during the winter months, when the days are shortest. Therefore,
the shadow analysis below conservatively assumes that the open space areas could be more
heavily used, or used for more hours of the day, during the spring, summer, and fall months
when there are more daylight hours and more moderate outdoor temperatures.

Yerba Buena Esplanade

The Esplanade has 52,116,661.63 square foot hours of Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight
(“TAAS”), which is the amount of sunlight theoretically available on the open space, annually, if
there were no shadows from existing or proposed buildings, structures, or vegetation. Under
existing conditions, the Esplanade is sunny during the day throughout the year, with shade
present mainly in the early morning and in the late afternoon. The existing shadow on the
Esplanade comprises 17,873,421.40 square foot hours annually, or 34.30 percent of TAAS.

The proposed project would add 791,421.23 square foot hours of shadow to the open space,
which would be a 1.52 percent increase in shadow as a percentage of TAAS, to 35.8 percent. This
would represent a 4.43 percent increase in shadow as compared to existing conditions. New
shadow would have the potential to affect the open space primarily during the early morning
hours and then decrease throughout the day. By mid- to late-afternoon, the project would cast
nominal net new shadow on the open space. Net new shadow would be most prevalent from one
hour after sunrise (sunrise +1 hour) to about 9:00 a.m., in the late fall and early winter months,
when the shadow would fall on the central, grassy portion of the Esplanade, effectively leaving
only the portion of the Esplanade adjacent to Mission Street unshaded (see Figure IV.B-2).10

The “worst day,” with the maximum net new shadow in terms of shadow foot hours, would
occur on December 13th/December 28th.!! On December 13th/December 28th, the proposed
project would cast new shadow on the Esplanade from sunrise +1 hour, lasting until about
3:00 p.m., and new shadow extent would decrease throughout the day.'> The new shadow load
on the Esplanade would be 36,676.95 square foot hours, and the net new shadow area at its
maximum would be 44,493.33 square feet, which would be a 40.88 percent increase in shadow at
that date and time. The largest new shadow by area would occur on the winter solstice at
8:20 a.m., when the new shadow cast by the proposed project would cover 44,513.59 square feet.!3
This new shadow area drops substantially over the next 30 minutes, falling to 5,863 square feet by
9:00 a.m., and further decreasing throughout the remainder of the morning and afternoon.

10 Although the period between one hour after sunrise (sunrise +1 hour) and one hour before sunset (sunset
-1 hour) is specific to Planning Code Section 295, the analysis of other publicly accessible open spaces also
covers this period. At earlier and later times, shading of downtown open spaces and sidewalks is nearly
complete, and discernible shadows that exist are fast moving and, therefore, fleeting.

As stated in the Approach to Analysis, the sun’s path from January through June essentially mirrors its path
from July through December. December 13th and December 28th are the same length of time from the winter
solstice, and therefore they have essentially the same shadow conditions.

At 3:00 p.m., the project would cast approximately 10 net new square foot hours of shadow on the Esplanade,
which is not perceptible on the figures.

In some cases, such as with the Esplanade, the “worst day” for maximum net new shadow in terms of shadow
foot hours is not the same day that the largest new shadow by area would occur. In this case, the worst day for
new shadow in terms of shadow foot hours is December 13th/28th, and the day with the maximum net new
shadow by area is the winter solstice.

11

12

13
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Based on observations of the Esplanade, the open space is generally not heavily used in the early
morning hours during the early winter months, when the project would cast the most net new
shadow. Pedestrians sporadically traverse the Esplanade as a shortcut through the block, but
recreational users are limited at this time. The heaviest observed use at this hour was by the open
space maintenance crew, which performed cleaning and repairs. The additional shadow cast by
the project would not substantially affect use of the open space, given that the square footage
extent of new shadow would substantially decrease over the first half-hour of the day, and it
would be cast at a time of day when the open space is primarily unused. In the spring, summer,
and early fall months, net new shadow in the morning hours would be minimal, ranging from
about 1,500 square feet to about 7,000 square feet, and decreasing throughout the morning. This
incremental increase in shadow would not be expected to affect use of the open space.

East Garden

The East Garden has 6,204,489.57 square foot hours of TAAS. The open space is generally
partially sunny during the day throughout the year under existing conditions. Shade from
surrounding buildings is present until mid-morning and returns in mid-afternoon. During the
late fall and early winter months, about half of the plaza is always shaded during daytime hours.
The existing shadow on the East Garden comprises 2,910,103.24 square foot hours annually, or
46.90 percent of TAAS.

The proposed project would add 1,457.39 square foot hours of shadow to the open space, which
would be a 0.02 percent increase (2 hundredths of 1 percent) in shadow as a percentage of
TAAS.!* This would represent a 0.05 percent increase in shadow as compared to existing
conditions. This incremental net new shadow would fall on the East Garden in the late fall and
early winter months, approximately from early November through early February, from sunrise
+1 hour to up to one hour thereafter. Given that almost the entirety of the East Garden is already
shaded during these hours, the net new shadow would not be noticeable and would not affect the
use of this open space.

The “worst day” with maximum net new shadow would occur on the winter solstice
(December 21st). On the winter solstice, the proposed project would cast new shadow on the East
Garden from sunrise +1 hour (8:19 a.m.) to 40 minutes thereafter (9:00 a.m.). The new shadow load
on the garden would be 371.87 square foot hours and the new shadow area at its maximum would
be 735.84 square feet, which would be 3.69 percent increase in shadow at that date and time. This
is also when the project would cast the largest new shadow by area during the entire year, at
approximately 8:30 a.m.

Observation of the East Garden indicates that the open space is lightly used in the early morning
hours during these months. Commuters and other pedestrians traverse the open space. On the
days of observation, none of the seating areas were being used. The incremental net new shadow
from the proposed project would not substantially affect the use of this open space.

14 Note that the net new shadow would be of such a small amount that it is not perceptible in Figures IV.B-2
through IV.B-4.
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Howard Street Plaza

Howard Street Plaza has 2,255,958.74 square foot hours of TAAS. Under existing conditions, this
plaza is sunny during the day throughout the year, and often totally unshaded during the
midday hours. Shade is present mainly in the early morning and in the late afternoon. The

existing shadow on the plaza comprises 643,751.94 square foot hours annually, or 28.54 percent of
TAAS.

The proposed project would add 303,933.95 square foot hours of shadow to the open space,
which would be a 13.47 percent increase in shadow as a percentage of TAAS. This would
represent a 47.21 percent increase in shadow as compared to existing conditions. In the late
spring and early summer months, incremental net new shadow would fall on the plaza in the
mid- to late-afternoon hours, from about 3:30 to one hour before sunset (sunset -1 hour), cast
eastward from the Moscone North expansion onto the westernmost portion of the plaza, which
could affect the use of this area at that time. The extent of shadow is small (4 square feet at 3:30 on
the summer solstice), but the square footage is more extensive before and after the solstice. This
shadow would occur earlier in the day and cover a larger area in the spring and late
summer/early fall months (see Figure IV.B-4). In addition, net new shadow would be cast in the
early morning hours, from sunrise +1 hour to approximately 9:45 a.m., on the fall and spring
equinox. This new shadow would be cast by the Moscone South/Esplanade expansion, shading
the steps, pedestrian ramp, and wide sidewalk, potentially affecting their use during these times.

In the late fall and early winter months, the project would continually shade at least a portion of
the plaza, with the greater extent of new shadow cast by the Moscone South/Esplanade
expansion prior to mid-morning (10:30 a.m.) and by the Moscone North expansion in the early- to
mid-afternoon hours (1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.) (see Figure IV.B-2). Net new shadow would fall on
the western portion of the plaza throughout the day, and on the eastern portion of the plaza in
the early morning and mid-afternoon hours.

The “worst day” with maximum net new shadow would occur on December 13th/December
28th. On December 13th/December 28th, the proposed project would cast new shadow on the
plaza from sunrise +1 hour to sunset -1 hour. The new shadow load on the plaza would be
28,402.85 square foot hours and the new shadow area at its maximum would be 8,168.89 square
feet. The largest new shadow by area would occur in the mid-fall (approximately all of
November) to mid-winter (about January 10th through February 8th) months, between about
8:30 and 9:15 a.m., when net new shadow cast by the project would be 8,184.74 square feet,
shading the entire plaza.

On the dates of observation, the Howard Street Plaza was unused during the afternoon hours,
when net new shadow would fall on the plaza. In addition, observation indicates that the plaza is
not heavily used during the morning hours. On the date of observation, trucks and cars parked
adjacent to the open space along Howard Street, with minimal loading and unloading activity at
the Moscone North lobby. No recreational users or pedestrians occupied the plaza. As discussed
above, this plaza primarily serves as the southern entrance to the Yerba Buena Center for the Arts
Novellus Theater. While there are some benches located at the plaza’s southeastern corner that
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could be used for prolonged periods of passive recreation, it is not expected that increased
shadow on this plaza would substantially affect use of the space.

Children’s Garden

The Children’s Garden has 27,955,192.43 square foot hours of TAAS. Although adjacent buildings
cast shadow around the perimeter of the garden, it is generally sunny during the day throughout
the year, with shade present mainly in the early morning and in the late afternoon. During the
late fall and early winter months, under existing conditions about half of the Children’s Garden is
always shaded during daytime hours due to shadow cast by surrounding buildings. The existing
shadow on the gardens comprises 10,473,925.40 square foot hours annually, or 37.47 percent of
TAAS.

The proposed project would add 875,468.24 square foot hours of shadow to the open space,
which would be a 3.13 percent increase in shadow as a percentage of TAAS.1> This would
represent an 8.36 percent increase in shadow as compared to existing conditions. New shadow
would fall on the Children’s Garden throughout the year and throughout the day, although to
only a minimal extent until mid-afternoon hours. In late spring and early summer months,
shadow would have the greatest potential effect, given that it would fall on the open space from
the mid-afternoon (about 3:00 p.m.) through evening hours (sunset -1 hour). At those times, net
new shadow would be cast eastward and southeastward from the expanded Moscone South
building to the portion of the Children’s Garden east of the amphitheater (see Figure IV.B-3).

These shadows would shorten moving into the autumn months, and lengthen again after the
winter solstice (see Figure IV.B-4 and IV.B-2, respectively). As discussed in the Project
Description, some features of the Children’s Garden would be relocated or modified under the
proposed project, and the overall area of the Children’s Garden dedicated to children’s recreation
would be maintained. As such, the net new shadow could fall on new or relocated features, as
opposed to the existing features. The area where net new shadow would fall currently includes a
Learning Garden, a maze, and a circular lawn adjacent to the Esplanade Ballroom, a nature
walk/allée of plum trees adjacent to the Moscone South building, a landscaped area adjacent to
the ice rink building, and a play circle with playground in the center of the block. As indicated in
the Project Description, under the proposed project, the Children’s Garden would include a tot
lot with play equipment for children under age 5, relocation and expansion of the existing
learning garden, replacement of the nature walk/allée of plum trees, an elevated social seating
area providing views throughout the gardens, reconfiguration of the existing lawn, restrooms,
gardens storage, and a public plaza alongside the Esplanade Ballroom. The play circle (the
primary active element of the playground) would not be modified, although the existing sundial
garden would be removed (see Figure II-10a).

15 As discussed in the Setting section, the Children’s Garden would be modified under the proposed project, with
a larger total square footage and relocation or modification of some playground features. Given that a detailed
design has not been finalized, this analysis presents shadow impacts to the existing features and notes where
shadow could fall on relocated features, as applicable.
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The “worst day” with maximum net new shadow would occur on the summer solstice (June
21st). On the summer solstice, the proposed project would cast new shadow on the gardens from
sunrise +1 hour to sunset -1 hour. In the morning hours, shadow would be cast from the Moscone
South expansion westward into the area around the historic carousel. Net new shadow would be
minimal in the early/mid-afternoon hours. In the late afternoon and evening hours shadow
would be cast southeastward into the play area. The new shadow load on the garden would be
74,798.00 square foot hours, and the new shadow area at its maximum would be 30,629.50 square
feet at approximately 7:00 p.m., which would be a 60.99 percent increase in shadow at that date
and time. The maximum extent of new shadow annually would occur at the same time.

Observation of the Children’s Garden indicates that the open space is lightly used on weekdays
in the late afternoon hours. Pedestrians and commuters traverse the area, but use of the children’s
play area is limited to a few families. Children generally use the features in the play circle—the
sandbox, monkey bars, and slides. Parents either directly play with their children or watch from
the surrounding benches.!®

Observation on a weekend day indicates that the open space is heavily used in the late afternoon
and early evening hours. Children and families congregate on the play area in the center of the
open space. Children use the slides, monkey bars, sandbox, and other features in, or immediately
adjacent to, the play circle. Parents and guardians either supervise their children on the features
or watch their children from the surrounding benches. The sundial, maze, Learning Garden,
amphitheater, and lawn circle are not heavily used during these hours, although some families
do use these features for passive and active recreation. Families generally leave the Children’s
Garden beginning approximately 1 hour prior to sunset, although some families remained until
after the playground was completely shaded.

The increased shadow that would be cast by the Moscone South expansion could be noticeable
during the late afternoon and early evening hours. As shown in Figure IV.B-3, at 6:00 p.m.,
during the late spring/early summer months of the year when there would be the greatest extent
of net new shadow, the new shadow would be cast directly adjacent to the Moscone South
building, on an area encompassing the nature walk, sundial, Learning Garden,!” sand box, and
monkey bars. The remainder of the features of the Children’s Garden—including the play circle,
circular lawn, slides, water feature, amphitheater, carousel and surrounding area, and most of the
maze would remain unshaded at this hour. As indicated above, the shadow would be cast on
relocated features under the proposed project, including components intended for both active
and passive recreation (see Figure II-10a). The new shadow would fall on the nature walk/allée,
paseo, plaza, and flexible lawn in the late afternoon.

As shown in Figure IV.B-3, at sunset -1 hour in late spring/early summer, almost the entirety of
the Children’s Garden is already shaded under existing conditions, which is typical of public
open spaces at this hour throughout the year. The Esplanade, East Garden, Howard Street Plaza,

16 Observation of the open space was made on two weekdays in January, as well as on a Saturday in February. It
is possible that the open space is more heavily used during the spring, summer, and fall months.
17 The Learning Garden is typically locked at this time of day.
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Moscone Plaza, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, Westin Plaza, and sidewalks in the project site
vicinity are all almost completely shaded at this time of day, when the sun is low in the sky and
shadows are near their longest. The project would result in net new shadow on the portion of the
Children’s Garden encompassing the play circle, slides, maze, and circular lawn. With relocation
of playground features under the proposed project, the shadow would extend onto the play
circle, social seating, and learning garden.

As stated above, observations made on a Saturday during the winter months indicate that the
play circle is heavily used in the two hour hours prior to sunset. Children and parents/guardians
generally congregated on the play circle and associated features (slides, monkey bars, and
sandbox), and some families use the other features in the Children’s Garden. The play circle and
associated features are officially open from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., so it is possible that the area
would not be heavily used at sunset -1 hour (after 7:00 p.m.) during the late spring and early
summer months, when sunset is later in the day. Regardless, the net new shadow cast by the
proposed project could substantially affect use of the play circle and surrounding features.

Sidewalks

As noted above, Planning Code Section 146(c) is geared toward limiting, where practicable, new
shadow on sidewalks in the C-3 District. The project would add new shadow to sidewalks on
Howard Street, Third Street, Fourth Street, and Kaplan Lane (at the eastern end of Moscone
Plaza). This shadow would be in an area of the City that is zoned for mid- and high-rise
development. Shadow would be typical for Downtown San Francisco, and it would not be
expected to affect the use of these sidewalks.

Project Effects on Private Publicly Accessible Open Spaces

Net new project shadow would not reach Westin Plaza, and therefore this area is not discussed
further in this document.

The quantitative analysis of net new project shadow on Moscone Plaza is presented below.!8
Observation of the use of this open space was made in the afternoon on January 16, 2014.

Under existing conditions, Moscone Plaza has 2,073,471.66 square foot hours of TAAS. Due to the
proximity and height of existing buildings, the open space is generally shaded during the day
throughout the year, except during the early afternoon hours (approximately 12:00 p.m. to
3:30 p.m.), when it is partially shaded. The existing shadow on the plaza comprises 1,504,302.23
square foot hours annually, or 72.55 percent of TAAS.

The proposed project would add 133,136.97 square foot hours of shadow to the open space,
which would be a 6.42 percent increase in shadow as a percentage of TAAS. This would
represent an 8.85 percent increase in shadow as compared to existing conditions. During the late
spring and early summer months, incremental new shadow would fall on the plaza in the late
afternoon and early evening hours (from about 5:00 p.m. to sunset -1 hour) (see Figure IV.B-3).

18 CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014.
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This net new shadow would increase in duration and extent during the late summer and
mid-spring months. At the fall and spring equinoxes, the project would cast net new shadow
from about 2:00 p.m. to sunset -1 hour (see Figure IV.B-4). In the late fall/early winter months, the
project would cast net new shadow from about 1:15 p.m. to sunset -1 hour, with the greatest
extent of net new shadow occurring in mid-afternoon (around 3:00) (see Figure IV.B-2). Net new
shadow would fall on the eastern portion of the plaza, closest to Third Street.

The “worst day” with maximum net new shadow would occur on November 15th/January 25th.
On November 15th/January 25th, the proposed project would cast new shadow on the plaza from
about 1:00 p.m. to sunset -1 hour. The new shadow load on the plaza would be 9,406.09 square
foot hours and the shadow area at its maximum would be 7,408.21 square feet. The largest new
shadow by area would occur on November 22nd/January 18th at about 3:00 p.m., when net new
shadow cast by the project would be 7,522.66 square feet.

On the date of observation, Moscone Plaza was lightly used in the mid-afternoon hours, with the
only observed user being a worker taking a break. Given the lack of seating, it is likely that it is
mainly used by pedestrians traversing the open space to reach Kaplan Lane or Third Street. The
increased shadow would not substantially affect use of the space, given that the POPOS is
already extensively shaded and the area of net new shadow would not cover areas with seating
or other recreational amenities.

Conclusion

As established in the analysis above, the project shadow analysis found that the Moscone Center
Expansion project would shade the four distinct areas of Yerba Buena Gardens. For each of these
open spaces (except for the Children’s Garden), the project shadow would be limited in amount
and/or duration, would typically fall on the open spaces at times of relatively limited use, or new
shadow would not be expected to substantially affect the use of that space. With respect to the
Esplanade, net new shadow would be evident primarily in the early morning, when the space
has been observed to be less heavily used than during the midday period. However, net new
shadow would fall on the Children’s Garden in the late afternoon and early evening hours in the
late spring and early summer months, when the play circle is likely heavily used. Net new
shadow on the Children’s Garden could substantially affect its use at that time.

This net new shadow would be cast by the 95-foot-tall Moscone South and Esplanade Building,
which would be 68 feet taller than the existing building. The building would be located directly
adjacent to the Children’s Garden, a location that would result in the greatest increase in net
shadow because there are no existing intervening structures that cast shadow under existing
conditions. Therefore, minor design changes or setbacks to the proposed project would result in
only marginal improvement in project shadow conditions. Mitigation of this net new shadow
would require redesign of the proposed project to remove or downsize the new building. Please
see Chapter VI for an analysis of a Modified Massing Alternative that would incorporate more
substantial design changes to reduce this impact.
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Net new shadow on the East Garden and on Howard Street Plaza would not be expected to
substantially affect their use. Also, although net new shadow would be cast on sidewalks in the
project site vicinity, it would not be anticipated to substantially affect their use.

The POPOS have been developed in an area with tall height limits, where nearby mid- and high-
rise development already does (and may in the future) cast shadow on those spaces. At the times
of greatest existing and new shadow, these open spaces are primarily traversed by pedestrians or
used by workers. Given the limited shadow that would be cast by the proposed project buildings,
as well as the nature of these open spaces already surrounded and partly shaded by existing
buildings, it is reasonable to conclude that project shadow would not adversely affect the use of
POPOS.

In conclusion, the net new shadow could substantially affect the use of the Children’s Garden.
There is no available mitigation for shadow impacts other than substantial redesign of the
proposed project (see Chapter VI, Alternatives). No feasible mitigation measures have been
identified. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation: None available.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not create new shadow in a manner that would affect the
use of any park or open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department,
but it would create new shadow in a manner that could affect the use of other existing publicly
accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

Cumulative Impacts to Section 295 Parks

As stated above, the project would not result in net new shadow on any park subject to Planning
Code Section 295. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative shadow impacts on
parks subject to Section 295.

Cumulative Impacts to Other Open Spaces under Public Jurisdiction

Esplanade, East Garden, Howard Street Plaza, and Children’s Garden

The project would shade the Esplanade, East Garden, and Howard Street Plaza, at various times
during the day throughout the year. In the case of the Esplanade, East Garden, and Howard
Street Plaza, the majority of the people who use these open spaces during the periods of greatest
net new shadow are commuters and workers passing through the park.Given the height of the
proposed project buildings, as well as the nature of some of these open spaces, which are already
primarily partly shaded by existing buildings, cumulative development projects would not
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combine with the proposed project to result in cumulative shadow impacts on these spaces.
There would not be a substantial impact on the use or enjoyment of these open spaces under
public jurisdiction.

Regarding the Children’s Garden, as stated above, the proposed project would result in a project-
level significant and unavoidable shadow impact on the Children’s Garden. As indicated above,
the shadow would be cast on relocated features under the proposed project, including the nature
walk/allée, paseo, plaza, and flexible lawn. Another nearby project that would result in increased
shadow on the Children’s Garden is the 250 Fourth Street hotel project. This project includes the
demolition of a three-story education and office building and construction of an 11-story,
119-foot-tall hotel. The 250 Fourth Street project is located on the northwest corner of Fourth and
Clementina Streets, west of the project site, and would also cast shadow on the Children’s
Garden, although the maximum extent would be during the afternoon hours during the late fall
and winter months.!? The project shadow, combined with the shadow from the 250 Fourth Street
project, would result in a cumulative impact on the Children’s Garden, and the project would
result in a considerable contribution to that cumulative impact.

The proposed project would not cast new shadow on public open spaces and sidewalks in the
larger Central South of Market (SoMa) area, which encompasses an area bounded by Brannan
Street, Third Street, Market Street, and Sixth Street.2021 Other projects in this vicinity include
706 Mission, Harrison Gardens, 900 Folsom Street/260 Fifth Street, the San Francisco Museum of
Modern Art Expansion, and other projects. These new developments would cast net new shadow
that could affect other outdoor recreational facilities in the larger Central SoMa area, but shadow
from the proposed project would be limited to the streets and blocks immediately adjacent to the
project site, and it would not combine with shadow from those projects to result in a cumulative
shadow impact. These other projects would not add shadow to the Esplanade, East Garden,
Howard Street Plaza, and the Children’s Garden in a manner that would combine with shadow
from the proposed project to substantially affect the use of these facilities.

Given the relatively limited extent of shadow that would be cast by the proposed project as
compared to the shadow cast by existing and proposed high-rise buildings in the project site
vicinity, the project’s contribution to cumulative shadow impacts in the larger Central SoMa
neighborhood would not be considerable.

Cumulative Impacts to Private Publicly Accessible Open Spaces

Moscone Plaza

Moscone Plaza would not be substantially shaded by other development projects in the project
vicinity due to its location, surrounded by existing development. Therefore, cumulative
development would not result in adverse effects on this POPOS.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Mitigated Negative Declaration: 250 Fourth Street Project, Case No. 2011.0038E,
December 12, 2012, amended January 4, 2013.

20 San Francisco Planning Department, Letter from Elizabeth Watty, Planner to Adam Van de Water, Office of
Economic and Workforce Development, Case No. 2013.0154E, Moscone Convention Center, July 5, 2013.

21 CADP, Moscone Center Expansion Shadow Analysis, January 15, 2014.
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Conclusion

The proposed project would not contribute to cumulative shadow impacts on Section 295 parks
or POPOS, but it would make a considerable contribution to cumulative shadow impacts on
other open spaces under public jurisdiction (the Children’s Garden). As discussed above, there is
no available mitigation for shadow impacts other than substantial redesign of the proposed
project. Thus, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, cumulative
impacts on the use of existing publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation: None available.
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CHAPTER V

Other CEQA Considerations

A. Growth Inducement

Growth inducement analysis under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) considers the
ways in which proposed and foreseeable project activities could encourage and facilitate other
activities that would induce economic or population growth in the surrounding environment,
either directly or indirectly. The Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would not
induce substantial population growth, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other infrastructure), or displace a
large number of people, or create a substantial demand for additional housing.

The proposed project is an expansion of San Francisco’s primary convention, exhibition, and
meeting facility. It would be located in an area already designated for such uses and would not
substantially alter the existing development patterns within the area, or in San Francisco as a
whole, so as to induce population growth. The project would also not necessitate or induce the
extension of municipal infrastructure because it would be served by existing utilities.

As stated in Chapter II, Project Description, the implementation of the proposed project would
increase the gross square footage of the Moscone Center facility by about 20 percent, from
approximately 1.2 million square feet to 1.5 million square feet. The proposed Moscone Center
Expansion project would be located in a fully developed urban area served by existing roads and
utilities. The proposed project would increase employment during events at the project site by
28 full-time equivalent employees, and it could increase total daily event attendance by up to 4,200.1
As of 2012, San Francisco’s employment is approximately 570,000 persons and projected to grow to
approximately 766,500 by 2040, an increase of nearly 35 percent, according to Planning Department
forecasts.>? Therefore, project-related employment growth would amount to approximately
0.01 percent of citywide employment growth anticipated between 2010 and 2040, conservatively
assuming that all employees would be new to San Francisco; in actuality, some new workers at the
project would be likely to have relocated from other jobs already in San Francisco.? Indirect growth
in employment, such as growth in the service/hospitality industry, would be within the

1 Adavant Consulting, Memorandum RE: Moscone Center Expansion Project — Estimation of Travel Demand,

Final Document, January 9, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Land Use Allocation, Central SoMa (July 2013), January 6, 2014.
This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File
No. 2013.0154E.

3 Ibid.
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employment projections anticipated for San Francisco and any increase in employment would be
minimal compared to the total employment expected in San Francisco and the greater San Francisco
Bay area.

While an increase in the use of the Moscone Center could be noticeable to persons in the
immediately adjacent areas, an increase in visitors would not result in a substantial impact on the
residential or employee populations in San Francisco, and the proposed project would not result
in a substantial population increase or induce a substantial amount of growth.

B. Significant Unavoidable Impacts

In accordance with Section 21067 of the California Public Resources Code, and with Sections 15040,
15081, and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, an environmental impact report (EIR) must identify
potential impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant level. As explained in
Section IV B, the project would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts:

. Create new shadow in a manner that could affect the use of other existing publicly
accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.

. In combination with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, create new
shadow in a manner that could affect the use of other existing publicly accessible open
space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.

C. Effects Found Not to Be Significant

The NOP distributed for the proposed project included an Initial Study that analyzed resource
topics that were determined not to apply to the proposed project and resource topics where the
project would have no impact or a less-than-significant impact, with or without mitigation. These
topics are not analyzed in this EIR:

. Land Use and Land Use Planning—physically divide an established community; conflict
with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect; or have impacts on the existing character of the
vicinity.

o Population and Housing—induce substantial population growth; displace a substantial
amount of existing housing or create demand for additional housing; or displace
substantial numbers of people, necessitating replacement housing elsewhere.

J Cultural and Paleontological Resources —cause an adverse change to historic architectural
resources; destruction of paleontological resources; or disturbance of remains.

. Transportation and Circulation—cause a change in air traffic patterns, resulting in a safety
risk.
. Noise —generate or expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards; create vibration

impacts; increase ambient noise; expose people to excessive noise levels in airport or
airstrip areas; or produce other effects caused by substantial noise levels.
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Air Quality—conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan or
violate any air quality standards; cause a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment; expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations; or create objectionable odors.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions —generate greenhouse gas emissions, resulting in a significant
impact on the environment; or conflict with plans or policies adopted for the purpose of
reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.

Utilities and Service Systems—exceed wastewater treatment requirements or capacity;
require the construction of new water, wastewater, or stormwater facilities; affect the
availability of water supply; exceed landfill capacity; or fail to comply with solid waste
regulations.

Wind —alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.

Recreation—increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur
or be accelerated; include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment;
physically degrade existing recreational resources.

Public Services—create impacts associated with the need for new or altered public
services.

Biological Resources—cause effects on special-status species, riparian habitat, wetlands,
migratory wildlife corridors or sites, or conflict with plans or policies protecting resources,
including habitat conservation plans.

Geology and Soils—expose people or structures to geologic hazards; cause soil erosion or
loss of topsoil; be affected by the presence of unstable soils or geologic units; be affected by
the presence of expansive soils or soils incapable of adequately supporting wastewater
disposal systems; or cause a substantial change of topography.

Hydrology and Water Quality—deplete groundwater supplies; alter drainage patterns,
resulting in erosion; place housing and/or structures within a 100-year flood zone; expose
people and structures to hazards associated with flooding, failure of a levee or dam, seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow; or cause construction-related water quality impacts.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials—be at risk of upset and accident conditions involving
release of hazardous materials; emit hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school; be
located on a site listed on a hazardous materials database; be located on airport or air strip
land use areas; impair implementation of emergency response or evacuation plan; expose
people or structures to fire risk; or create construction-related hazards and hazardous
materials impacts.

Mineral and Energy Resources—cause the loss of known valuable mineral resources of the
state or locally important resources; encourage activities that result in wasteful use of
energy resources.

Agriculture and Forest Resources—convert resources identified by the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program to nonagricultural use; conflict with existing zoning for
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agricultural use or Williamson Act contract; or involve changes that could result in
Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use.

Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor team modified the project
description by incorporating enhancements to the Children’s Garden recreational area, as
discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description. These changes would have no effect on the following
topics addressed in the Initial Study: Land Use and Land Use Planning, Population and Housing,
Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Noise, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind, Utilities and
Service Systems, Public Services, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water
Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Minerals and Energy Resources, and Agriculture and
Forest Resources.

For other topics covered in the Initial Study, the following discussion is provided below.

J Air Quality—The proposed modifications to the Children’s Garden would increase the
amount of required construction activities, including demolition, excavation, grading, and
other construction activities that may slightly increase wind-blown dust that could
contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere, as well toxic air contaminants;
however, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would be required and would
reduce project impacts to a less than significant level.

. Recreation —Impact RE-2 of the Initial Study considered whether the project would require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that would have a significant effect
on the environment and indicated that the project would not include construction or
expansion of recreation facilities. As noted above, the project has been revised to include
construction and improvement of recreation facilities at the Children’s Garden. The
primary purpose of this EIR is to evaluate the potential impacts of implementing the project
and its construction would cause significant effects as identified in the Initial Study and EIR.
Refer to the impact discussions for more information regarding construction effects,
including those that would occur as a result of construction activities at the Children’s
Garden.

Implementation of improvements to the Children’s Garden would enhance recreation
opportunities available in the Moscone Center vicinity and therefore, use of the Children’s
Garden could increase as a result of the proposed project as users may be attracted to the
enhanced facility. However, any increased use would likely be minimal and would not
cause a substantial physical deterioration to recreation facilities.

D. Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be
Resolved

On January 22, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a notice of preparation
(NOP) of an EIR (see Appendix A, Notice of Preparation). Individuals, groups, and agencies that
received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and other
potentially interested parties, including various regional, State, and local agencies.
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A summarized list of concerns that were noted in the public comments on the NOP is provided
in Chapter I, Introduction. Based on the number of comments received on each of the topics
listed, the most controversial environmental issues for the proposed project, as expressed by
community members, are the following;:

. The project’s impact on recreational facilities located on both the Moscone North and South
blocks,
. Impacts on pedestrian circulation at sidewalks and intersections surrounding the project

site, as well as mitigation measures that would reduce such impacts, and

J Shadows impacts on existing recreational areas on both project blocks, as well as a
potential alternative that redistributes project massing to reduce such impacts.

An additional area of controversy may emerge regarding the provisions of Senate Bill (5B) 743 as
they relate to the proposed project and this EIR. SB 743, which amended the Public Resources
Code to add section 21099, was signed by Governor Brown on September 27, 2013. Section
21099(d) directs that the aesthetic and parking impacts of mixed-use residential, residential, or
employment center infill projects located in transit priority areas are not considered impacts on
the environment under CEQA.* The proposed project meets the definition of an employment
center infill project in a transit priority area.> Accordingly, this EIR does not contain a separate
discussion of the topic of aesthetics. The EIR nonetheless provides visual simulations for
informational purposes as part of Chapter II, Project Description. Similarly, parking is discussed
for informational purposes in Section IV.A.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum RE: CEQA Update: Senate Bill 743 Summary — Aesthetics,
Parking and Traffic, November 12, 2013. This document is available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2013.0154E.

San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, January 10, 2014. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File
No. 2013.0154E.
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CHAPTER VI

Alternatives

A. Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an
environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives
to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, and
would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of
the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed
project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will
foster informed decision-making and public participation.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) states, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be
evaluated along with its impact.” The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA
Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:

o [T]he 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[b])

. The range of potential alternatives 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. (Section 15126.6[c])

J The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the
ones that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster
meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[£])

This chapter presents the CEQA alternatives analysis for the Moscone Center Expansion project
(proposed project). It presents the project objectives and impacts, discusses the methodology
used to identify and screen alternatives, and presents a detailed analysis and comparison of
selected alternatives. The project alternatives identified in this chapter include the potentially
feasible alternatives that were selected for detailed analysis as well as those that were considered
but rejected from further analysis. For the selected alternatives, this analysis evaluates the
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alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential
impacts of the alternatives against those of the proposed project. This chapter also identifies the
environmentally superior alternative.

City decision-makers could adopt an alternative instead of approving the proposed project if that
alternative would substantially reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts identified
for the proposed project, the alternative is determined feasible, and the alternative would achieve
most of the project objectives. The determination of feasibility would be made by City decision-
makers based on substantial evidence in the record, which must include, but would not be
limited to, information presented in the Draft EIR and comments received on it.

Subsection B presents the approach and methodology of the project alternatives analysis as
well as a detailed evaluation of the selected alternatives, and Subsection C identifies the
environmentally superior alternative. Subsection D discusses specific alternatives that were
considered but rejected from further evaluation.

B. Moscone Center Expansion Project Alternatives
Analysis

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an alternatives analysis must address alternatives that
meet the following three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of a project’s basic
objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be potentially feasible.
An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster
informed decision-making and public participation.

In an effort to develop a reasonable range of alternatives, this section first presents the project
objectives (from Chapter II, Project Description) and then summarizes the significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project that were identified in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting and
Impacts. The alternative approaches and strategies that would substantially lessen or avoid
significant impacts are described, and then the feasibility of an alternative and its ability to meet
project objectives are discussed.

Project Sponsor’s Objectives

The objectives of the proposed project include the following:

. Maximizing the economic value of Moscone Center by attracting new clients and
maintaining existing clients by creating contiguous exhibition space of up to approximately
580,000 square feet and increasing the quantity of flexible meeting and ballroom spaces.

. Increasing the amount of efficient, contiguous exhibition space and providing more
functional, flexible meeting space.
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. Maintaining continuous operations and revenue during improvement and expansion.

. Capitalizing on Moscone Center’s unique location in the city by improving its connections
and relationship to the city’s fabric, by:

1. Improving Moscone Center’s civic presence on Howard Street by creating an iconic
and architecturally significant arrival experience.

2. Enhancing pedestrian circulation and interest by reintroducing lost mid-block
passageways and reducing the length of uninterrupted frontages.

3. Activating streets by redesigning or relocating vehicular and service functions to
create uninterrupted pedestrian-favored sidewalks fronted by active uses wherever
possible.

4. Reinforcing and improving connections among existing public open spaces in the
MED.

It is intended that, following project implementation, Moscone Center could more efficiently hold
two or more events simultaneously, and the time required to set up or break down events would
be reduced.

Significant Environmental Impacts

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of
the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following section
summarizes the significant impacts of the proposed project. These significant project impacts
provided the basis for the development of alternatives to the proposed project. There are two
groups of significant impacts: (1) significant and unavoidable [SU] impacts and (2) significant
impacts that can be mitigated to less-than-significant [LSM].

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Shadow. As stated in Section IV.B, under Impact WS-3 and Impact C-WS-2, the project would
result in significant and unavoidable project- and cumulative-level shadow impacts. The
Moscone South Expansion would result in a net increase in shadow on the Children’s Garden
during the late afternoon / early evening hours in the late spring and early summer months,
which could substantially affect the use of the open space.

Significant Impacts that Can Be Mitigated to Less than Significant

Archeological Resources. As discussed in Appendix A, Section E.3, construction of the proposed
project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archeological
resource pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Impact CP-2). This includes a known resource in the
project vicinity, as well as previously undiscovered resources that could be present in the project
vicinity. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a requires the development of presence
or absence investigation for archeological resources and evaluation. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b requires a qualified archeological consultant to prepare and submit

April 2014 VI-3 Moscone Center Expansion Project
Case No. 2013.0154E Draft EIR



VI. Alternatives

a plan for post-recovery interpretation of resources, and would reduce potential impacts to
archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.

As discussed in Appendix A, Section E.3, construction of the proposed project could disturb human
remains, if any are present in the project area. In the event that human remains are uncovered
during ground-disturbing activity, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a would reduce
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Appendix A, Section E.3 also discusses the project’s potential to result in cumulatively significant
impacts to archeological resources and human remains. Impact C-CP identifies a significant
cumulative impact to these resource topics as a result of the proposed project’s impact in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Mitigation
Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact to less than
cumulatively considerable.

Transportation and Circulation. As discussed in Section IV.A, the proposed project would result
in a significant project-level (Impact TR-6) impact on passenger and truck loading/unloading
activities. In addition, the impact on loading activities would likely result in vehicles stopping
within travel lanes and bicycle lanes on Howard Street, resulting in secondary impacts to
bicyclists and traffic. Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a requires the implementation of the Moscone
Center Transportation Operations Master Plan, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b requires the
funding of additional parking control officers. Implementation of these measures would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Air Quality. As discussed in Appendix A, Section E.6, implementation of the proposed project
would result in significant air quality impacts related to emissions of criteria air pollutants and
toxic air contaminants during construction activities (Impact AQ-1). Compliance with the
regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure
that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, requiring the use of Tier 3 diesel engines
equipped with a level 3 verified diesel emission control strategy (VDEC) for construction
equipment, would reduce potential impacts resulting from the emission of criteria air pollutants
and toxic air contaminants to a less-than-significant level.

As discussed in Appendix A, Section E.6, because the proposed project’s construction emissions
would exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts during
construction (Impact C-AQ-1). Additionally, construction activities would add new sources of
toxic air contaminants to areas of the City that are already adversely affected by poor air quality
(Impact AQ-2). Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would ensure that the proposed
project would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts and
cumulative air quality impacts would be reduced to a less-than—significant level.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As discussed in Appendix A, Section E.15, demolition and
renovation of the exhibition halls could expose workers and the public to hazardous building
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materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials
into the environment during construction (Impact HZ-3). Implementation of a pre-construction
survey and removing any hazardous building materials found in the facility in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3) would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level.

Selected CEQA Alternatives

This section describes the project-specific alternatives that were selected and analyzed in detail.
The first alternative, the No Project Alternative, is required under the CEQA Guidelines. Two
additional alternatives were developed following identification of significant impacts associated
with the proposed project, as well as through input provided by the public and other agencies
during the EIR scoping process. The alternatives selected for detailed analysis in this EIR are as
follows:

o Alternative 1: No Project Alternative (required by CEQA)
. Alternative 2: Reduced Project Alternative

. Alternative 3: Modified Massing Alternative

Table VI-1 presents a comparative summary of the impacts associated with the alternatives.

No Project Alternative

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative must be evaluated
along with its impacts to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed
project with the impacts of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would
be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved.

Description of the No Project Alternative

In the event the proposed project is not approved, the gross square footage of the Moscone
Center facility would not be increased. The Moscone North and South and Esplanade buildings
would not be renovated. Additional space would not be created by excavating under Howard
Street to expand the existing below-grade exhibition halls and the Moscone North and South
buildings would continue to have limited connection below ground. The existing adjacent bus
pick-up and drop-off facilities would not be reconfigured and the existing pedestrian bridge
would remain.

Moscone Center would continue to host about 90 to 100 events during a typical year. Most events
would continue to take place over two to five days and attract an average of 6,426 attendees per
event-day. The largest convention/tradeshows typically held at the Moscone Center are Oracle’s
Open World and Salesforce’s Dreamforce conferences, with up to approximately 113,000 and
60,000 attendees, respectively; the largest consumer show is the San Francisco International Auto
Show, with up to 285,000 attendees. These events typically occur in October and November.
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TABLE VI-1

COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Category of Significant
Environmental Impact

Proposed Project

No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Project Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified Massing Alternative

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

Less than significant project-level and
cumulative impact with mitigation:
construction of the project could cause
a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a unique archeological
resource and could disturb human
remains. In addition to the proposed
project, other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects could
result in cumulatively significant
impacts to archeological resources or
human remains.

No Impact

Because there would be no
construction under Alternative 1,
there would be no potential to
encounter previously unrecorded
and buried (or otherwise obscured)
archeological resources or human
remains.

Decreased

Because excavation under Alternative 2
would not include the archeologically
sensitive area beneath Howard Street,
construction activities would substantially
avoid areas of known archeological
resources. However, the potential to affect
previously unrecorded archeological
resources or human remains would remain,
similar to the proposed project, and
mitigation would be required.

Unchanged

Because excavation under Alternative 3
would include the same archeologically
sensitive area beneath Howard Street,
construction of this Alternative could
cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a unique
archeological resource and could
disturb human remains.

Transportation and

Less than significant impact with

No Impact

Decreased

Unchanged

Circulation ml.tlga-tl'on: T_he project would result in Because there would be no increase | Because Alternative 2 includes less Because Alternative 3 would include the
a significant 1m.pact on tru.ck and in the number of events, increase in | exhibition space than the proposed project, | same amount of exhibition space as the
passenger loading/unloading number of event attendees, or Alternative 2 would not be able to proposed project, it is possible that it
activities. changes to Howard Street under accommodate the same number of exhibits | could accommodate the same number of

Alternative 1, there would be no and annual attendance as the proposed exhibits and annual attendance as the

impacts on loading/unloading project. Therefore, the resulting pedestrian | proposed project. Moreover, it would

activities. and truck loading/unloading impacts include the changes to the circulation
would be reduced compared to the geometries on Howard Street. Therefore,
proposed project. However, some potential | impacts related to pedestrian and truck
impact could occur, requiring mitigation loading/unloading would be the same as
similar to the proposed project. the proposed project and require the

same mitigation as the proposed project.

Air Quality Less than significant with mitigation | No Impact Decreased Similar
1mpacf: Constru.ctl.on act1v1t%e's would Because there would be no Excavation under Alternative 2 would be Excavation under Alternative 3 would
re.sult. n .the emission of fuglt.lve _dUSt’ construction under Alternative 1, less substantial than with the proposed be the same as under the proposed
criteria arr polluta'nts' and toxic air there would be no potential to project, somewhat reducing the overall project. Moreover, buildout of the
contamlnar.lts; emissions would generate fugitive dust, criteria air amount of construction required. However, | Moscone North, Moscone South, and
ex.cee.d pFO]ect—level thresholds for pollutants, or toxic air contaminants. | given that the alternative would include Esplanade expansions would occur,
Crlten",i air pollutan.ts and WO,UId buildout of the Moscone North, Moscone although in a modified massing.
result. n a. cumulat}vely cc')n51de%~able South, and Esplanade expansions Therefore, it is likely that emissions of
'contrlbuhon to regional air quality emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic | fugitive dust, criteria air pollutants, and
impacts. air contaminants would remain substantial | toxic air contaminants would remain

and require mitigation, similar to the substantial and require mitigation,
proposed project. similar to the proposed project.
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TABLE VI-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Category of Significant
Environmental Impact

Proposed Project

No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Project Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified Massing Alternative

Shadow

Significant and unavoidable impact:
The project would create new shadow
in a manner that could affect the use
of the Children’s Garden.

Also, the project, combined with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable

No Impact

Because there would be no new
above-ground structures under
Alternative 1, there would be no
potential to increase shadow.

Unchanged

Because Alternative 2 would result in the
same above-ground Moscone South and
Esplanade Expansion as the proposed
project, it would cast net new shadow of
the same duration and geographic extent

Decreased

Because the massing of new above-
ground structures would be
concentrated at the southwest corner of
Third Street and Howard Street, net new
shadow would be cast on the Children’s

future development, would create on the Children’s Garden. Garden to a lesser extent and duration

new shadow in a manner that could than under the proposed project.

affect the use of t‘he Children’s The increased building height at the

Gar@en. The pr01ec.t would o corner of Third Mission would

considerably contribute to this impact. incrementally increase the extent and
duration of shadow cast on Yerba Buena
Gardens and other public open spaces.

Hazards and Less than significant impact with No Impact Similar Unchanged

Hazardous Materials

mitigation: Construction and
demolition activities would expose
workers and the public to hazardous
building materials.

Because there would be no
construction under Alternative 1,
there would be no potential to
expose workers and the public to
hazardous building materials.

Because the area of below ground
exhibition space would not be expanded to
include additional areas below Howard
Street, overall demolition activities may be
slightly less than the proposed project.
However, it is likely that potential
exposure to hazardous building materials
would remain substantial since most of the
demolition activities proposed under the
project would also occur under this
Alternative.

Because underground demolition and
renovation would occur under
Alternative 3, workers and the public
could be exposed to hazardous building
materials.
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Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives

The No Project Alternative would meet one of the project objectives. The No Project Alternative
would allow for continuous operations and revenue because improvement and expansion would
not occur. However, the No Project Alternative would not create or increase contiguous
exhibition space or increase the quantity of flexible meeting and ballroom spaces, nor would it
increase the efficiency of existing facilities. It would not improve the economic value of Moscone
Center and would not attract new clients. Finally, the No Project Alternative would not improve
the connection and relationship of Moscone Center to the city because it would not include an
iconic and architecturally significant arrival experience, enhance pedestrian circulation and
interest, relocate vehicular and service functions to create uninterrupted pedestrian-favored
sidewalks, or reinforce and improve connections among existing open spaces.

Impacts of the No Project Alternative Compared to Those of the Proposed Project

The No Project Alternative would eliminate the need for construction activities in the project
area, thereby avoiding all of the construction impacts identified for the proposed project,
including the significant impacts associated with archeological resources and human remains, air
pollutant emissions, and hazardous building materials. Other proposed future projects in the site
vicinity may still be implemented and thus cumulative construction impacts could still occur, but
there would be no contribution to these impacts from the No Project Alternative.

Under the No Project Alternative, use of the Moscone Center would continue, without creation of
or increase in exhibition, meeting, or ballroom space or improvement to pedestrian circulation
and connectivity with existing open spaces. Because operation of the Moscone Center would
continue as under existing conditions, there would be no project-related increase in event
attendees, increase in the number of events, or changes in the circulation of vehicles, bicyclists,
and pedestrians on Howard Street. Therefore, the impacts to transportation passenger and truck
loading/unloading would not occur. The No Project Alternative would not construct any new
above-grade buildings; thus, shadow impacts would not occur. Additionally, in comparison to
the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would have no impact on other resource topics
addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), for which the proposed project’s impact would be
less than significant (i.e., land use, population and housing, noise, greenhouse gas emissions,
wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and
soils, hydrology and water quality, and mineral and energy resources).

No Project Alternative — Conclusions

The No Project Alternative would fail to meet most of the project objectives, as this alternative
would not create or increase contiguous exhibition space, increase the quantity of flexible
meeting and ballroom spaces, increase the efficiency of existing facilities, attract more clients and
increase the economic value of Moscone Center, or improve the connection and relationship of
Moscone Center to the city. The No Project Alternative would avoid all impacts that would occur
under the proposed project.
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Alternative 2: Reduced Project Alternative

Description of Alternative 2

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, similar renovations to the Moscone Center would be
implemented as compared to the proposed project. However, the Reduced Project Alternative
would not create additional space by excavating areas under Howard Street to expand the
existing below-grade area that connects the Moscone North and South buildings (see Figure 11-4,
indicating the below-ground expansion area proposed under the project). This would reduce
excavation activities proposed by approximately 14,400 cubic yards; however, excavation
required to construct building footings and foundations, and for stormwater and groundwater
storage tanks, would be required as under the proposed project (approximately 16,300 cubic
yards). This alternative was expressly set forth to avoid excavation beneath Howard Street, in an
area that the EIR Initial Study prepared for this project (see Appendix A) identifies as particularly
sensitive for archeological resources.

At project completion, the Reduced Project Alternative would be able to accommodate a greater
number of exhibits, and greater annual attendance is anticipated due to the increased event
capacity. The aboveground changes proposed by the project would be implemented and existing
underground areas would be reconfigured and repurposed similar to the proposed project.
However, because underground areas would not be expanded beneath Howard Street, these
areas would continue to serve only as passageways between the Moscone North and South
buildings, and the available exhibition space would be reduced by up to approximately
49,000 square feet compared to the proposed project. In addition, exhibition space would be less
contiguous than with the proposed project. Therefore, the increase in daily event attendance and
need for additional employment would be less than that of the proposed project.

Ability of Alternative 2 to Meet Project Objectives

The Reduced Project Alternative would meet or partially meet most of the project objectives. The
Reduced Project Alternative includes construction staging that is similar to the proposed project,
allowing construction activities to be staged such that the facility could maintain continuous
operation and revenue generation during improvement and expansion. The Reduced Project
Alternative would create an iconic and architecturally significant arrival experience, enhance
pedestrian circulation and interest, relocate vehicular and service functions to create uninterrupted
pedestrian-favored sidewalks, and reinforce and improve connections among existing open spaces.

The Reduced Project Alternative would increase the economic value and opportunity of Moscone
Center by attracting new clients and maintaining existing clients, by creating additional
exhibition space, and increasing the quantity of flexible and functional meeting and ballroom
space. However, the additional below-ground exhibition space would be limited to reconfiguring
and repurposing existing below-ground areas, and would not be contiguous between the
Moscone North and South buildings. Therefore, the first two objectives would not be fully met
under the Reduced Project Alternative.
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Impacts of Alternative 2 Compared to Those of the Proposed Project

Because the Reduced Project Alternative would include many of the same components as the
proposed project, this alternative would result in similar types of impacts as compared to those of
the proposed project. However, because the expansion area would be less than under the proposed
project, the intensity of impacts would be reduced. In particular, significant impacts to
archeological resources would be reduced in severity. As described above, the Reduced Project
Alternative would not create additional space by excavating areas under Howard Street to expand
the existing below-grade passage that connects the Moscone North and South buildings. As
described in Appendix A, Section E.3, the area of proposed excavation beneath Howard Street is an
area of high sensitivity for prehistoric cultural resources. This includes both a southern extension of
a known resource, CA-SFR-114, and a much earlier potential archeological deposit. Because this
area would be avoided, impacts to known archeological resources would be avoided. While the
total excavation area would be substantially less than under the proposed project, the potential
remains that previously undiscovered archeological resources or human remains could be
encountered during construction of the Reduced Project Alternative. As with the proposed project,
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b would reduce potential impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

Elimination of excavation activities beneath Howard Street, and of subsequent construction of
exhibition space in this area, would also reduce the amount of fugitive dust generated, and
emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants during construction activities. The
contribution of construction activities to cumulative air quality effects would also be reduced.
Because the area of below ground exhibition space would not be expanded to include additional
areas below Howard Street, overall demolition and excavation activities may be slightly less than
with the proposed project. Construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions resulting from the
proposed project exceed applicable thresholds during Phases 2 and 3 (construction of the Esplanade
Building and South Lobby, North Lobby and Bridges). Therefore, while the Reduced Project
Alternative would reduce the amount of demolition and excavation required during Phase 1 (Site
Preparation, including excavation below Howard Street) and would reduce criteria air pollutant
emissions associated with this phase of construction, it would not reduce criteria air pollutant
emissions during construction of Phases 2 and 3, and the Reduced Project Alternative would result
in significant criteria air pollutant and toxic air contaminant emissions. Similarly, it is likely that
potential exposure to hazardous building materials would remain substantial since most of the
demolition activities proposed under the project would be required. The Reduced Project
Alternative would require substantial construction efforts; air quality and hazardous materials
impacts would be significant and would require implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1
and M-HZ-3 to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.

As described above, the available exhibition space would be reduced by up to approximately
49,000 square feet compared to the proposed project. In addition, exhibition space would be less
contiguous than with the proposed project, and therefore the increase in event attendance and
number of events would be less than the proposed project, which would reduce impacts to
passenger and truck loading/unloading. However, passenger and truck loading/unloading impacts
would remain significant and Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a and M-TR-6b would still be required.
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Alternative 2 would result in the same above-ground Moscone South and Esplanade Expansion
as the proposed project, with the same building massing. Therefore, it would cast net new
shadow of the same duration and geographic extent on open spaces, including the Children’s
Garden, as the new shadow cast under the proposed project. Significant and unavoidable shadow
impacts on the Children’s Garden at the project and cumulative level would result.

In comparison to the proposed project, other topics that were addressed in the Initial Study
(Appendix A) and found to have no impacts or less-than-significant impacts including land use,
population and housing, historic architectural resources, noise, greenhouse gas emissions, wind,
recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils,
hydrology and water quality, mineral and energy resources, and agricultural and forest
resources, would also have no impacts or similar less-than-significant impacts for the Reduced
Project Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Conclusions

The Reduced Project Alternative would meet or partially meet most of the project objectives.
However, the additional below-ground exhibition space would be limited to reconfiguring and
repurposing existing below-ground areas, and would not be contiguous between the Moscone
North and South buildings. Therefore, the first two objectives would not be fully met under the
Reduced Project Alternative. This alternative would avoid or substantially reduce impacts to
known archeological resources and human remains, and would reduce impacts associated with
air quality and removal of hazardous building materials. All of the same mitigation measures
applicable to the proposed project’s construction activities would be applicable for this
alternative’s construction activities. The alternative would reduce total daily attendance and
number of events, and therefore operational transportation impacts related to passenger and
truck loading/unloading would be reduced, but not eliminated. The alternative would not
reduce, relocate, or eliminate building massing; therefore, it would result in the same significant
and unavoidable shadow impacts at the project and cumulative levels as the Proposed Project.

Alternative 3: Modified Massing Alternative

Description of Alternative 3

Under the Modified Massing Alternative, renovations to the Moscone Center would be similar to
the proposed project. Identical the proposed project, the alternative would create additional space
by excavating areas under Howard Street to expand the existing below-grade area that connects the
Moscone North and South buildings (see Figure 1I-4, indicating the below-ground expansion area
proposed under the project), resulting in excavation of 14,400 cubic yards. Also, excavation
required for stormwater and groundwater storage tanks would be required as under the proposed
project (approximately 16,300 cubic yards).

However, under this alternative the massing of the Moscone South and Esplanade expansions
would be different from that of the proposed project. The proposed above-grade Moscone South
expansion would rise approximately 74 feet above Howard Street, and the above-grade Moscone
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Esplanade expansion would be approximately 119 feet above Howard Street. This new expansion
would replace the existing 63-foot tall Esplanade Ballroom support building (which currently
houses its lobby, office, and support functions) at the southwest corner of Howard and Third
streets. The alternative would add approximately 266,000 gross square feet to the existing
1.2-million-gross-square-foot facility, and functional space for exhibitions, meetings, conventions,
and trade shows would increase by about 40 percent, from 625,600 square feet to about
872,300 square feet. Table VI-2, below, lists the functional space characteristics under this Modified
Massing Alternative as compared to the proposed project. Figures VI-1 and VI-2 provide a general
massing and section of the Modified Massing Alternative.

TABLE VI-2
FUNCTIONAL SPACE PROPOSED PROJECT VS. MODIFIED MASSING ALTERNATIVE

Functional Space Proposed Project Alternative 3 Net Difference
Exhibition 580,000 580,000 -
Lobbies/Circulation/Prefunction 118,500 132,500 + 14,000
Meeting Rooms/Ballroom 178,300 132,000 - 46,300
Terrace 11,500 28,380 +16,916

Total 888,284 872,880 -15,384

SOURCE: SOM, 2013; 2014

The Modified Massing Alternative would be able to accommodate a greater number of exhibits at
project completion, and greater annual attendance is anticipated due to the increased event
capacity. The increase in daily event attendance and need for additional employment would be
similar to that of the proposed project. Also, the changes to the Children’s Garden features would
be consistent with those of the proposed project.

Ability of Alternative 3 to Meet Project Objectives

The Modified Massing Alternative would meet or partially meet some of the project objectives.
The alternative includes construction staging that is similar to the proposed project, allowing
construction activities to be staged such that the facility could maintain continuous operation and
revenue generation during improvement and expansion.

The Modified Massing Alternative would increase the economic value and opportunity of
Moscone Center by attracting some new clients and maintaining existing clients by creating
contiguous exhibition space of up to approximately 580,000 square feet. The alternative would
also increase the quantity of flexible meeting and ballroom spaces. However, these spaces would
be less functional than those under the proposed project because the ballroom space and meeting
rooms would be divided among separate building levels, which would reduce efficiency making
the facility less attractive to potential new clients when compared with the proposed project.
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The Modified Massing Alternative would create an iconic and architecturally significant arrival
experience, relocate vehicular and service functions to create uninterrupted pedestrian-favored
sidewalks, and reinforce and improve connections among existing open spaces. It would also
enhance pedestrian circulation and interest, although some interior circulation areas would be
less efficient than under the proposed project.

Impacts of Alternative 3 Compared to Those of the Proposed Project

Because the Modified Massing Alternative would include most of the same components as the
proposed project, this alternative would result in impacts similar to those of the proposed project.
However, because the alternative would concentrate new above-grade building mass at the
southwest corner of Third Street and Howard Street, shadow impacts would be reduced.

Identical to the proposed project, the Modified Massing Alternative would create additional
exhibition space by excavating an area under Howard Street to expand the existing below-grade
passage that connects the Moscone North and South buildings. As described in Appendix A,
Section E.3, the area of proposed excavation beneath Howard Street is an area of high sensitivity for
prehistoric cultural resources. This includes both a southern extension of a known resource,
CA-SFR-114, and a much earlier potential archeological deposit. Impacts to known archeological
resources would be significant. As with the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Excavation activities beneath Howard Street, and subsequent construction of below-grade
exhibition space and above-grade structures, would generate fugitive dust, criteria air pollutants,
and toxic air contaminants. Potential exposure to hazardous building materials would remain
substantial since most of the demolition activities proposed under the project would be required.
The Modified Massing Alternative would require substantial construction efforts and air quality
and hazardous materials impacts would be significant, requiring implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-1 and M-HZ-3 to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.

As described above, the available contiguous exhibition space would be the same as the proposed
project, up to 580,000 square feet. The increase in daily event attendance and need for additional
employment would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, transportation impacts under
the alternative would be the same as under the proposed project, and significant impacts to
passenger and truck loading/unloading would require implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-TR-6a and M-TR-6b to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

This alternative was expressly set forth to avoid increased building heights and configuration that
could cast net new shadow on public open spaces (see Section IV.B). Figure VI-3 presents
projections of the shadow that would be cast by the Modified Massing Alternative on the
Children’s Garden during the late afternoon and early evening hours of the summer solstice,
which is representative of the alternative’s shadow during the late spring and early summer
months. During these months of the year, shadow from the 74-foot-tall Moscone South building
would be cast southeastward, onto the Children’s Garden. At about 5:00 p.m., net new shadow
would be limited to the plum tree walkway, sundial garden, and Learning Garden immediately
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south of the proposed building, and the majority of the eastern portion of the Children’s Garden
would remain unshaded. By 6:00 p.m., shadow would extend farther southeastward, into the
play circle and encompassing the monkey bars, sand box, and a portion of the maze, leaving the
remainder of the play circle unshaded. By 7:00, when the play circle closes, the net new shadow
would encompass almost the entirety of the play circle, as well as most of the circular lawn.

Under this alternative, the Children’s Garden would include a tot lot with play equipment for
children under age 5, relocation and expansion of the existing learning garden, replacement of
the nature walk/allée of plum trees, an elevated social seating area providing views throughout
the gardens, reconfiguration of the existing lawn, restrooms, garden storage, and a public plaza
alongside the Esplanade Ballroom. The play circle (the primary active element of the playground)
would not be modified, although the existing sundial garden would be removed. Around
5:00 p.m. during the late spring and early summer months, new shadow would fall on the
replaced nature walk/allée of trees and paseo. As the evening progresses, shadow would extend
southastward onto the tot lot and flexible lawn space by 6:00 p.m. By 7:00 p.m., shadow would
extend over the social seating, play circle, and a portion of the relocated learning garden, as well
as onto the plaza adjacent to the Esplanade Ballroom. Although this shadow would represent a
net increase compared to existing conditions, the majority of the features of the Children’s
Garden would remain unshaded until approximately 7:00. This net new shadow could affect use
of the garden, but not to a significant extent.

The 119-foot building at the southwestern corner of Third Street and Howard Street would result
in more shadow cast northward compared to the proposed project. This new shadow would be
cast across Howard Street, toward the East Garden and Howard Street Plaza. This new shadow
would be most prevalent in the early morning hours in the late fall and early winter months.
However, as shown in Figure IV.B-2, these areas are almost entirely shaded under existing
conditions at these times. The net new shadow from the 119-foot-tall building could increase
compared to existing conditions, as well as compared to the proposed project. As stated in
Section IV.B, these open spaces are not heavily used during the early morning hours. The net new
shadow from the Modified Massing Alternative would not be expected to substantially affect their
use. The 119-foot-tall building would not cast substantial new shadow on the Esplanade or
Howard Street Plaza.

Because the massing of new above-ground structures would be concentrated at the southwest
corner of Third Street and Howard Street, net new shadow would be cast on the Children’s
Garden to a lesser extent and duration than under the proposed project, resulting in a less-than-
significant shadow impact.

The Modified Massing Alternative could incrementally increase shadow on other nearby open
spaces north of the proposed buildings, namely the Yerba Buena Esplanade and the East Garden,
especially in the late fall and early winter months. This shadow would be of limited extent and
duration (early morning hours) when the Esplanade and East Garden are lightly used. Therefore,
the Modified Massing Alternative would result in less-than-significant project- and cumulative-
level shadow impacts.
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The Modified Massing Alternative would increase the height of the Moscone Esplanade
expansion to 119 feet, approximately 24 feet taller than the proposed Moscone Esplanade
expansion. Increased heights could affect ground-level wind currents in the vicinity. Wind levels
near the 119-foot portion of the building, along Third Street and Howard Street, as well as in the
eastern portion of the Children’s Garden, could be increased compared to existing conditions.
Some pedestrian test points in this location may exceed the pedestrian comfort criteria.
Conversely, wind speeds adjacent to the 74-foot portion of the building, along Howard Street and
in the western portion of the Children’s Garden, could be decreased as compared to existing
conditions, possibly removing some existing exceedances of the pedestrian comfort criterion. It is
not anticipated that new hazardous wind conditions would result. The Modified Massing
Alternative’s wind impacts would be less than significant.

For other topics that were addressed in the Initial Study (Appendix A) and for which that
analysis concluded the proposed project would have no impact or a less-than-significant impact,
including land use, population and housing, historic architectural resources, noise, greenhouse
gas emissions, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, mineral and energy resources, and agricultural
and forest resources, the Modified Massing Alternative would also have no impact or similar
less-than-significant impacts.

Alternative 3 — Conclusions

The Modified Massing Alternative would meet or partially meet most of the project objectives.
However, the alternative would result in less efficient meeting and ballroom space than the
proposed project. The alternative would create an iconic and architecturally significant arrival
experience, relocate vehicular and service functions to create uninterrupted pedestrian-favored
sidewalks, and reinforce and improve connections among existing open spaces, but it would
result in a less efficient building than would the proposed project. All of the same mitigation
measures applicable to the proposed project’s construction activities (Mitigation Measures CP-2a,
CP-2b, AQ-1, and HZ-3) would be applicable for this alternative’s construction activities. Impacts
to passenger and truck loading/unloading would be the same as the proposed project, requiring
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a and M-TR-6b to reduce loading impacts to a
less-than-significant level. Shadow impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

C. Environmentally Superior Alternative

The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative
(Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]).

The No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative because the
significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project would not occur.
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The Modified Massing Alternative (Alternative 3) would qualify as the environmentally superior
alternative among the development alternatives. The Modified Massing Alternative would avoid
the significant and unavoidable shadow impact on the Children’s Garden. While this alternative
would not reduce impacts to archeological resources, human remains, air quality, hazardous
building materials, or transportation impacts, with incorporation of mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project, impacts to these resource topics would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures, the Modified
Massing Alternative would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts and impacts to
all resource topics would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) would not qualify as the environmentally
superior alternative. Although the Reduced Project Alternative would reduce impacts on
archeological resources, human remains, air quality, hazardous materials, and
loading/unloading, when compared to the proposed project, this alternative would still require
incorporation of identified mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Furthermore, Alternative 2 would not avoid the significant-and-unavoidable shadow
impact. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have greater environmental impacts than those of the
Modified Massing Alternative.

D. Alternatives Considered but Rejected from Further
Analysis

Several options to the Moscone Center Expansion project were considered by the project sponsor
team during project development. For the purposes of CEQA, these options were evaluated to
determine whether they would meet most of the project objectives and avoid the significant
impacts that would occur under the proposed project. The options considered include:

. Greater expansion along the entire Third Street frontage at Moscone South

J Greater expansion of aboveground areas at Moscone North

Expansion along Third Street Frontage

Under this alternative, the below-grade renovation would occur, similar to the proposed project,
resulting in a net increase in exhibition space. Above ground, on the project’s southern block, the
Esplanade Ballroom building and Esplanade Support building would be substantially renovated
and expanded to incorporate new meeting rooms, ballrooms, and pre-function and circulation
spaces, with a total square footage similar to that of the proposed project. To create this
additional building area, the expansion could be built to the lot lines on Third Street and Howard
Street, and additional floors would be added to the existing buildings.

Inclusion of this option would not meet some of the project objectives. Although this option
would include the same underground modifications as under the proposed project, which would
create the desired amount of exhibition space and more functional meeting space, this option
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would require extensive foundation and structural work to support the added floors above the
existing Esplanade building, which would necessitate a 2-year closure of the Esplanade ballroom
and North halls, thereby limiting convention center operations and causing a loss of revenue and
a substantial increase in the cost of the proposed expansion. It would locate the majority of new
building functions farther away from the convention center’s primary entrances on Howard
Street, which could result in inefficient operations. Also, this option would not re-introduce the
mid-block passageway connection from the Children’s Garden to Third Street.

Expansion along Third Street would not substantially reduce potential impacts compared to the
proposed project and could introduce additional significant impacts that would not occur under
the proposed project. Construction below Howard Street would occur, and thus this option
would not avoid impacts to known archeological resources. It would require a similar or greater
amount of construction activities as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to
previously undiscovered archeological resources, human remains, air quality, and hazardous
materials would be similar to those of the proposed project, or greater than those of the proposed
project should construction requirements be more than that expected under the proposed project.
The level of operational activity accommodated would be similar to the proposed project, or
greater, and therefore, impacts associated with project operations (passenger and truck
loading/unloading) would be similar or greater than the proposed project. Larger aboveground
structures to the east of the existing Children’s Garden could introduce net new shadow at the
Children’s Garden during the late winter/early spring months and late summer/early fall months,
when shadows are cast northwestward during the morning hours (from sunrise to approximately
11:00 a.m.). Under existing conditions, the Children’s Garden is only partially shaded during
these times.

This option would not reduce any of the significant impacts of the proposed project and could
result in additional significant impacts. Therefore, it was eliminated from further consideration in
this EIR as a potential alternative to the proposed project.

Aboveground Expansion at Moscone North

Under this alternative, the below-grade renovation and expansion of exhibition space would
occur. Above-ground new structures would be primarily limited to the northern project block, in
the location of the Sister Cities Garden. The building would be expanded upward to include
additional levels of meeting, ballroom, and pre-function space.

Inclusion of this option would meet the project objectives. It would create the desired amount of
contiguous exhibition space, as well as create more efficient and functional meeting space.
Operations could be maintained during the improvements, and an enhanced facility would
result.

However, this option would not reduce potential impacts compared to the proposed project and
could introduce additional significant impacts that would not occur under the proposed project.
Expansion at Moscone North would include construction below Howard Street and thus would not
avoid impacts to known archeological resources. It would require a similar or greater amount of
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construction activities as the proposed project and therefore, impacts related to previously
undiscovered archeological resources, human remains, air quality, and hazardous materials would
be similar to those of the proposed project, or greater than those of the proposed project should
construction requirements be more than that expected under the proposed project. The level of
operational activity accommodated would be similar to the proposed project, or greater, and
therefore, impacts associated with project operations (passenger and truck loading/unloading)
would be similar or greater than the proposed project. Because this option would include a larger
amount of aboveground structures at Moscone North, it could introduce substantial shadow effects
at Yerba Buena Esplanade and the Howard Street Plaza. The new shadow would fall on the
Esplanade during the morning hours all year long, but particularly during the late fall/early winter
months, when shadows are at their longest. Under existing conditions, the Esplanade is primarily
unshaded by 10:00 a.m., and the expansion would add substantial new shadow. In the afternoon
hours, net new shadow would fall on Howard Street Plaza to a greater extent than under the
proposed project.

Because this option would not reduce any of the significant impacts of the proposed project and
could result in additional significant impacts, it was eliminated from further analysis in this EIR
as a potential alternative to the proposed project.

Other Considered but Rejected Alternatives

In addition to the above alternatives, a number of comments received on the Notice of
Preparation of an EIR, published on January 22, 2014, suggest inclusion of other project
alternatives. These alternatives have either been incorporated into the Alternatives described
above or were not included because they would not meet the basic project objectives or would
not substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of the proposed project, as described
below.

J Off-site location Alternative. Commenters suggested accommodating the project near the
Civic Center and/or at Brooks Hall (located underneath the Civic Center Plaza) or at the
Caltrain Station at Fourth and King Streets. This alternative was not selected for detailed
analysis because it would not meet the project sponsor’s objectives and it would not likely
reduce the significant effects of the project. Specifically, an off-site alternative would not
capitalize on the existing convention center’s unique location or increase efficiency by
providing contiguous exhibition space Additionally, any off-site alternative location would
not reduce significant-but-mitigable impacts to air quality and hazardous materials, and
may not reduce significant-but-mitigable impacts to transportation and buried
archeological resources.

. Repurposed/renovated building Alternative. Commenters suggested an alternative that
allows for 60,000 square feet of net new functional space below ground and construction of
a new above-ground building at Howard and Third Streets with an additional
110,000 square feet of new construction to accommodate additional meeting rooms. Under
this alternative, the North and South lobbies would remain mostly unchanged, but the
interior spaces would be repurposed and renovated. This alternative was not analyzed in
detail because it would not result in the desired increase in contiguous exhibition space (up
to 580,000 square feet) or result in the desired amount of efficient meeting and ballroom
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space, and it would not maintain continuous operations during construction. Impacts to
transportation, cultural resources, hazardous materials, and air quality would not be
reduced, although shadow impacts may be reduced.

. Corner massing Alternative. Commenters suggested an alternative that allows for a two-
story South Lobby vertical expansion with a taller building at the corner of Howard and
Third Streets to avoid impacts to the Children’s Garden. The Modified Massing
Alternative, described above, has been incorporated into this EIR specifically to avoid the
significant shadow impacts of the proposed project on the Children’s Garden.
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