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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project sponsor proposes to demolish the two existing two-story office buildings (collectively
measuring approximately 17,166 square feet (sq ft)) and surface parking lot (containing approximately
twenty (20) off-street parking spaces), and construct a new five-story-over-basement commercial
building. The proposed project would construct approximately 49,840 sq ft of office space,
approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail space (gym), approximately 4,057 sq ft of usable open space, twenty
five (25) off-street parking spaces (including one car-share parking space), two (2) new service vehicle
stalls, one hundred twenty four (124) new Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, ten (10) Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces, and new showers and lockers. The proposed project would have street frontage onto
Federal and De Boom Streets. The vehicular entry would be located off of De Boom Street.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project is located on a rectangular midblock through lot located on the southeast side of Federal
Street between De Boom and 2nd Streets. The lot has approximately 107 ft of frontage on Federal Street
and 87 ft 6 in of frontage on De Boom Street. The lot depth measures 160, while the lot area measures
16,047 sq ft. The subject lot is developed with two existing two-story office buildings, occupied by a
short term tenant, and a surface parking lot.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377


mailto:natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org

Executive Summary CASE NO. 2012.1410ABX
Hearing Date: September 14, 2017 77-85 Federal Street

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The area surrounding the project site is largely occupied by offices with commercial establishments at
ground floor. Buildings in the vicinity typically range from one to five stories in height. Directly to the
northeast of the project site facing Federal Street is a surface parking lot, while directly to the southwest
is a three-story office building. Facing De Boom Street, the adjacent properties include a two-story
commercial building to the northeast and a two-story brewery and restaurant to the southwest of the
project site. The project site is located within the South End Landmark District, which is significant for
the high concentration of late-nineteenth century brick and early twentieth-century reinforced concrete
warehouses and light industrial buildings. Other zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site
include: SB-DTR (South Beach Downtown Residential); SLI (Service-Light Industrial); and, SPD (South
Park District).

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the Guidelines of the State Secretary of Resources for the implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), on August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission of the City and
County of San Francisco determined that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on
the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for
Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance),
15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 15183 (Projects Consistent with a Community
Plan or Zoning). The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan Final EIR. Since the Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial
changes to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that
would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new
information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.

HEARING NOTIFICATION
TYPE REQUIRED REQUIRED ACTUAL ACTUAL
PERIOD NOTICE DATE NOTICE DATE PERIOD
Classified News Ad 20 days June 2, 2017 June 2, 2017 20 days
Posted Notice 20 days June 2, 2017 June 2, 2017 22 days
Mailed Notice 20 days June 2, 2017 June 2, 2017 22 days

The proposal requires a Section 312 Neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction
with the required hearing notification for the Large Project Authorization and Office Development
Authorization.

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH

* To date, the Department has received approximately four public correspondences about the
proposed project. The public correspondence expressed concern over increased traffic, overall
scale and massing on a narrow street, impact on the historic nature of the street and
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neighborhood, and impact on events on De Boom Street, specifically the beer garden set up by
21t Amendment Brewery. Copies of this correspondence have been included within the
Commissioner packets.

The project sponsor has conducted outreach to the adjacent neighbors and interested
community groups. The sponsors have hosted two pre-application meetings. The project
sponsors have met with residents of the 355 Bryant Street Condominiums and adjacent
neighbors. Major outcomes of the meeting were as follows: a) development team confirmed
the primary entry for vehicle parking, trash, and deliveries will be located at De Boom Street in
order to reduce traffic at Federal Street, b) development team will route majority of
construction traffic and staging to De Boom street, and c) development team is working to
minimize construction noise and will utilize a mat slab foundation to minimize pile driving
noise. In addition, the Project Sponsor has worked closely with the owner at 75 Federal to
coordinate the location of shared utilities and site access.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Environmental Review Appeal: The project was determined not to have a significant effect on

the environment per the Draft Community Plan Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration
(CP-PMND). The CP-PMND was appealed and upheld by the Planning Commission. The
issuance of the Community Plan Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-FMND) was
approved by the Planning Commission on August 24, 2017.

Certificate of Appropriateness: Since the subject property is located within the South End

Landmark District, the proposed project is required to obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness
from the Historic Preservation Commission. The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
reviewed the Certificate of Appropriateness on September 6, 2017. (See Case No. 2012.01410A)

Large Project Authorization: As part of the Large Project Authorization (LPA), the Commission

may grant exceptions from certain Planning Code requirements for projects that exhibit
outstanding overall design and are complementary to the design and values of the surrounding
area. The project is not seeking any exceptions from Planning Code requirements.

Office Development Authorization: The proposed project would construct approximately
49,840 gsf of office space. Within the MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District, office use is
permitted as of right, pursuant to Planning Code Section 842.66. As of May 2017, there is

approximately 1.2 million square feet of “Small” Cap Office Development available under the
Section 321 office allocation program.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant a Large Project Authorization, pursuant

to Planning Code Section 329, to allow the construction of a new five-story-over-basement commercial

building (approximately 65-ft tall) with approximately 72,471 gross square feet (gsf). In addition, the

Commission must authorize an Office Development Authorization of approximately 49,840 gsf of new

office space pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321, 322, and 842.66.
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Project complies with the applicable requirements of the Planning Code.
The Project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan.

The Project is designed to be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood character and the
surrounding landmark district (See Case No. 2012.1410A).

The Project represents an allocation of approximately four percent of the small cap office space
currently available for allocation.

The authorization of the office space will allow for new businesses in the area, which will
contribute to the economic activity in the neighborhood.

The Project is located in a zoning district where office use is principally permitted.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions

Attachments:
Draft Motion — Large Project Authorization

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Draft Motion — Office Allocation

HPC Motion — To Be Provided at Public Hearing on September 14
Environmental Determination

Exhibits:

Parcel Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Height & Bulk Map
Aerial Photographs
Site Photos

Public Correspondence

Project Sponsor submittal, including:

Site Photographs
Reduced Plans
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Attachment Checklist

|E Executive Summary |E Project sponsor submittal

|X| Draft Motion Drawings: Existing Conditions
|X| Environmental Determination |X| Check for legibility

|X| Zoning District Map Drawings: Proposed Project
|X| Height & Bulk Map |X| Check for legibility

|X| Parcel Ma 3-D Renderings (new construction or
P significant addition)

|X| Sanborn Map |X| Check for legibility

|X| Aerial Photo |:| Wireless Telecommunications Materials
|X| Context Photos |:| Health Dept. review of RF levels
|X| Site Photos |:| RF Report

|:| Community Meeting Notice
|:| Housing Documents

|:| Inclusionary  Affordable  Housing
Program: Affidavit for Compliance

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet NK

Planner's Initials
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

[0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415)

Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412)

First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)
Other: EN Impact Fees, TSF, TIDF

Planning Commission Draft Motion

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 14, 2017
CONTINUED FROM: JUNE 22, 2017

Case No.: 2012.1410X

Project Address: ~ 77-85 FEDERAL STREET

Zoning: MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District
South End Landmark District
65-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3774/444

Project Sponsor: ~ Adam Franch, Aralon Properties
482 Bryant Street

San Francisco, CA 94107
Natalia Kwiatkowska — (415) 575-9185
natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org

Staff Contact:

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
PURSUANT TO SECTION 329 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW FIVE-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT COMMERCIAL BUILDING WITH APPROXIMATELY 72,500
GSF, LOCATED AT 77-85 FEDERAL STREET WITHIN THE MUO (MIXED USE-OFFICE) ZONING
DISTRICT, SOUTH END LANDMARK DISTRICT, AND A 65-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT,
AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On June 5, 2014, Adam Franch of Aralon Properties (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application
with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Large Project Authorization under
Planning Code Section 329 to allow construction of a new five-story with basement commercial building
containing approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail space (gym) and approximately 49,840 sq ft of office space
at 77-85 Federal Street in San Francisco, California.

On May 31, 2017, Draft Community Plan Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-PMND) for the
Project was prepared and published for public review; and

The Draft CP-PMND was available for public comment until June 20, 2017; and

On June 20, 2017, an appeal of the Community Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration was filed with the
Department.
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On August 24, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting on the Appeal of the Community Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2012.1410E.

On August 24, 2017, the Commission upheld the CP-PMND and approved the issuance of the
Community Plan Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-FMND) as prepared by the Planning
Department in compliance with CEQA, the state CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31.

On August 24, 2017, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
Community Plan Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-FMND) and found that the contents of said
report and the procedures through which the CP-FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections
21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA
Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 31”): and

The Planning Department/Planning Commission found the CP-FMND was adequate, accurate and
objective, reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the
Planning Commission, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines and Chapter 31.

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the file for Case No.
2012.1410E is located at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which
material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission’s review,
consideration and action.

On September 6, 2017, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Certificate of Appropriateness Application No.
2012.1410A.

On September 14, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application
No. 2012.1410X.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Large Project Authorization requested in
Application No. 2012.1410X, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on
the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:
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1.

The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

Site Description and Present Use. The project is located on a rectangular midblock through lot
located on the southeast side of Federal Street between De Boom and 2nd Streets. The lot has
approximately 107 ft of frontage on Federal Street and 87 ft 6 in of frontage on De Boom Street.
The lot depth measures 160, while the lot area measures 16,047 sq ft. The subject lot is developed
with two existing two-story office buildings, occupied by a short term tenant, and a surface
parking lot.

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is largely
occupied by offices with commercial establishments at ground floor. Buildings in the vicinity
typically range from one to five stories in height. Directly to the northeast of the project site
facing Federal Street is a surface parking lot, while directly to the southwest is a three-story office
building. Facing De Boom Street, the adjacent properties include a two-story commercial building
to the northeast and a two-story brewery and restaurant to the southwest of the project site. The
project site is located within the South End Landmark District, which is significant for the high
concentration of late-nineteenth century brick and early twentieth-century reinforced concrete
warehouses and light industrial buildings. Other zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site
include: SB-DTR (South Beach Downtown Residential); SLI (Service-Light Industrial); and, SPD
(South Park District).

Project Description. The project sponsor proposes to demolish the two existing two-story office
buildings (collectively measuring approximately 17,166 square feet (sq ft)) and surface parking
lot (containing approximately twenty (20) off-street parking spaces), and construct a new five-
story-over-basement commercial building. The proposed project would construct approximately
49,840 sq ft of office space, approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail space (gym), approximately 4,057
sq ft of usable open space, twenty five (25) off-street parking spaces (including one car-share
parking space), two (2) new service vehicle stalls, one hundred twenty four (124) new Class 1
bicycle parking spaces, ten (10) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and new showers and lockers. The
proposed project would have street frontage onto Federal and De Boom Streets. The vehicular
entry would be located off of De Boom Street.

Public Comment. To date, the Department has received approximately three public
correspondences about the proposed project. The public correspondence expressed concern over
increased traffic, overall scale and massing on a narrow street, and impact on the historic nature
of the street and neighborhood. Copies of this correspondence have been included within the
Commissioner packets.

Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Section 124 establishes a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 5:1 for
properties within the MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District.
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The subject lot is 16,047 sq ft, thus resulting in a maximum allowable floor area of 80,235 sq ft. The
proposed project would construct approximately 72,471 sq ft of non-residential space, and would
comply with Planning Code Section 124.

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.3 requires one square foot of usable open
space for every fifty (50) square feet of occupied floor area of new office use and one square
foot of usable open space for every two hundred and fifty (250) square feet of occupied floor
area of new retail within the MUO Zoning District.

For the proposed 43,102 sq ft of occupied floor area of office space, the proposed project is required to
provide approximately 862 square feet of usable open space. For the proposed 19,493 sq ft of occupied
floor area of retail space, the proposed project is required to provide approximately 78 square feet of
usable open space. The project would construct approximately 940 sq ft of usable open space via a
common roof deck; therefore, the project complies with Planning Code Section 135.3.

The proposed project also includes three optional roof decks (approximately 3,117 sq ft) accessible to
the office use; however, the Project Sponsor is not using these optional roof decks to meet open space
requirements.

Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,
including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge. The proposed project meets
the requirements of feature-related standards and does not include any unbroken glazed segments 24-
sq ft and larger in size; therefore, the proposed project complies with Planning Code Section 139.

Street Frontage in Mixed Use Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street
parking at street grade on a development lot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground
floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given
street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking
and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of
building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum floor-to-floor
height of 14 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential
active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the
principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential
or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage at the ground level. The use of dark or mirrored glass shall not count
towards the required transparent area. Any decorative railings or grillwork, other than wire
mesh, which is placed in front of or behind ground floor windows, shall be at least 75 percent
open to perpendicular view. Rolling or sliding security gates shall consist of open grillwork
rather than solid material, so as to provide visual interest to pedestrians when the gates are
closed, and to permit light to pass through mostly unobstructed. Gates, when both open and
folded or rolled as well as the gate mechanism, shall be recessed within, or laid flush with,
the building facade.
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The proposed project is generally in conformance with Planning Code Section 145.1, and addresses the
street frontage requirements by: providing active uses at the ground floor level via at-grade retail
(gym) space and a lobby along Federal Street; providing below-grade parking a garage entry
(measuring approximately 13-ft wide) which is less than 20-ft wide; a ground floor floor-to-floor height
of approximately 14-ft; and, by providing the necessary transparency and fenestration at the ground
floor level.

Off-Street Parking. Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code allows up to seven percent
of the gross floor area of office use to be dedicated to off-street parking. The off-street
parking area is subject to the pricing conditions of Section 155(g). Additionally, Planning
Code Section 151.1 allows up to one off-street parking space for each 1,500 gross square feet
of area of retail use.

The proposed project includes 49,840 square feet of office use, thus allowing up to 3,488 square feet of
off-street parking use. Per Planning Code Section 151.1, the area of an individual parking space may
not exceed 185 square feet, resulting in a maximum of 18 off-street parking spaces. The proposed
project also includes 22,631 square feet of retail use (gym), allowing a maximum of 15 off-street
parking spaces. Together, the proposed project allows for up to 33 off-street parking spaces.

The proposed project would provide a total of twenty five (25) off-street parking spaces including ten
(10) stacker stalls accommodating twenty (20) individual spaces, four (4) surface stalls, and one (1)
handicap van stall. Therefore, the proposed project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

Off-Street Freight Loading. Section 152.1 of the Planning Code requires 0.1 off-street freight
loading spaces for every 10,000 square feet of gross floor area of office use and 1 off-street
freight loading space for retail uses with gross floor area between 10,001 and 30,000.

The proposed project includes 49,840 square feet of office use, thus no off-street freight loading spaces
are required for the office use. The project also includes 22,631 square feet of retail (gym) use, thus
requiring one off-street freight loading space for the retail use.

The project is proposing two service vehicle stalls. Per Planning Code Section 153(a)(6), each required
off-street freight loading space may be substituted with two service vehicle spaces in the MUO district.
Therefore, the proposed project complies with Planning Code Section 152.1.

Bicycle Parking Requirement in new buildings. Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires
at least one Class 1 bicycle parking space for every 5,000 occupied square feet of office space
and a minimum of two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for any office uses greater than 5,000
gross square feet plus one Class 2 bicycle parking space for each additional 50,000 occupied
square feet. Additionally, Planning Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle
parking space for every 7,500 occupied square feet of retail use and one Class 2 bicycle
parking space for every 2,500 square feet of occupied floor area, with a minimum of 2 Class 2
bicycle parking spaces for retail use.

The proposed project includes 43,102 square feet of occupied floor area of office use, thus requiring at
least nine (9) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and two (2) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Additionally,
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the project includes 19,493 square feet of occupied floor area of retail use, requiring at least three (3)
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and eight (8) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

The proposed project includes one-hundred-twenty-four (124) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces located at
the basement through fifth levels and ten (10) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; therefore, the proposed
project complies with Planning Code Section 155.2.

Shower Facility and Clothes Locker Requirement in New Buildings. Section 155.3 of the
Planning Code requires at least two showers and twelve clothes lockers when the occupied
floor area exceeds 20,000 square feet but is no greater than 50,000 square feet of the office use
floor area. Additionally, there is no requirement for showers and lockers for retail uses with
occupied floor area under 25,000 square feet.

The proposed project includes 43,102 square feet of occupied floor area office use, thus at least two
showers and twelve clothes lockers are required. The project also includes 19,493 square feet of
occupied floor area of retail use, thus no showers or lockers are required for the retail use.

The proposed project includes two (2) showers and twelve (12) clothes lockers at the second level;
therefore, the proposed project would comply with Planning Code Section 155.3.

Transportation Management Program. Planning Section 163 requires the Project Sponsor to
execute an agreement with the Planning Department for the provision of on-site
transportation brokerage services and preparation of a transportation management program
to be approved by the Director of Planning and implemented by the provider of
transportation brokerage services for projects within the MUO District, where the occupied
square feet of new, converted or added floor area for office use equals at least 25,000 square
feet.

The proposed project includes 43,102 square feet of occupied floor area of office use, thus the Project
Sponsor must execute an agreement to provide on-site transportation brokerage services. The
agreement will be reviewed by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of a temporary certificate
of occupancy, in accordance with Planning Code Section 163.

Car Share. Section 166 of the Planning Code requires at least one car-share parking space
where the number of parking provided for non-residential uses exceeds 24 spaces but is no
greater than 49 spaces in newly constructed buildings.

The proposed project includes twenty five (25) off-street parking spaces, thus requiring one (1) car-
share parking space. The project includes one (1) car-share parking space located at the basement level;
therefore, the proposed project would comply with Planning Code Section 166.

Transportation Demand Management Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169 and
the TDM Program Standards, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior to Planning
Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. As currently proposed, the
Project must achieve a target of 14 points for the retail use and a target of 13 points for the
office use.
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The Project submitted a completed Environmental Evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50 percent of the point target established in the TDM
Program Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points for the retail use and a target of 6.5 points for the
office use. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required points through the following
TDM measures:

Office Use

Bicycle Parking (Option A)
Showers and Lockers
Car-share Parking (Option A)
Parking Supply (Option D)

Retail Use
e Bicycle Parking (Option A)
o Car-share Parking (Option A)
e Parking Supply (Option G)

Narrows Streets & Alleys. Narrow Streets. Planning Code Section 261.1 outlines height and
massing requirements for projects that front onto a “narrow street,” which is defined as a
public right of way less than or equal to 40-ft in width. Federal and De Boom Streets measure
approximately 35-ft wide, and are considered an east-west “narrow streets.” On the south
side of an east-west street, all subject frontages shall have upper stories which are set back at
the property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane defined by angle of
45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line. Subject
frontage is defined as any building frontage more than 60-ft from an intersection with a street
wider than 40-ft. The project site is located on the south side of an east-west “narrow street.”
The proposed project includes a 7 ft 8 in setback at the third floor and a 32 ft setback at the fourth and
fifth floors from the front property line facing Federal Street, thus avoiding penetration of a sun access
plane defined by angle of 45 degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line.
Therefore, the proposed project would comply with Planning Code Section 261.1

. Shadow Impact Analysis. Planning Code Section 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by

structures exceeding a height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission. Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast
net new shadow must be found by the Planning Commission, with comment from the
General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the
Recreation and Park Commission, to have no adverse impact upon the property under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission.

Based upon a detail shadow analysis, the proposed project does not cast any net new shadow upon
property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission.

Office Development Authorization. Planning Code Section 321 outlines the requirements
for an Office Development Authorization from the Planning Commission for new office
space in excess of 25,000 gsf.



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2012.1410X
September 14, 2017 77-85 Federal Street

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The proposed project has submitted an application for an Office Development Authorization. The
proposed project will seek an office development authorization for approximately 49,840 sq ft of new
office space from the Planning Commission. See Case No. 2012.1410B.

Transit Impact Development Fee. Planning Code Section 411 applies the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF) to projects cumulatively creating more than 800 gross square feet of
non-residential uses.

The proposed project includes 49,840 sq ft of office use and 22,631 sq ft of retail use, resulting in the
creation of 72,471 gross square feet of non-residential use. The Project submitted a completed
Environmental Evaluation Application prior to July 21, 2015. Therefore, the Project is subject to the
Transit Impact Development Fee rates per the Transportation Sustainability Fee rules.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A applies the Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF) for projects including new construction of a non-residential use in
excess of 800 gross square feet.

The proposed project includes new construction of 72,471 gross square feet; therefore, the TSF, as
outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies. However, the Project submitted a completed
Environmental Evaluation Application prior to July 21, 2015. Therefore, the Project is subject to the
Transit Impact Development Fee rates per the Transportation Sustainability Fee rules.

Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Planning Code Section 413 applies the Jobs-Housing
Linkage Fee to any project that increases by at least 25,000 gross square feet the total amount
of any combination of entertainment use, hotel use, Integrated PDR use, office, research and
development use, retail use, and/or Small Enterprise Workspace use.

The proposed project includes 49,840 sq ft of office use and 22,631 sq ft of retail use and is subject to
the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, as outlined in Planning Code Section 413. The Project Sponsor
may elect between the Housing Requirement option, the Payment to Housing Developer option, the In-
Lieu Fee Payment option or compliance by combination payment to Housing Developer and payment
of In-Lieu Fee at the time of building permit issuance.

Child Care Requirements for Office Development Projects. Planning Code Section 414
applies the Child Care Requirements for Office Development Projects Requirement to any
project that increases by at least 25,000 gross square feet the total amount of office space.

The proposed project includes 49,840 sq ft of office use and is subject to the Child Care Requirements
for Office Development Projects Requirement. Prior to issuance of the first construction document,
the Project Sponsor will elect between compliance by providing an on-site child-care facility,
compliance in conjunction with the sponsors of other development projects to provide an on-site child
care facility at another project, compliance in conjunction with the sponsors of other development
projects to provide a child-care facility within one mile of the development projects, compliance by
payment of an in-lieu fee, compliance by combining payment of an in-lieu fee with construction of a
child care facility or compliance by entering into an arrangement with a non-profit organization.



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2012.1410X
September 14, 2017 77-85 Federal Street

S. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable

to any development project within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District that results
in the addition of gross square feet of non-residential space.

The proposed project includes 49,840 sq ft of office use and approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail use.
These uses are subject to Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees Tier 2, as outlined in
Planning Code Section 423. These fees must be paid prior to the issuance of the building permit
application.

Retail Use in MUO Zoning Districts. Planning Code Section 842.45 states that retail use up
to 25,000 gross square feet is a permitted use within the MUO Zoning District.

The proposed project would construct new retail space of approximately 22,631 square feet within the
MUO Zoning District; therefore, the proposed project complies with Planning Code Section 842.45

Office Use in MUO Zoning Districts. Planning Code Section 842.66 states that office use is a
permitted use within the MUO Zoning District.

The proposed project would construct new office space within the MUO Zoning District; therefore, the
proposed project complies with Planning Code Section 842.66.

6. Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District. Planning Code
Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning

Commission finds that the project is compliant with these nine aspects as follows:

A. Overall building mass and scale.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The proposed project’s mass and scale are appropriate for the existing context as the area is
characterized by larger, light industrial buildings that create strong street walls of multiple stories. In
particular, the proposed project is consistent with the mass and scale of the South End Landmark
District, which contains historic warehouses that range in height from one-to-six-stories tall. Like
other properties in the vicinity, the proposed project has full lot coverage and a large rectangular
massing. The proposed project includes setbacks of massing at the upper floors in order to comply with
additional height limits for narrow streets and alleys in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District
as outlined in Planning Code Section 261.1. Thus, the project is consistent and compatible with the
surrounding landmark district.

Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials:

The proposed project’s architectural treatments, facade design and building materials include cement
material, deeply-set aluminum-sash windows, and projecting sills. At both street elevations, the
primary facades features a tri-partite facade organization with a base, shaft and cornice, which is
illustrated by the project’s bulkhead, central massing organized into bays of deeply recessed windows
separated by pilasters and capped with a cornice. This reqularized pattern is consistent with the
surrounding neighborhood, which primarily features former light industrial property constructed of

9
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brick or reinforced-concrete. Overall, the proposed project offers a high quality architectural treatment,
which is consistent and compatible with the surrounding landmark district.

C. The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, commercial space, townhouses,
entries, utilities, and the design and siting of rear yards, parking and loading access;

At both primary street elevations, the ground floor aligns with the front property line and adjacent
buildings. At both street elevations, the ground floor features a glazed storefront for the lobby and
adjacent ground floor retail space. A glazed ground floor area encourages interaction between the
tenant space and the public realm. Off-street parking and freight loading are situated below grade
with the entrance off of De Boom Street.

D. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. In the case of off-site publicly
accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that
otherwise required on-site;

The required usable open space for the office and retail use is provided at the fourth floor common roof
deck, measuring approximately 939 sq ft. In addition to the required usable open space, the Project
Sponsor is providing approximately 3,117 sq ft of additional usable open space via roof decks for the
office use at the upper floors. These roof decks provide a quality open space for the future tenants with
ample access to light and air.

E. The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages between 200 and 300 linear feet
per the criteria of Section 270, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required
by and pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2;

The project is not required to provide any mid-block alleys or pathways, as defined in Planning Code
Section 270.2.

F. Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and
lighting.

The proposed project would provide the six new street trees along Federal Street and one new street
tree along De Boom Street. The project will also add bicycle parking along the sidewalk along Federal
and De Boom Streets. The Department finds that these improvements would improve the public realm.

G. Circulation, including streets, alleys and mid-block pedestrian pathways;

The proposed project has two street frontages along Federal and De Boom Streets. Federal Street facade
features the main entry lobby serving the retail and office use and two additional retail entries along
the ground floor; therefore, Federal Street facade is the focal point for pedestrian access. De Boom
Street facade features an additional entry vestibule serving the retail and office use. Automobile access
is provided exclusively through the De Boom Street facade. The automobile entry is located along the
westernmost corner of the facade. This entry accommodates the limited amount of off-street parking
spaces and freight loading parking spaces.

SAN FRANCISCO 10
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H. Bulk limits;
The proposed project is within an ‘X’ Bulk District, which does not restrict bulk.

I.  Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design
guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan;

The proposed project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

7. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.1:

Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated.

Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards.

Policy 1.3:
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.

The proposed office development will provide net benefits to the City and the community in the form of new
office space and in the redevelopment of an underutilized lot within a zoning district with the stated intent
of encouraging the growth of office use. The nature of the office use has few physical consequences that are
undesirable and the standard Conditions of Approval (Exhibit A) will help ensure that the operations will
not generate any unforeseen problems.

OBJECTIVE 2:
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Policy 2.1:
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City.

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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Policy 2.3:
Maintain a favorable social and cultural climate in the city in order to enhance its attractiveness
as a firm location

The proposed office development will help attract new commercial activity to San Francisco as it provides a
large quantity of vacant office and retail space for use. It also contributes to San Francisco’s attractiveness
as a firm location as it is within short walking distance of South Park, the amenities encircling South Park
and the emerging 3¢ Street Corridor near AT&T Park.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2:
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.

The Project will install street trees at reqular intervals along Federal and De Boom Street.

OBJECTIVE 28:
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1:
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments.

Policy 28.3:
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

The project includes 124 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in a secure, convenient location within the building
along with required shower and locker facilities, as well as ten Class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

Policy 1.3:
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

The design of the proposed commercial development complements the existing character of the surrounding
area as its scale, massing and choice of facade materials draws inspiration from the light industrial and
reinforced concrete buildings along Federal and De Boom Streets. The proposed development does not

SAN FRANCISCO 12
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stand out, but rather contributes to a general sense of building type along the street. Further, the proposed
project complements the surrounding South End Landmark District, which is recognized by the City of
San Francisco for its unique and historic architectural character.

OBJECTIVE 3:
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN,
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT

Policy 3.1:
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings.

Policy 3.2:
Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings
to stand out in excess of their public importance.

The proposed development successfully melds a new building into an area with an established presence of
19% and 20% century light industrial buildings. The proposed development does not clash with the existing
context as the selected building materials, massing and scale are typical of the buildings found in the
surrounding area.

EAST SOMA PLAN AREA

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE:
SUPPORT A ROLE FOR “KNOWLEDGE SECTOR” BUSINESSES IN EAST SOMA.

Policy 1.4.3:
Continue to allow larger research and development office-type uses that support the Knowledge
Sector in the 2nd Street Corridor.

The proposed project will provide approximately 49,840 sq ft of new office space for new businesses located
within the vicinity of the 2" and 31 Street corridors.

OBJECTIVE 3.1:

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES EAST SOMA’S DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN
THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND
CHARACTER.

Policy 3.1.6:

New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with
full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the
older buildings that surrounds them.

The design of the proposed commercial development, a contemporary interpretation of early 20 Century
reinforced concrete warehouse, complements the existing character of the surrounding area as its scale,
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massing and choice of facade materials draws inspiration from the light industrial and reinforced concrete
buildings that line the street.

OBJECTIVE 3.2:
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM.

Policy 3.2.3:
Minimize the visual impact of parking.

The off-street parking is located within an excavated basement level. The parking cannot be seen from the
De Boom Street fagade, which is the primary interface with the public realm.

8. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

The existing buildings do not contain any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The proposal would
enhance the neighborhood-serving retail district by introducing a large number of new employees and
potential patrons to the retail uses in the area. The proposed gym is a much-need amenity to the
surrounding neighborhood.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The proposal does not include any new housing. The existing neighborhood character will be preserved
as the design of the proposal is in harmony with the building scale, massing and form found in the
surrounding area. The Project is located in the East SoMa Area Plan and is located within a zoning
district that allows office use. Other nearby properties function as either commercial or office spaces.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

There is no existing affordable or market-rate housing on the Project Site. The development will
contribute fees to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Therefore, the Project is in compliance with this
priority policy.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The area is served by a variety of transit options, including MUNI and Caltrain. It is also near several
streets that are part of the City’s growing bicycle network. It is not anticipated that commuter traffic
will impede MUNI transit or overburden streets or neighborhood parking as the sole automobile
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entrance is on De Boom Street and the excavated basement provides a limited number of off-street
parking spaces.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or
service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

E. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to
withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Although the existing building is not historic, the subject lot is located within the South End
Landmark District. As such, the proposed project obtained a Certificate of Appropriateness from the
Historic Preservation Commission (See HPC Motion No. XXX).

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The proposed project would not affect nearby parks or open space, nor would it cast shadow on any
space owned or operated by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission.

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit
will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement
with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.
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10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project Authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISCO 16
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project
Authorization Application No. 2012.1410X subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated June 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”,
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the CP-PMND and the record as a whole and
finds that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the
environment with the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP to avoid potentially
significant environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby adopts the CP-FMND.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the CP-PMND and the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and
incorporated herein as part of this Resolution/Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation
measures identified in the CP-MND and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329
Large Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this
Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed
(after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to
the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880,
1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 14, 2017.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow new construction of a five-story-over-
basement commercial building with 49,840 square feet of office use and 22,631 square feet of retail use
located at 77-85 Federal Street, Block 3774, and Lot 444 pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 within the
MUO District, South End Landmark District, and a 65-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance
with plans, dated June 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2012.1410X
and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 14, 2017
under Motion No. XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the
property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on September 14, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A" of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

SAN FRANCISCO 19
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.st-planning.org

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission, pursuant to Planning Code Section
1006, and an Office Development Authorization under Planning Code Sections 321 and 322 to
allocate office square footage to authorize 49,804 square feet of office use from the Office
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Development Annual Limit and satisfy all the conditions thereof. The conditions set forth below
are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with
any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or
requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Development Timeline - Office. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 321(d) (2), construction of
the office development project shall commence within 18 months of the effective date of this
Motion. Failure to begin work within that period or to carry out the development diligently
thereafter to completion, shall be grounds to revoke approval of the office development under
this office development authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP attached as Exhibit C are
necessary to avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to
by the project sponsor. Their implementation is a condition of project approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

DESIGN

9.

10.

11.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level
of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.st-planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
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12.

13.

Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the building / site permit application.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Signage. The Project Sponsor shall develop a signage program for the Project which shall be
subject to review and approval by Planning Department staff before submitting any building
permits for construction of the Project. All subsequent sign permits shall conform to the
approved signage program. Once approved by the Department, the signage program/plan
information shall be submitted and approved as part of the site permit for the Project. All
exterior signage shall be designed to compliment, not compete with, the existing architectural
character and architectural features of the building. Since the project site is located within a
landmark district, a Certificate of Appropriateness will be required for new signage.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one (1) car share space shall be
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car
share services for its service subscribers.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.4, the Project shall provide no
fewer than twelve (12) Class 1 and ten (10) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. SFMTA has final
authority on the type, placement and number of Class 2 bicycle racks within the public ROW.
Prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, the project sponsor shall contact the SFMTA Bike
Parking Program at bikeparking@sfmta.com to coordinate the installation of on-street bicycle

racks and ensure that the proposed bicycle racks meet the SEMTA’s bicycle parking guidelines.
Depending on local site conditions and anticipated demand, SFMTA may request the project
sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for Class Il bike racks required by the Planning Code.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Showers and Clothes Lockers. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.3, the Project shall
provide no fewer than 2 showers and 12 clothes lockers.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org.

Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more
than thirty-three (33) off-street parking spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Off-Street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, the Project will provide two (2)
service vehicle spaces to satisfy one required off-street loading space.
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19.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s)
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

PROVISIONS

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor
shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going
employment required for the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSE.org

Transportation Brokerage Services - C-3, EN, and SOMA. Pursuant to Planning Code Section
163, the Project Sponsor shall provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual
lifetime of the project. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor
shall execute an agreement with the Planning Department documenting the project’s
transportation management program, subject to the approval of the Planning Director.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee. The Project is subject to the Jobs Housing Linkage Fee, as applicable,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 413.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Childcare Requirements - Office and Hotel Development. The Project is subject to the Childcare
Fee for Office and Hotel Development Projects, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section
414.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

26.

27.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

28.

29.

30.

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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31. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be
directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

EXHIBIT :

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)

77-85 Federal Street
File No: 2012.1410E

Motion No:

Monitoring/
Responsibility for Reporting Monitoring
Mitigation Measure Implementation Mitigation Schedule Responsibility Schedule
Cultural Resources
Project Mitigation Measure 1: Construction Monitoring Program to | Project sponsor, Prior to issuance of | Planning Considered
Protect Adjacent Historical Resources. The project sponsor shall preservation | building permit. Department complete upon
undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic | consultant, vibration Preservation submittal to
buildings. The monitoring program shall include the following components | consultant, and Technical Planning
at a minimum: contractor. Specialist and Department of
Environmental construction
e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor Review Officer monitoring
shall engage a preservation consultant who is a historic architect or (ERO). program.

qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a
pre-construction survey of 533, 543-545, and 563 2" Street and, if
necessary, 355 Bryant Street and photograph the preconstruction
conditions of these buildings.

e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor

shall engage a qualified vibration consultant who shall identify feasible

means to avoid damage to 533, 543-545, and 563 2" Street. If the
vibration consultant deems it necessary, such measures will also be
applied to 355 Bryant Street. Such methods may include using
construction techniques that reduce vibration, using appropriate
excavation shoring methods to prevent movement of adjacent
structures, and providing adequate security to minimize risks of
vandalism and fire. Based on the construction activities and
equipment to be used and condition of the adjacent resources, the
vibration consultant shall also establish a maximum vibration level
that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on the building’s
existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and

anticipated construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per

second, peak particle velocity or PPV).

The project sponsor shall incorporate the vibration consultant’s
recommendations into construction specifications for the proposed
project.
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observed, construction activities shall be halted and alternative
construction techniques put in place (for example, use of smaller or
lighter equipment).

e The vibration consultant shall prepare a final report that includes
documentation of the pre-construction and post-construction
conditions of these buildings and any methods employed during
construction to reduce vibration levels to below the established
standard.

Monitoring/

o . Responsibility for Reporting Monitoring
Mitigation Measure Implementation Mitigation Schedule Responsibility Schedule
e To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established Considered

standard, the vibration consultant shall monitor ground-disturbing comp!ete upon
construction activities to ensure that damage to adjacent structures submittal to
does not occur. Should the potential for damage to occur be Planning

Department of
post-construction
report on
construction
monitoring
program.

Project Mitigation Measure 2: Archeological Accidental Discovery
(PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2). The following mitigation measure is
required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on
accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) and (c). The project sponsor shall
distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to
the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including
demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, etc. firms); or utilities firm
involved in soils-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-
disturbing activities being undertaken, each contractor is responsible for
ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel,
including machine operators, field crew, supervisory personnel, etc. The
project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)
with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during
any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman
and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should
be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present
within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological

Project
sponsor/project
archeologist

Upon discovery of a
buried historical
resource

Project sponsor
and Environmental
Review Officer
(ERO)

Upon determination
by the ERO that a
resource is not
present, the project
doesn’t adversely
impact an
archeological
resource, or upon
certification of a
final archeological
resources report.
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Mitigation Measure

Responsibility for
Implementation

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring
Schedule

consultants maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery
is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is
present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the
archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a
recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this
information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional
measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological
resource; an archeological monitoring program; or an archeological
testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental
Planning Division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also
require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security
program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or
other damaging actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the
archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological 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.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and
approval. 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 copy, one unbound copy 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 or interpretive value, the
ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution
than that presented above.
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Noise

Project Mitigation Measure 3: Construction Noise (PEIR Mitigation
Measure F-2). The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific
noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical
consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures
shall be submitted to the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to

Project sponsor and
contractor

During construction

Project sponsor to
provide Planning
Department with
monthly reports
during construction

Considered
complete upon
receipt of final
monitoring report at
completion of

Mitigation Measure L-1)

The project sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)s or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEPH),
such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain
mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be
abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws.

contractor

through the site
mitigation plan.

Department, in
consultation with
the Department of
Public Health
(DPH).

ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. These period. construction.
attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control
strategies as feasible:
e Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site,
particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses;
e Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is
erected to reduce noise emission from the site;
e Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily
improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing
sensitive uses;
¢ Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking
noise measurements; and
e Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours
and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem,
with telephone numbers listed.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Project Mitigation Measure 4: Hazardous Building Materials (PEIR Project sponsor or | Prior to approval, Planning Considered

complete upon
project sponsor’s
submittal of a
monitoring report to
DPH, with a copy to
Planning
Department and
DBI, at end of
construction..
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Planning Commission Draft Motion

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 14, 2017
CONTINUED FROM: JUNE 22, 2017

Case No.: 2012.1410B

Project Address: ~ 77-85 FEDERAL STREET

Zoning: MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District
South End Landmark District
65-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3774/444

Project Sponsor: ~ Adam Franch, Aralon Properties
482 Bryant Street

San Francisco, CA 94107
Natalia Kwiatkowska — (415) 575-9185
natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org

Staff Contact:

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO AN ALLOCATION OF OFFICE SQUARE FOOTAGE
UNDER THE 2017 - 2018 ANNUAL OFFICE DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION PROGRAM
PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 321 AND 322 TO ALLOW NEW CONSTRUCTION
OF APPROXIMATELY 49,840 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF OFFICE USE FOR A PROPOSED PROJECT
LOCATED WITHIN THE MUO (MIXED USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT, SOUTH END
LANDMARK DISTRICT, AND A 65-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING
FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On June 5, 2014 Adam Franch of Aralon Properties (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application
with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for an Office Development Authorization
under Planning Code Section 321 and 322 to allow construction of a new five-story with basement
commercial building containing approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail space (gym) and approximately
49,840 sq ft of office space at 77-85 Federal Street in San Francisco, California.

On May 31, 2017, Draft Community Plan Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-PMND) for the
Project was prepared and published for public review; and

The Draft CP-PMND was available for public comment until June 20, 2017; and

On June 20, 2017, an appeal of the Community Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration was filed with the
Department.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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On August 24, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting on the Appeal of the Community Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2012.1410E.

On August 24, 2017, the Commission upheld the CP-PMND and approved the issuance of the
Community Plan Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-FMND) as prepared by the Planning
Department in compliance with CEQA, the state CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31.

On August 24, 2017, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
Community Plan Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (CP-FMND) and found that the contents of said
report and the procedures through which the CP-FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections
21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA
Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 31”): and

The Planning Department/Planning Commission found the CP-FMND was adequate, accurate and
objective, reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the
Planning Commission, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines and Chapter 31.

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the file for Case No.
2012.1410E is located at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which
material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission’s review,
consideration and action.

On September 6, 2017, the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Certificate of Appropriateness Application No.
2012.1410A.

On September 14, 2017, the Commission adopted Motion No. XXXXX, approving a Large Project
Authorization for the Proposed Project (Large Project Authorization Application No. 2012.1410X),
including a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program for the Project, attached as Exhibit C, which
are incorporated herein by this reference thereto as if fully set forth in this Motion.

On September 14, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Office Allocation Application No.
2012.1410B.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.
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MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Office Development Authorization requested in
Application No. 2012.1410B, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on
the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located on a rectangular midblock through lot
located on the southeast side of Federal Street between De Boom and 2nd Streets. The lot has
approximately 107 ft of frontage on Federal Street and 87 ft 6 in of frontage on De Boom Street.
The lot depth measures 160, while the lot area measures 16,047 sq ft. The subject lot is developed
with two existing two-story office buildings, occupied by a short term tenant, and a surface
parking lot.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is largely
occupied by offices with commercial establishments at ground floor. Buildings in the vicinity
typically range from one to five stories in height. Directly to the northeast of the project site
facing Federal Street is a surface parking lot, while directly to the southwest is a three-story office
building. Facing De Boom Street, the adjacent properties include a two-story commercial building
to the northeast and a two-story brewery and restaurant to the southwest of the project site. The
project site is located within the South End Landmark District, which is significant for the high
concentration of late-nineteenth century brick and early twentieth-century reinforced concrete
warehouses and light industrial buildings. Other zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site
include: SB-DTR (South Beach Downtown Residential); SLI (Service-Light Industrial); and, SPD
(South Park District).

4. Project Description. The project sponsor proposes to demolish the two existing two-story office
buildings (collectively measuring approximately 17,166 square feet (sq ft)) and surface parking
lot (containing approximately twenty (20) off-street parking spaces), and construct a new five-
story-over-basement commercial building. The proposed project would construct approximately
49,840 sq ft of office space, approximately 22,631 sq ft of retail space (gym), approximately 4,057
sq ft of usable open space, twenty five (25) off-street parking spaces (including one car-share
parking space), two (2) new service vehicle stalls, one hundred twenty four (124) new Class 1
bicycle parking spaces, ten (10) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, and new showers and lockers. The
proposed project would have street frontage onto Federal and De Boom Streets. The vehicular
entry would be located off of De Boom Street.

5. Public Comment. To date, the Department has received approximately three public
correspondences about the proposed project. The public correspondence expressed concern over
increased traffic, overall scale and massing on a narrow street, and impact on the historic nature
of the street and neighborhood. Copies of this correspondence have been included within the
Commissioner packets.
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6. Planning Code Compliance: The Planning Code Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No.
XXXXX, Case No. 2012.140X (Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section
329) apply to this Motion, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

7. Office Development Authorization. Planning Code Section 321 establishes standards for San
Francisco’s Office Development Annual Limit. In determining if the proposed Project would
promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity, the Commission considered the seven
criteria established by Code Section 321(b)(3), and finds as follows:

I. APPORTIONMENT OF OFFICE SPACE OVER THE COURSE OF THE APPROVAL PERIOD
IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN ECONOMIC GROWTH ON THE ONE
HAND, AND HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC SERVICES, ON THE OTHER.

Currently, there is more than 1.15 million gross square feet of available “Small Cap” office space in the
City. Additionally, the proposed project is subject to various development fees that will benefit the
surrounding community and the city. The Project is located in close proximity to many public
transportation options, including a number of Muni and transit lines. Therefore, the Project will help
maintain the balance between economic growth, housing, transportation and public services.

II. THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE OFFICE DEVELOPMENT TO, AND ITS EFFECTS ON, THE
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE GENERAL PLAN.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, as outlined in Section 8 below.
III. THE QUALITY OF THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT.

The proposed project offers high quality design for the proposed office development, which is consistent and
compatible with the neighborhood’s overall massing and form. In particular, the proposed project is
sensitive to the surrounding South End Landmark District, and addresses the architectural vocabulary and
composition found among many of the older brick warehouses within the immediate vicinity, as noted in
Historic Preservation Commission Motion No. XXX.

IV. THE SUITABILITY OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT FOR ITS LOCATION,
AND ANY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT SPECIFIC TO THAT
LOCATION.

a) Use. The proposed project is located within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District, which
permits office use pursuant to Planning Code Sections 842.66. The subject lot is located in an area
primarily characterized by commercial and light industrial development. There are several office use
buildings in the surrounding area.

b) Transit Accessibility. The area is served by a variety of transit options. The project site is within a
quarter-mile of various Muni routes, including the 10-Townsend, 30-Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton,
and 76 X-Marin Headlands Express, as well as the N-Judah and KT-Ingleside/Third Street Rail Lines.
Further, the project site is located within two blocks of the Caltrain Station on King and 4 Streets.
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c) Open Space Accessibility. The Project provides a code-complying roof deck to address the non-
residential open space requirements. In addition, the project site is located within two blocks of a public
open space at South Park.

d) Urban Design. The proposed project reinforces the surrounding neighborhood character by providing
a new project that is consistent and compatible with the surrounding area’s mass, scale, size and
architectural details. In particular, the proposed project is sensitive to the surrounding South End
Landmark District, and references the district’s brick material palette, massing and form, as noted by
the Historic Preservation Commission in Motion No. XXX.

e) Seismic Safety. The proposed project would be designed in conformance with current seismic and life
safety codes as mandated by the Department of Building Inspection.

V. THE ANTICIPATED USES OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT IN LIGHT OF

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES TO BE PROVIDED, NEEDS OF EXISTING BUSINESSES,
AND THE AVAILABLE SUPPLY OF SPACE SUITABLE FOR SUCH ANTICIPATED USES.

a) Anticipated Employment Opportunities. The Project includes a total of 49,840 gross square feet of

office space. As noted by the Project Sponsor, the additional office square footage will create new
opportunities for employment. The Project Sponsor has not identified a proposed office tenant yet.

b) Needs of Existing Businesses. The Project will supply office space in the East SoMa area, which

allows office use within MUO Zoning District. The Project will provide office space with high ceilings
and large floor plates, which are characteristics desired by emerging technology businesses. This
building type offers flexibility for new businesses to further grow in the future.

¢) Availability of Space Suitable for Anticipated Uses. The Project will provide large open floor
plates, which will allow for quality office space that is suitable for a variety of office uses and sizes.

VI. THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL BE OWNED OR
OCCUPIED BY A SINGLE ENTITY.

The Project Sponsor has not determined the anticipated tenants.

VII. THE USE, IF ANY, OF TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ("TDR’s”) BY THE
PROJECT SPONSOR.

The Project does not include any Transfer of Development Rights.

8. General Plan Compliance. The General Plan Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No.
XXXXX, Case No. 2012.1410X (Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section
329) apply to this Motion, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that:
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That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

The existing buildings do not contain any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The proposal would
enhance the neighborhood-serving retail district by introducing a large number of new employees and
potential patrons to the retail uses in the area. The proposed gym is a much-need amenity to the
surrounding neighborhood.

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The proposal does not include any new housing. The existing neighborhood character will be preserved
as the design of the proposal is in harmony with the building scale, massing and form found in the
surrounding area. The Project is located in the East SoMa Area Plan and is located within a zoning
district that allows office use. Other nearby properties function as either commercial or office spaces.

That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

There is no existing affordable or market-rate housing on the Project Site. The development will
contribute fees to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Therefore, the Project is in compliance with this
priority policy.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The area is served by a variety of transit options, including MUNI and Caltrain. It is also near several
streets that are part of the City’s growing bicycle network. It is not anticipated that commuter traffic
will impede MUNI transit or overburden streets or neighborhood parking as the sole automobile
entrance is on De Boom Street and the excavated basement provides a limited number of off-street
parking spaces.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or
service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to
withstand an earthquake.
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G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Although the existing building is not historic, the subject lot is located within the South End
Landmark District. As such, the proposed project obtained a Certificate of Appropriateness from the
Historic Preservation Commission (See HPC Motion No. XXX).

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The proposed project would not affect nearby parks or open space, nor would it cast shadow on any
space owned or operated by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission.

10. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit
will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement
with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Office Development Authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISCO 7
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Office Development
Application No. 2012.1410B subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated June 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 321
Office-Space Allocation to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion.
The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed (after the
15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the
Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660
Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’'s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun

for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 14, 2017.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: September 14, 2017

SAN FRANCISCO 8
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for an Office Development Authorization to authorize 49,840 square feet of office
use located at 77-85 Federal Street, Block 3774 Lot 444, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 321 and 322
within the MUO District, South End Landmark District, and a 65-X Height and Bulk District; in general
conformance with plans, dated June 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case
No. 2012.1410X and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on
September 14, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein
run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on September 14, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A" of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

SAN FRANCISCO 9
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.st-planning.org

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission, pursuant to Planning Code
Section1 006, and a Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to allow
construction of a new five-story-over-basement commercial building consisting of approximately

SAN FRANCISCO 10
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72,471 gross square feet. The conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in
connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on
the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the
Zoning Administrator, shall apply.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

7. Development Timeline - Office. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 321(d) (2), construction of
the office development project shall commence within 18 months of the effective date of this
Motion. Failure to begin work within that period or to carry out the development diligently
thereafter to completion, shall be grounds to revoke approval of the office development under
this office development authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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Community Plan
Mitigated Negative Declaration

Date: May 31, 2017; amended on August 24, 2017 (amendments to the
initial study community plan evaluation are shown as deletions in
strikethreugh and additions in double underline)

Case No.: 2012.1410E

Project Title: 77-85 Federal Street

BPA No: 201306200082

Zoning: MUO (Mixed Use-Office) District
65-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3774/444

Lot Size: 16,070 square feet

Adam Franch, 77 Federal Street LLC
(415) 988-1080, adam@aralonproperties.com

Project Sponsor:

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling
(415) 575-9072, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the block bounded by 24, Bryant, Delancey, and Brannan Streets in the
South of Market neighborhood. With frontages on two dead end alleys accessed from 2n¢ Street (106-foot
frontage along Federal Street and 86-foot frontage along De Boom Street), the project site is occupied by
two two-story office buildings constructed in 1948, approximately 30 feet in height, totaling 17,116 square
feet (sf) and surface parking for 18 vehicles.

The project would demolish the two existing two-story buildings containing 17,116 sf of office use and
construct a five-story-over-basement, approximately 77,000 sf building containing approximately 50,000
sf of office use on floors 2-5; approximately 23,000 sf of retail use proposed to be a fitness center on the
ground and basement levels; ground-floor parking for 124 bicycles; and below-grade parking for 26
vehicles in stacker pits. Two service vehicle loading spaces would be provided in the basement parking
area.

An approximately 20-foot-long curb cut along De Boom Street would be removed and replaced with a 14-
foot-wide curb along De Boom Street that would provide vehicle access to the below-grade garage. The
proposed project would include eleven new street trees along the street frontages of the project site. The
roof level would be 65 feet in height. An elevator penthouse would extend 4 feet, 11 inches above the
roof, and a stair penthouse would extend 6 feet, 2 inches above the roof. Publicly accessible open space
would be provided in a 939 sf roof deck on the fourth floor.

The project would be constructed on spread footings or a mat foundation. Construction is expected to last
approximately 16 months, and would include approximately four months of excavation using heavy

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
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August 24, 2017 77-85 Federal Street

equipment. The project would involve approximately 6,300 cubic yards of excavation to a depth of 19 feet

below ground surface. No pile driving would be required or is proposed.

FINDING:

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect),
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and
15183 (Projects Consistent with a Community Plan or Zoning), and the following reasons as documented
in the initial study — community plan evaluation for the project, which is attached.

Community Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration CASE NO. 2012.1410E . \
Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pp. 66-68.
|
|

Y /)&/M 5/0?1///}-

X
LISA GIBSON Date of Issuance of Final Community
Environmental Review Officer Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration

cc: Adam Franch, Natalia Kwiatkowska, M.D.F

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
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Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation
77-85 Federal Street
Planning Department Case No. 2012.1410E

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located on the block bounded by 24, Bryant, Delancey, and Brannan Streets in the
South of Market neighborhood (see Figure 1, Project Location on p. 4). With frontages on two dead end
alleys accessed from 2nd Street (106-foot frontage along Federal Street and 86-foot frontage along De Boom
Street), the project site is occupied by two two-story office buildings constructed in 1948, approximately
30 feet in height, totaling 17,116 square feet (sf) and surface parking for 18 vehicles.

The project would demolish the two existing two-story buildings containing 17,116 sf of office use and
construct a five-story-over-basement, approximately 77,000 sf building containing approximately 50,000
sf of office use on floors 2-5; approximately 23,000 sf of retail use proposed to be a fitness center on the
ground and basement levels; ground-floor parking for 124 bicycles; and below-grade parking for 26
vehicles in vehicle stacker pits. Two service vehicle loading spaces would be provided in the basement
parking area.

An approximately 20-foot-long curb cut along De Boom Street would be removed and replaced with a 14-
foot-wide curb along De Boom Street that would provide vehicle access to the below-grade garage. The
proposed project would include 11 new street trees along the street frontages of the project site. The roof
level would be 65 feet in height. An elevator penthouse would extend 4 feet-11 inches above the roof, and
a stair penthouse would extend 6 feet-2 inches above the roof. Publicly accessible open space would be
provided in a 939 sf roof deck on the fourth floor.

The project would be constructed on spread footings or a mat foundation. Construction is expected to last
approximately 16 months, and would include approximately four month of excavation using heavy
equipment. The project would involve approximately 6,300 cubic yards of excavation to a depth of 19 feet
below ground surface. No pile driving would be required or is proposed.

Figures 2 through 8 on pp. 5 through 11 show the proposed site plan, plans for all floors and elevations.

Project Approvals
The proposed project would require the following approvals (approving bodies noted in parentheses):

e Certificate of Appropriateness pursuant to Planning Code Section 1006. (Historic Preservation
Commission)

e Large Project Authorization per Planning Code Section 329 (Planning Commission)
o  Office Development Authorization per Planning Code Section 321 (Planning Commission)

e Site Mitigation Plan pursuant to Health Code Article 22A, also known as the Maher Ordinance
(Department of Public Health)

¢ Demolition, Site and Building Permits (Department of Building Inspection)

e Stormwater Management Plan (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission)

SAN FRANCISCO
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Figure 1: Project Location
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Approval of the large project authorization per Planning Code Section 329 would constitute the approval
action for the proposed project pursuant to Section 31.04 (h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

B. PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located on an irregularly shaped through lot approximately 90 feet east of 2nd Street on
the block bounded by 2nd, Bryant, Delancey, and Brannan Streets in the South of Market neighborhood.
The project site fronts two 35-foot-wide dead-end streets, Federal and De Boom Streets, which are both
accessed from 2nd Street. (Federal Street runs between 2nd Street and Delancey Street but is interrupted
mid-block by a five-story (85-foot-tall) building at 60 Federal Street, currently occupied by the Academy

of Art University.) The Academy of Art (AAU) building contains classrooms, labs/art studios, offices, an
art store, and student and faculty lounges with a maximum capacity of 517 students and a peak-use
capacity of 160 students.! On a typical day there are approximately 322 students and 41 faculty/staff
members at this site. The building includes a 37-space garage that is accessed from the eastern portion of
Federal Street. Pedestrian and loading access is from the western portion of Federal Street. The site is
served by AAU Route G, which, as of spring 2015, had a frequency of approximately every 30 minutes in
conjunction with class and lab times (generally between the hours of 7 a.m. and midnight). In 2015, the
AAU shuttle buses did not have a designated shuttle stop but were observed loading and unloading
passengers along the west side of Second Street between Taber Place and Federal Street, using available
curb or parking spaces or double parking. In spring 2017, per the request of the Planning Department,
AAU adjusted its shuttle fleet to smaller shuttle buses or vans, and the shuttle stop was relocated from
Second and Taber Streets to the western portion of Federal Street, immediately adjacent to AAU’s
pedestrian entry.23* Atthe-end-of Eederal Street{acecessedfrom2¢-Street)-isloadingdockacecessto-60

Eederal-Street—At the end of De Boom Street is a pedestrian entrance to 270 Brannan Street, a six-story
(65-foot-tall) office building.

The project site can only be accessed from 2"d Street to the west because the 60 Federal Street building
divides Federal Street into two distinct and separated streets with no connection. The eastern portion of
the block that fronts Brannan, Bryant, and Delancey Streets contains residential, office and retail uses. The
eastern portion of Federal and Delancey Streets cannot be directly accessed from Bryant Street, due to a
change in elevation (see Figure 9, Aerial View and Topography of the Project Vicinity). Similarly, De
Boom Street dead ends and extends only about one third of the distance between Second and Delancey
Streets. These dead end streets require that vehicles entering from 2 Street make a three-point turn to

then exit back onto 2nd Street.

Land uses within the project block include two- to six-story (20- to 85-foot-tall) office/commercial and
PDR (Production, Distribution and Repair) uses, three- to eight-story (30- to 80-foot-tall) residential uses,

! Student capacity includes capacity of classroom and any other space where student classes are scheduled in spring
semester 2017; graduate studios are not included, as student use is not regularly scheduled. Peak use consists of
the highest enrollment for a given class scheduled on Tuesdays in spring 2017.

2 Academy of Art University Project Existing Sites Technical Memorandum, May 4, 2016, Volume 2, pp. 4-581-4-582.
Available at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2008.0586E Volume%202%20Final%20AAU%20ESTM.pdf.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Academy of Art University Institutional Master Plan Update, July 20, 2017.
Available at http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-005439IMP. pdf.

* Rachel Schuett, Transportation Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, Memo regarding AAU Operations,
August 9, 2017.
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two- to seven-story (20- to 70-foot-tall) office/retail, and PDR uses. West of the project block, across 2nd
Street, are one- to six-story (12- to 75-foot-tall) office, PDR, retail, and residential uses surrounding South
Park.> South of the project block are two- to 12-story (20- to 150-foot-tall) residential and commercial uses
approaching AT&T Park, which is two blocks south and one block west of the project site. Further south
is the Mission Bay neighborhood of residential, office, and institutional uses. North of the project block
across Bryant Street is the I-80 freeway, with an on-ramp located one block north of Bryant Street, at the
intersection of Harrison and Essex Streets. Further north and east of the project site are taller buildings of
the downtown and the Rincon Hill Plan Area.

The project site is located within the boundaries of the South End Historic District and the East SoMa
Plan Area and building on the site and adjacent to the site (at 533 2nd Street, 543-545 2nd Street, and 563 24
Street) are contributing historic resources to the South End Historic District.

Within one-quarter mile of the project site, the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operates the
10-Townsend and the 12 Folsom/Pacific bus lines and the K-Ingleside/T-Third and N-Judah Muni Metro
lines.

The following projects are under review or under construction within one-quarter mile of the project site
and are considered in the cumulative analysis:

e The Central SoMa Plan (2011.1356E) is expected to be adopted and implemented in the fall of
2017. The plan area is adjacent to the 77-85 Federal Street project site and is bounded by Market
Street, Townsend Street, 2nd Street, and 6th Street. Among other program elements, the plan
removes land use restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses
in portions of the plan area. A draft Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan was
published on December 14, 2016.

e 400 2nd Street (2012.1384ENV) — Demolition of four one- to-four story buildings and construction
of one or more buildings including a 28-story office building, a 300-room hotel, 400 residences,
and 80,000 sf of retail (relies on Central SoMa Plan rezoning, discussed above).

e 350 2nd St (2016-012031ENV) — Construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building with 480 hotel
rooms over ground-floor retail (relies on Central SoMa Plan rezoning).

e 462 Bryant St (2015-010219ENV) — A five-story addition of office use to an existing one-story
office building (relies on Central SoMa Plan rezoning).

e 525 Harrison Street (2013.0159E) — A 23-story building containing 205 residences over ground-
floor commercial uses (under construction).

e 633 Folsom St (2014.1063E) — A five-story addition to an existing seven-story office building
(building permit issued in 2017).

e 671 Harrison Street (2011.1437E) — A five-story office building (building permit issued in 2013 but
not constructed yet).

5 This document uses the convention that Federal Street runs east/west even though it actually runs
northeast/southwest.
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Figure 9 - 77 Federal Street Aerial View and Topography
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Figure 10 - 77 Federal Street - Land Uses in the Vicinty
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C. COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an
exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density
established by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies for which an environmental
impact report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: (a) are peculiar to the project or
parcel on which the project would be located; (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on
the zoning action, general plan, or community plan with which the project is consistent; (c) are potentially
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or (d) are
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that
discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that
impact. Section 15183(b) specifies that in approving a project meeting the requirements of Section 15183, a
public agency shall limit its examination of environmental effects to those which the agency determines
in an initial study or other analysis were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR prepared for
the general plan, community plan, or zoning action.

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support housing development in some areas previously
zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an adequate supply of space for existing and future PDR
employment and businesses.

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.®”

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans,
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused
largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred

¢ San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012.

7 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available
online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1268, accessed August 17, 2012.
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Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to
6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) built in the Plan Area throughout
the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that this level of
development would result in a total population increase of approximately 23,900 to 33,000 people
throughout the lifetime of the plan.?

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which
existing industrially zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan.

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site’s zoning was reclassified from
SSO (Service Secondary Office) to MUO (Mixed Use-Office). The MUO District runs predominantly along
the 2nd Street corridor and is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light
industrial and arts activities. Office, general commercial, most retail, and PDR uses are principally
permitted uses in the MUO District. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted and family-sized
housing is encouraged. The 77-85 Federal Street project site is located in the 65-X Height and Bulk
District, which allows a building up to 65 feet in height.

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess
whether additional environmental review would be required.

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This initial study — community plan evaluation analyzes the potential project-specific environmental
effects of the 77-85 Federal Street project described above, and incorporates by reference information
contained in the programmatic EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR).?
Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in
any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

This initial study — community plan evaluation indicates whether the proposed project would result in
significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as significant
project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; or (3) are previously identified significant effects,
which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the time that the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed

8 Table 2 Forecast Growth by Rezoning Option Chapter IV of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR shows projected
net growth based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included
to provide context for the scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning.

° San Francisco Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048. Available at
http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs.
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in the PEIR. Such impacts are addressed in this initial study — community plan evaluation. Items checked
"Significant Impact Peculiar to Project or Project Site" identify topics for which the proposed project
would result in a significant impact that is peculiar to the project, i.e., the impact is not identified as
significant in the PEIR.

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and the complete text of
measures that are applicable to the proposed project are provided in Section H, Mitigation Measures, on
p- 6366.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation, cultural resources,
shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified significant
cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were
identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant levels except for those
related to land use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation (program-level and cumulative
traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines),
cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolition of historical resources), and shadow (program-
level impacts on parks).

The proposed project would demolish two existing two-story buildings containing 17,116 sf of office use
and construct a five-story-over-basement, 65-foot-tall, approximately 77,000 sf building containing
approximately 50,000 sf of office use, approximately 23,000 sf of retail use, and parking for 124 bicycles
and 26 vehicles. The proposed project is in conformance with the with the height, use and density for the
site described in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR ' ' and would represent a small part of the growth
that was forecast for the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas.

In regards to significant and unavoidable transportation impacts related to traffic and transit, project-
generated vehicle and transit trips would not contribute considerably to significant and unavoidable
cumulative traffic and transit impacts identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would not result
in a substantial portion of the overall additional traffic and transit volume anticipated to be generated by
Plan Area projects. The proposed project would not contribute to significant and unavoidable plan-level
or cumulative shadow impacts or land use impacts related to the loss of PDR building space as the
proposed project would not cast new shadow on South Park or any other nearby open space, or remove
PDR building space.

This initial study — community plan evaluation concludes that the proposed project would result in a
new, significant adverse environmental effect on historic resources that was not disclosed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR and a mitigated negative declaration has been prepared to address this significant

10° San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning
and Policy Analysis, Case No. 2012.1410E, 77-85 Federal Street, May 17, 2017.

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning
Analysis, Case No. 2012.1410E, 77-85 Federal Street, January 9, 2017.
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project-specific, peculiar impact. This initial study — community plan evaluation analyzes the
environmental effects of the proposed project on historic architectural resources and includes a mitigation
measure that would reduce this impact to historic architectural resources to a less-than-significant level.
(See “Construction Impacts on Historic Architectural Resources” on p. 2931 for this analysis.)

Thus, with the exception of historic architectural resources, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR considered
the incremental impacts of the proposed 77-85 Federal Street project. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts related to noise, air quality,
archeological resources, historic resources, hazardous materials and transportation. Table 1 below lists
the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and states whether each measure
would apply to the proposed project.

Table 1: Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

E. Transportation

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation Not applicable. Automobile Not applicable.
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management | Not applicable. Automobile Not applicable.
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-3: Enhanced Funding Not applicable. Automobile Not applicable.
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management | Not applicable. Automobile Not applicable.
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding Not applicable. Plan level Not applicable.
mitigation to be implemented
by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency
(SEMTA).

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements | Not applicable. Plan level Not applicable.
mitigation to be implemented
by the SEFMTA.

E-7: Transit Accessibility Not applicable. Plan level Not applicable.
mitigation to be implemented
by the SEFMTA.

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance | Not applicable. Plan level Not applicable.
mitigation by the SFMTA and
the San Francisco County

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

Transportation Authority.

E-9: Rider Improvements

Not applicable. Plan level
mitigation to be implemented
by the SEMTA.

Not applicable.

E-10: Transit Enhancement

Not applicable. Plan level
mitigation to be implemented
by the SEMTA.

Not applicable.

E-11: Transportation Demand
Management

Not applicable. Plan level
mitigation to be implemented
by the SFMTA, and in
compliance with a portion of
this mitigation measure, the
City adopted a comprehensive
Transportation Demand
Management Program for most
new development citywide.

Not applicable.

F. Noise

F-1: Construction Noise — Pile
Driving

Not applicable. Project
construction would not involve
pile driving.

Not applicable.

F-2: Construction Noise

Applicable. Temporary
construction noise from use of
heavy equipment.

The project sponsor has agreed
to develop and implement
noise attenuation measures
during construction (see Project

Mitigation Measure 3).
F-3: Interior Noise Levels Not applicable. The project Not applicable.
does not propose noise
sensitive uses.
F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses Not applicable. The project Not applicable.
does not propose noise-
sensitive uses.
F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses | Not Applicable. The project Not applicable.
would not include noise-
generating uses.
F-6: Open Space in Noisy Not Applicable. The project Not applicable.

Environments

does not propose noise-
sensitive uses.

G. Air Quality

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
G-1: Construction Air Quality Not applicable. The project site | Not applicable.
is not in an Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone.
G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Not applicable. The project Not applicable.
Uses would not include sensitive
land uses.
G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit Diesel Not applicable. The project Not applicable.
Particulate Matter does not include uses that emit
diesel particulate matter.
G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit Other Not applicable. The project Not applicable.
Toxic Air Contaminants does not include uses that emit
toxic air contaminants.
J. Archeological Resources
J-1: Properties with Previous Studies | Not Applicable. The project site | Not applicable.

is not located in an area for
which a previous archeological
study has been conducted.

J-2: Properties with no Previous
Studies

Applicable. The project site is
in an area for which no
previous archeological study
has been conducted.

The Planning Department
conducted a preliminary
archeological review, and the
project sponsor has agreed to
implement a mitigation
measure related to the
accidental discovery of
archeological resources (see
Project Mitigation Measure 2).

J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological Not applicable. The project site | Not applicable.
District is not in the Mission Dolores
Archeological District.
K. Historical Resources
K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit Not Applicable. Plan-level Not applicable.
Review in the Eastern mitigation completed by the
Neighborhoods Plan Area Planning Department.
K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of Not applicable. Plan-level Not applicable.
the Planning Code Pertaining to mitigation completed by the
Vertical Additions in the South End | Planning Commission.
Historic District (East SoMa)
K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of Not applicable. Plan-level Not applicable.

the Planning Code Pertaining to

mitigation completed by the
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

Alterations and Infill Development Planning Commission.
in the Dogpatch Historic District
(Central Waterfront)

L. Hazardous Materials

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials Applicable. The project The project sponsor has agreed
includes demolition of two to remove and properly
existing buildings. dispose of any hazardous

building materials in
accordance with applicable
federal, state, and local laws
prior to demolishing the
existing building (see Project
Mitigation Measure 4).

E. CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations,

statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical

environment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan

areas. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding

measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than-

significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include:

State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for
infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014 (see “Aesthetics and Parking”);

State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing level
of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, effective
March 2016 (see “Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled”);

San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010, Transit
Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero adoption by various
City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and the Transportation
Sustainability Program process (see “Transportation”);

San Francisco ordinances establishing construction dust control, effective July 2008, and enhanced
ventilation requirements for urban infill sensitive use developments, amended December 2014 (see
“Air Quality”);

San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco Recreation
and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see “Recreation”);

Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program process
(see “Utilities and Service Systems”); and

Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see “Hazardous Materials”).

SAN FRANCISCO
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Aesthetics and Parking

In accordance with CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented
Projects, aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to
result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:

a) the project is in a transit priority area;
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 criteria. The project site is located within one-half mile of a
major transit stop and thus is in a transit priority area. The project site has been previously developed
and is surrounded by lots developed with qualified urban uses and thus the project is on an infill site.
The project involves the construction of a commercial building with a floor area ratio greater than 0.75'
thus meets the definition of an employment center. Therefore, this evaluation does not consider aesthetics
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.® Project elevations are
included in the project description.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that
upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts pursuant to
Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment
under CEQA.

In January 2016, the OPR published for public review and comment a revised proposal on updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA, recommending that transportation
impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric.”* On March 3, 2016, in
anticipation of the future certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning
Commission adopted the OPR’s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to
evaluate the transportation impacts of projects.’> The VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project
impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling. Therefore,
impacts and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated with automobile
delay are not discussed in this evaluation, including PEIR Mitigation Measures E-1: Traffic Signal

12 The total gross building area of the proposed project is approximately 77,000 gsf, and the area of the project site is
16,070 (0.37 acres). Therefore, the floor area ratio is 4.8, which is greater than 0.75.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist for CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of
Transportation Analysis for 77-85 Federal Street, December 29, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited
in this report, unless otherwise noted) is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1410E.

4 Available at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.php.

15 Resolution No. 19579. Available at http://sf-planning.org/meeting/planning-commission-march-3-2016-minutes.

—
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Installation, E-2:Intelligent Traffic Management, E-3: Enhanced Funding, and E-4:Intelligent Traffic

Management. Instead, a VMT analysis is provided in the Transportation section.

F. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed X Il
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City X O
or Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other X Il

than the Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

Consistency with the Planning Code and General Plan and with the development density established by
the Eastern Neighborhoods zoning is addressed in “Community Plan Evaluation Overview” on p. 3417

and in topic 1 on p. 2326. The project requires large project authorization pursuant to Planning Code
Section 321 because it would involve new construction of more than 25,000 sf in an Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use District, and it requires office development authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Section 321 because it proposes more than 25,000 sf of office use, and it requires.

Due to the infill nature of the proposed project, the project would not conflict with regional plans, such as
the following:

Plan Bay Area, a long-range land use and transportation plan prepared by the Association of Bay Area
Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission that covers the period from 2010 to
2040. Plan Bay Area calls for concentrating housing and job growth around transit corridors, and
specifies strategies and investments for maintaining, managing, and improving the region’s multi-
modal transportation network.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2017 Clean Air Plan which implements feasible
measures to reduce ozone and provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter (PM), air
toxics, and greenhouse gas emissions throughout the region; and

The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan for the San
Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), which designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for
waters of the state, including surface waters and groundwater, and includes implementation
programs to achieve water quality objectives.

Project approvals from other City agencies are listed on p. 3.
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G. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE
PLANNING—Would the
project:

a) Physically divide an established O O O
community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use O n n

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with  jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

C) Have a substantial impact upon the O O O
existing character of the vicinity?

The 77-85 Federal Street project proposes new retail (fitness center) and expanded office use on a site that
currently contains office use and surface parking. The project would not convert PDR space to non-PDR
uses, however it would preclude an opportunity for development of PDR space, given that PDR uses are
allowed in the MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Use District. The incremental loss of PDR opportunity would not
be considerable due to the size of the project site (0.37 acres), the fact that the project site’s previous
zoning SLI (Service/Light Industrial) also allowed both PDR and office use, and because there is no
existing PDR uses on the site or PDR cluster in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, the project
would not contribute to any impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any
new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do not provide
for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or individual
neighborhoods or subareas.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning Divisions of the Planning Department have determined
that the 77-85 Federal Street project is consistent with the development density as envisioned in the East
SoMa Plan. The Citywide Division of the Planning Department determined that the project would be
consistent with the bulk, density, and land uses as envisioned in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan
and would comply with the Mixed Use-Office Zoning District of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.
The Citywide Division further noted that that the project takes into consideration many of the principles
outlined in the Area Plan, including encouraging mixed-use development, and improving and expanding
infrastructure for bicycling.'® The Current Planning Division of the Planning Department determined that
the project is eligible for a community plan evaluation because the five-story office building would be
within the allowable floor area ratio (FAR) and the approximately 23,000 sf of ground floor retail space is

16 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning
and Policy Analysis, 77-85 Federal Street, May 17, 2017.
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principally permitted within the MUO District. The 49,832 sf of office space would be subject to an Office
Allocation Pursuant to Planning Code Section 321. The project would not exceed the applicable 65-foot
height limit, except for certain rooftop features such as open space features, mechanical screens, and stair
and elevator penthouses, which are permitted to exceed the height limit per Planning Code Section
260(b). As proposed, the project is permitted in the MUO District and is consistent with the development
density as envisioned in the East SOMA Plan."”

The project site is located in proximity to the proposed Central SoMa Plan. As discussed above, the Draft
EIR for the Central SoMa Plan was published on December 14, 2016. The cumulative analysis in the
Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR takes into consideration the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects in the plan area. The Central SoMa Draft EIR identified significant impacts to land
use and land use planning associated with conflicts with plans and policies adopted for the purpose of
mitigating an environmental effect, specifically General Plan policies related to traffic-generated noise.
The proposed project would not contribute considerably to traffic noise as discussed in in Topic 5, below.
Furthermore, the proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
result in significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land
use and land use planning, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR

2. POPULATION AND
HOUSING—
Would the project:

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing O O N
housing units or create demand for
additional housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, n n n
necessitating the  construction  of
replacement housing elsewhere?

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans was to identify appropriate
locations for housing in the City’s industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional
housing. The PEIR assessed how the rezoning actions would affect housing supply and location options
for businesses in the Eastern Neighborhoods and compared these outcomes to what would otherwise be
expected without the rezoning. The PEIR assumed there would be a continuation of development trends
and ad hoc land use changes, such as allowing housing within industrial zones through conditional use
authorization, site-specific rezoning to permit housing, and other case-by-case approaches. The PEIR

17" San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning
Analysis, 77-85 Federal Street, January 9, 2017.
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concluded that adoption of the rezoning and area plans “would induce substantial growth and
concentration of population in San Francisco.” The PEIR stated that the increase in population that was
expected to occur as a result of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the area plans would not in and of
itself result in adverse physical effects, and would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as
providing housing in appropriate locations next to downtown and other employment generators and
furthering the City’s transit first policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase
in both housing development and population in all of the neighborhoods of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Plan Areas. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in
population and density would not directly result in significant adverse physical effects on the
environment; however, it identified significant impacts on the physical environment that would result
indirectly from growth afforded under the rezoning and area plans, including impacts on land use, traffic
and transportation, air quality, and noise. The PEIR contains detailed analyses of these secondary effects
under each of the relevant resource topics and identified mitigation measures to address significant
impacts where feasible.

The PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans would not have a significant
impact from the direct displacement of existing residents, and that each of the rezoning options
considered in the PEIR would result in less displacement as a result of unmet housing demand than
would be expected under the no project scenario because the addition of new housing would provide
some relief to housing market pressure without directly displacing existing residents. However, the PEIR
also noted that residential displacement is not solely a function of housing supply, and that adoption of
the rezoning and area plans could result in indirect, secondary effects on neighborhood character through
gentrification that could displace some residents. The PEIR disclosed that the rezoned districts could
transition to higher-value housing, which could result in gentrification and displacement of lower-income
households, and stated moreover that lower-income residents of the Eastern Neighborhoods, who also
disproportionally live in crowded conditions and in rental units, are among the most vulnerable to
displacement resulting from neighborhood change.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15131 and 15064(e), economic and social effects such as gentrification and
displacement are only considered under CEQA where these effects would cause substantial adverse
physical impacts on the environment. Only where economic or social effects have resulted in adverse
physical changes in the environment, such as “blight” or “urban decay” have courts upheld
environmental analysis that consider such effects. But without such a connection to an adverse physical
change, consideration of social or economic impacts “shall not be considered a significant effect” per
CEQA Guidelines 15382. While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR disclosed that adoption of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans could contribute to gentrification and displacement, it did not
determine that these potential socioeconomic effects would result in significant adverse physical impacts
on the environment.

The 77-85 Federal Street project would replace two buildings containing 17,116 sf of office use and an 18-
space surface parking lot with a new approximately 77,000 sf building containing approximately 50,000 sf
of office use and 23,000 sf of retail (fitness center) use and parking for 124 bicycles and 26 vehicles.
Approximately 185 jobs would be added to the project site.'® These direct effects of the project would not

18 Estimated using San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, October 2002, Appendix C, Table C-1: 276 gsf per employee for office use and 350 gsf for
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result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on population and housing beyond those
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The project’s contribution to indirect effects of population
growth identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR on land use, traffic and transportation, air quality,
and noise are evaluated under each of those topics below. Furthermore, as discussed above, the
cumulative analysis in the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR takes into consideration the effects of past,
present and reasonably foreseeable projects. The Draft EIR similarly did not find significant cumulative
impacts related to population and housing. Thus, the proposed project would not result in new
significant cumulative impacts not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant
Impact due
Significant to
Impact Peculiar Significant Substantial No Significant Impact
to Project or Impact not New not Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR  Information Identified in PEIR
3. CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would
the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O n ]
significance of a historical resource as defined
in §15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O n n
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those O O O

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Historic Architectural Resources

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) or are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the
San Francisco Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development
facilitated through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plans could have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources
and on historical districts within the plan areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of
the known or potential historical resources in the plan areas could potentially be affected under the
preferred alternative. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and
unavoidable. This impact was addressed in a statement of overriding considerations with findings and
adopted as part of the approval of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans on
January 19, 2009.

retail use. Proposed use: (50,000/276) 181 + (23000/350) 66 = 277 jobs. Existing use: (17,116/276) = 62 jobs. 276 - 62 =
185 jobs.
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Impacts to the South End Historic District

The project involves new construction within the South End Landmark District. Based on its location
within in a locally designated historic district, the buildings at 77-85 Federal Street are considered
Category A historic resources for the purposes of the Planning Department's CEQA review procedures
because these buildings are contributors to the South End Landmark District. Planning preservation staff
reviewed a historic resource evaluation report prepared for the proposed project’® and issued a historic
resource evaluation response, the findings of which are summarized below.20

The project was evaluated for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
Rehabilitation Standard #9 states:

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the
property and its environment.

Preservation staff finds that the project has been designed to be compatible with several elements of the
historic district, including the district’s massing, form, scale, materials and features, yet is differentiated
by the nature of the project’s construction, use and detailing.

The overall form of the project is organized into two distinct masses, which vary depending on the street
frontage. The five-story building would be large in bulk with minimal setbacks, and would provide for
an appropriate massing and scale relative to the adjacent context and larger landmark district. Along
De Boom Street, the project would be three stories tall along the street frontage with a setback
incorporated for the upper two floors. This massing would allow for a strong relationship to the two
adjacent two-story buildings. Along Federal Street, the building would be two stories tall along the street
frontage with a setback incorporated at the third floor and fourth/fifth floor levels. Within the South End
Landmark District, the existing buildings are generally one to six stories in height, constructed of a
typical warehouse design, large in bulk and regular in overall form. The project’s overall form is boxy
and rectangular in character, which relates strongly to the boxy and rectangular form and mass of the
district’s contributing resources, which are primarily brick masonry or reinforced concrete warehouses.

Within the South End Landmark District, the common material palette consists of standard brick
masonry and reinforced concrete. The project would incorporate a cement plaster exterior finish and fibre
cement panels, which provides for a compatible relationship to the concrete and cement plaster materials
of the surrounding warehouses.

Within the South End Landmark District, the contributing properties commonly feature some type of
roofline termination, which ranges from a simple projecting cornice to brick corbels. Arches, columns or
pilasters with an articulated base are commonly found at the ground floor. In addition, existing buildings
within the South End Landmark District feature industrial-sash fenestration that is rhythmically spaced
and deeply recessed. The project would provide a regularized fagade pattern with cement plaster

19 Left Coast Architectural History, 77-85 Federal Street Historical Resource Evaluation, January 29, 2014.
20 Rich Sucre, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 77-85 Federal Street, May 22, 2017.
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pilasters and industrial-sash fenestration. This fagade pattern would be reflective of and compatible with
the fenestration and fagade pattern of the district’s contributing resources, which are typically defined by
deeply recessed fenestration organized into a regularized or grid pattern.

On the upper two floors, the project would offer a more contemporary facade expression, as opposed to
the lower three floors, which would be more referential to the characteristics found within the district.
Overall, the exterior facades would incorporate characteristics that draw from the surrounding district,
including the use of the vertical bay modulation, deeply recessed fenestration, and modulations in scale
and form, as evidenced by the shift in materials between the bottom three floors and the upper two
floors.

The HRER determined that the project would not cause a significant adverse impact upon the South End
Landmark District such that the significance of the district would be materially impaired. The project
would be a compatible infill project within the designated historic district and would not have a
significant adverse impact upon historic resources as defined by CEQA. Furthermore, the project, in
combination with other past, present and foreseeable future projects, would not have a cumulatively
considerable effect on historic architectural resources. Since the project is located within a designated
landmark district, all new construction projects are required to obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness from
the Historic Preservation Commission, and must comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties and the criteria outlined in Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning
Code. Department staff has determined that the project would not make a considerable contribution to
any cumulative impact on the South End Landmark District.

Construction Impacts on Historic Architectural Resources

The proposed project would demolish the existing two buildings on the project site and involve
excavation to an average depth of 8-12 feet and to a depth of 19 feet in the center of the lot for the vehicle
stacker pits. Construction activities would require heavy duty construction equipment during the
approximately 16 month construction period, which could result in ground-borne vibration at nearby
properties. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is
defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal in inches per second (in/sec). The
PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. Typically, ground-borne
vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the
vibration. Sensitive receptors for vibration from construction activity typically include fragile structures
(especially older masonry structures). Three properties that abut the west side of the project site (533, 543-
545, and 563 2nd Street) have been identified as individual historic resources and contributors to the South
End Historic District and are considered sensitive to ground-borne vibration generated by project
construction activities. Typical vibration levels from construction equipment at 25 feet from the vibration
source are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Equipment Peak Ifarcel Velocity
at 25 feet (inches per second)

Pile driver (impact) 0.644
Pile driver (sonic) 0.170
Large bulldozer 0.089
Hoe ram 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Trucks 0.076
Concrete breaker 0.059
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003

Source: Federal Transit Administration. 2006 (May). Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment. Washington, DC. Page 12-2.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has developed criteria for judging the significance of
vibration produced by construction equipment. The FTA establishes the following standards to prevent
architectural damage: (1) 0.5 in/sec PPV for reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) construction
and (2) 0.2 in/sec PPV for fragile buildings (i.e., non- engineered timber or masonry structures).?

Construction activity would require the use of typical construction equipment, including but not limited
to an excavator, dump truck, and bulldozer. Construction equipment may need to operate directly
adjacent to existing known historic resources at 533, 543-545, and 563 24 Street and therefore vibration
levels at those structures would exceed those list in Table 2 and have the potential to exceed the 0.2 PPV
and could therefore result in damage to historic resources, which would be a significant impact not
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Furthermore, the geotechnical report prepared for the
project notes that excavation along the building perimeter would extend below the foundations of the
adjacent buildings and would need to be supported with tied-back underpinning within the footprint of
these adjoining buildings; this would require the permission of adjacent property owners. If the adjacent
property owners choose not to underpin their buildings, then cantilevered tied-back or internally braced
temporary shoring could be installed along the boundaries to support the adjacent buildings.? Therefore,
in addition to potential vibration impacts, other construction activities have the potential to damage

21 FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment; see Table 12-3, p. 12-13. Available at
https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf

2 Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Foundation Investigation, Proposed Commercial Building,
85 Federal Street, San Francisco, California, January 21, 2013.
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adjacent historic resources. Project Mitigation Measure 1, below, has been identified to reduce this
project-specific impact to less than significant.

Project Mitigation Measure 1: Construction Monitoring Program to Protect Adjacent Historical
Resources

The project sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic
buildings. The monitoring program shall include the following components at a minimum:

e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a preservation
consultant who is a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a
pre-construction survey of 533, 543-545, and 563 2" Street_and 355 Bryant Street and photograph the
preconstruction conditions of these buildings.

e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a qualified
vibration consultant who shall identify feasible means to avoid damage to 533, 543-545, and 563 2nd
Street. Such methods may include using construction techniques that reduce vibration, using
appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing
adequate security to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. Based on the construction activities and
equipment to be used and condition of the adjacent resources, the vibration consultant shall also
establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on the
building’s existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity or PPV).

e The project sponsor shall incorporate the vibration consultant’s recommendations into construction
specifications for the proposed project.

e To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the vibration consultant shall
monitor ground-disturbing construction activities to ensure that damage to adjacent structures does
not occur. Should the potential for damage to occur be observed, construction activities shall be
halted and alternative construction techniques put in place (for example, use of smaller or lighter
equipment).

e The vibration consultant shall prepare a final report that includes documentation of the pre-
construction and post-construction conditions of these buildings and any methods employed during
construction to reduce vibration levels to below the established standard.

Significance after Mitigation: Project Mitigation Measure 1: Construction Monitoring Program to Protect
Adjacent Historical Resources, would reduce the potential for significant impacts to nearby historic
buildings by requiring pre- and post-construction surveys of adjacent historic buildings, establishing a
maximum vibration level for each building and monitoring to ensure that those vibration levels are not
exceeded. With implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 1, potential project-specific impacts of the
proposed project not addressed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would be reduced to less than
significant.

Vibration effects are generally localized. None of the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would
be close enough to the 533, 543-545, and 563 2" Street buildings to result in cumulative vibration effects,
should construction activities overlap with the proposed project.
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Archeological Resources

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans could
result in significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that
would reduce these potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. PEIR Mitigation Measure J-1:
Properties with Previous Studies, applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and
treatment plan (ARDTP) is on file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department.
PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2: Properties with No Previous Studies, applies to properties for which no
archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological documentation is
incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological resources under
CEQA. PEIR Mitigation Measure J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological District, which applies to properties
in the Mission Dolores Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be
conducted by a qualified archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban
historical archeology.

The project would involve approximately 6,300 cubic yards of excavation to a depth of 19 feet in an area
where no previous archeological studies have been prepared. Therefore, the project is subject to Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2. Mitigation Measure J-2 states any project resulting in soils
disturbance for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the
archeological document is incomplete or inadequate shall be required to conduct a preliminary
archeological sensitivity study prepared by a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in
California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. Based on the study, a determination shall be made
if additional measures are needed to reduce potential effects of a project on archeological resources to a
less-than-significant level.

The Planning Department’s archeologist conducted a preliminary archeological review (PAR) of the
project site in conformance with the study requirements of Mitigation Measure J-2 and determined that
the Planning Department’s first standard archeological mitigation measure (accidental discovery) would
apply to the proposed project.?? This mitigation measure is identified as Project Mitigation Measure 2,
p. 64. The PAR and its requirements (i.e., accidental discovery mitigation measure) are consistent with
Mitigation Measure J-2 from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Compliance with Project Mitigation
Measure 2 would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to archeological resources. Archeological effects are
generally site specific. None of the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would be close enough to
result in cumulative archeological effects.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources
beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Archeological Review, San Francisco Planning Department,
December 9, 2013. On November 10, 2016, staff archeologist Allison Vanderslice determined that this document is
still valid.
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No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR

4., TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION—Would the
project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, O O N
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?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion O O N
management program, including but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, O O N
including either an increase in traffic
levels, obstructions to flight, or a change
in location, that results in substantial
safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a O O N
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

([
O
O
X

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or n n n
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

As discussed above under Aesthetics and Parking, in response to state legislation that called for removing
automobile delay from CEQA analysis, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 19579
replacing automobile delay with a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric for analyzing transportation
impacts of a project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
associated with automobile delay are not discussed in this evaluation.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not evaluate VMT or the potential for induced automobile travel.
The VMT analysis presented below evaluates the project’s transportation effects using the VMT metric.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result
in significant impacts on transit ridership and identified seven transportation mitigation measures, which
are discussed below in the “Transit” subsection. Even with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that
the significant adverse cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, these
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impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. The project site is not located within an airport
land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, initial study — community plan
evaluation Topic 4c is not applicable to the proposed project.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of the
transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development
scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-density development at
great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of
travel, generate more automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher
density, mix of land uses, and travel options other than private vehicles are available.

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the City have lower VMT ratios than other
areas of the City. These areas of the City can be expressed geographically through transportation analysis
zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models for transportation analysis and other
planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks
in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point
Shipyard.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco
Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for
different land use types. Travel behavior in SE-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from
the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates
and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses
a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual
population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The Transportation Authority uses
tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire chain of trips over the
course of a day, not just trips to and from the project site. For retail uses, the Transportation Authority
uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to
the entire chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for
retail projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the
summarizing of tour VMT to each location would overestimate VMT.2 25

2 A tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour with
a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work
and a restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-
based approach allows for apportionment of all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting.

% San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. Available at http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Align-
CPC%20exec%20summary 20160303 Final.pdf
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For office development, regional average daily work-related VMT per employee is 19.1. For retail
development, regional average daily retail VMT per employee is 14.9.% Average daily VMT for these land
uses is projected to decrease in future 2040 cumulative conditions. Refer to Table 3: Daily Vehicle Miles
Traveled, which includes the transportation analysis zone in which the project site is located, 726.

Table 3: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled

Existing Cumulative 2040
Bay Area Bay Area
Land Use Bay ‘Area Regional Bay ‘Area Regional
Regional | Average | TAZ 726 | Regional | Average | TAZ 726
Average minus Average minus
15% 15%
Empl t
mproymen 19.1 16.2 8.0 17.0 14.5 7.1
(Office)
Empl t
mproymen 14.9 12.6 9.3 14.6 124 9.2
(Retail)

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial
additional VMT. As discussed above under ”Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled”, the State
OPR’s proposed changes to transportation impact guidelines recommend screening criteria to identify
types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant impacts to VMT.? If a
project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (map-based screening, small projects, and
proximity to transit stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts of the project would be less than
significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. The map-based screening criterion is used to
determine if a project site is located within a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT. The small projects
criterion applies to those that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The proximity to
transit stations criterion applies to projects that are within a half-mile of an existing major transit stop,
have a floor area ratio that is equal to or greater than 0.75, have vehicle parking that is less than or equal
to that required or allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use authorization, and are
consistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy.

In TAZ 726, where the 77-85 Federal Street project site is located, the existing average daily VMT per
office employment is 8.0 and the existing average daily VMT per retail employee is 9.1. In TAZ 726, the
future 2040 average daily VMT per office employment would be 7.1, and the future 2040 average daily
VMT per retail employee would be 9.2. Given that the project site is located in an area in which the
existing and future 2040 office and retail employee VMT would be more than 15 percent below the
existing and future 2040 regional averages, the proposed project’s office and retail uses would not result

26 Retail travel is not explicitly captured in SF-CHAMP, rather, there is a generic "other” purpose that includes retail
shopping, medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and all other non-work, non-school tours. The retail
efficiency metric captures all of the "other" purpose travel generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of
employment (including retail; cultural, institutional, and educational; and medical employment; school
enrollment, and number of households) represents the size, or attraction, of the zone for this type of “other”
purpose travel.

27 Available at https://www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.php.
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in substantial additional VMT, and impacts would be less than significant. Thus, the project meets the
map based screening criterion as a transit-oriented infill project.?® The project is located within a half mile
of existing major transit stops, it has a floor area ratio greater than 0.75, it would have an amount of
parking that is allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use authorization, and it’s consistent
with the sustainable communities strategy; thus, the project also meets the proximity to transit stations
criterion. Therefore, VMT impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant and a detailed
VMT analysis is not required.

Trip Generation

The proposed project consists of demolishing two existing buildings and a surface parking lot for 18
vehicles, and constructing an approximately 77,000 sf building containing approximately 50,000 sf of
office use, approximately 23,000 sf of retail use proposed to be a fitness center, and parking for 124
bicycles and 26 vehicles.

Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and
information in the 2002 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review
(SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.? The project would generate an
estimated 4,355 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of
1,571 person trips by auto, 900 transit trips, 1,411 walk trips and 473 trips by other modes. During the
p-m. peak hour, the project would generate an estimated 387 person trips, consisting of 141 person trips
by auto (65 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this census tract), 89 transit trips,
117 walk trips and 41 trips by other modes.

Existing traffic conditions in the project vicinity are frequently congested due to the Bay Bridge entrance
from both eastbound and westbound Bryant Street, located one block north of the project site, and
ballgames and other events at AT&T Park, located two blocks south of the project site. Along 2rd Street,
the number of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians increases significantly during ballgames and other
events at AT&T Park, and vehicle traffic increases significantly during the PM peak hour. The project’s
addition of 65 vehicle trips during the PM peak period would not indicate a significant effect on the

environment.

Transit

Seven transit-related mitigation measures were included in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR (Mitigation
Measures E-5 through E-11) and adopted as part of the plan with uncertain feasibility to address
significant transit impacts. These measures are not applicable to the proposed project, as they are plan-
level mitigation measures to be implemented by City and County agencies. In compliance with a portion
of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted impact fees for development in
Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete streets. In addition, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco Planning Code, referred
to as the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which is codified as Planning Code Section 411A

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation
Analysis, 77-85 Federal Street, December 29, 2016.
» San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 77-85 Federal Street, October 19, 2016.
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(Ordinance No. 200-154, effective December 25, 2015).30 The fee updated, expanded, and replaced the
prior Transit Impact Development Fee, which is in compliance with portions of Mitigation Measure E-5.
The proposed project would be subject to the fee. In compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure
E-11: Transportation Demand Management, the city adopted a comprehensive Transportation Demand
Management Program for most new development citywide (Ordinance 34-17, effective March 19, 2017).
Both the TSF and the transportation demand management efforts are part of the Transportation
Sustainability Program.3! In compliance with all or portions of Mitigation Measure E-6: Transit Corridor
Improvements, Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit Accessibility, Mitigation Measure E-9: Rider
Improvements, and Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit Enhancement, the SFMTA is implementing the
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which was approved by the SEMTA Board of Directors in March 2014.
The TEP (now called Muni Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluation, and recommendations to
improve service and increase transportation efficiency. Examples of transit priority and pedestrian safety
improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas as part of Muni Forward include the
14 Mission Rapid Transit Project, the 22 Fillmore Extension along 16th Street to Mission Bay (expected
construction between 2017 and 2020), and the Travel Time Reduction Project on 9 San Bruno bus route
(initiation in 2015). In addition, Muni Forward includes service improvements to various routes within
the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas (e.g., the implemented new 55 16th Street bus route).

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identified implementing recommendations of the Bicycle Plan and the Better
Streets Plan. As part of the Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and long-term
bicycle facility improvements were planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along 2nd, 5th,
17th, Townsend, Illinois, and Cesar Chavez Streets. The Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, described a
vision for the future of San Francisco’s pedestrian realm and called for streets that work for all users. The
Better Streets Plan requirements were codified in Planning Code Section 138.1, and new projects
constructed in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas are subject to varying requirements, dependent on
project size. Another effort which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various
City agencies in 2014. Vision Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education,
evaluation, enforcement, and engineering. The goal is to eliminate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero
projects within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas include pedestrian intersection treatments along
Mission Street from 18th to 23rd Streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar
Chavez Streets, and the Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments
from 4th to 6th Streets.

The 77-85 Federal Street project site is well served by public transportation. The K-Ingleside/T-Third and
N-Judah Muni Metro lines stop within one-quarter mile of the project site, and eight other Muni transit
lines stop within a half mile of the project site. The Caltrain station and three proposed Central Subway
stops are also within a half mile of the project site. The project would be expected to generate 900 daily
transit trips, including 89 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit, the
addition of 89 p.m. peak-hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. Thus, the
proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of transit service or cause a substantial increase
in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result.

% Two additional files were created at the Board of Supervisors for TSF regarding hospitals and health services,
grandfathering, and additional fees for larger projects: see Board File Nos. 151121 and 151257. [add links]
31 http://tsp.sfplanning.org.
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Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts related to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the preferred project
having significant impacts on seven lines. The project site is not within one-quarter mile of any of these
affected lines and thus would not contribute considerably to these conditions. The 77-85 Federal Street
project would also not contribute considerably to 2025 or 2040 cumulative transit conditions (which
assume implementation of the Central SoMa Plan) and thus would not result in any significant
cumulative transit impacts.

Other Transportation Impacts

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction.
The PEIR states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency access, and
construction transportation impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project-
specific analyses would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans.

The project site fronts two 35-foot-wide dead end streets with 67-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the
streets. The primary pedestrian entry and access to the project’s 124 bicycle parking spaces would be
from Federal Street. Vehicle access to the project’s 26 vehicle parking spaces and two service loading
spaces would be from De Boom Street. Access to the retail/fitness center, which would front De Boom
Street, could be from either De Boom or Federal Streets. Additional traffic may occur along both dead-
end streets to allow for drop-off/pick-up and deliveries, and vehicles not entering the garage would need
to make three-point turns to leave the project site. Drivers may also drop off and pick up passengers on
2nd Street to avoid entering the dead-end alleys. Although the project would result in an increase in
vehicles that travel along De Boom and Federal Streets, it would not be substantial enough to create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists. Furthermore, project construction and
operation would not alter emergency access and service time ratios.

As part of the recently approved Second Street Improvement Project, pedestrian improvements along 2nd
Street in the project vicinity include the widening of sidewalks from 10 feet to 15 feet; raising crosswalks
at the intersections of 2nd Street at Federal and De Boom Streets; intersection traffic signal phasing for
pedestrians, and pedestrian-scale lighting.®> A recent change near the I-80/Bay Bridge approach east of
Bryant Street is the addition of a pedestrian island. This change did not reduce lanes and thus would not
result in traffic impacts along 2nd or Bryant Streets that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

Pedestrians and bicyclists would access the project site from 2nd Street. Pedestrians accessing the project
site by transit would arrive from 2 Street or from Brannan Street (from the light rail stop on
Embarcadero or the Caltrans train station on 4% Street); the walking routes between transit stops and the
project site is relatively flat. Transit riders would not need to use the new pedestrian island on Bryant
Street to access the project site.

% Second Street Improvements Project Final Supplemental EIR to the San Francisco Bicycle Plan EIR,
certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on August 13, 2015 (Case No. 2007.0347E).
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Parking and travel lane and sidewalk closures during project construction are subject to review and
approval by the City’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), which consists of
representatives of several City departments including SEMTA and the Public Works, Fire, Police, and
Planning Departments. The TASC review and approval process takes into consideration other
construction projects in the vicinity. Construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration
to 16 months; would be conducted in accordance with local, state and federal requirements; would
maintain pedestrian and vehicle access to all properties, including retail businesses, at all times; and
would maintain ADA-compliant pedestrian access during construction. Therefore, there would be no
additional construction-related transportation impacts from the proposed project beyond those analyzed
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-specific or cumulative
impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, and construction beyond those
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Conclusion

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to transportation
and circulation that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the proposed project
would not contribute considerably to cumulative transportation and circulation impacts that were
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant

Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Previously
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information PEIR
5. NOISE—Would the project:
a) Resultin exposure of persons to or generation of O O O
noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of n n O
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?
c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in n n O
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic n n O
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use n n O
plan area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, in an area within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels?
f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private n n O

airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
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No Significant
Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Previously
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information PEIR
g) Be substantially affected by existing noise n n O

levels?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities and due
to conflicts between noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment,
cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined
that incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would be less than significant. The Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR identified six noise mitigation measures, three of which may be applicable to subsequent
development projects.?® These mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts from construction and
noisy land uses to less-than-significant levels.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or
in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, initial study — community plan evaluation Topics 5e and 5f
are not applicable.

Construction Noise

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included two mitigation measures that address impacts from
construction noise. PEIR Mitigation Measure F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Driving), addressed noise
impacts related to pile driving. The project would be supported by a grid-type foundation of spread
footings or a mat foundation. The project sponsor has determined that pile driving would not be used;
thus, PEIR Mitigation Measure F-1 would not be applicable to the proposed project. PEIR Mitigation
Measure F-2: Construction Noise, requires the development of a noise attenuation plan and the
implementation of noise attenuation measures to minimize noise impacts from construction activities.
Construction activities would include heavy equipment in proximity to noise sensitive land use; thus
PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2 is applicable to the proposed project and is included as Project Mitigation
Measure 3 on p. 65. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce potential construction
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

3 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 address the siting of sensitive land uses in
noisy environments. In a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA
does not generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed
project’s future users or residents except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental
hazards (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District,

December 17, 2015, Case No. S213478. Available at http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/3-s213478-resp-reply-
answer-pet-rev-101513.pdf). As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that incremental
increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans would be less than significant and thus would not exacerbate the existing noise environment. Therefore,
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 are not applicable. Nonetheless, for all noise
sensitive uses, the general requirements for adequate interior noise levels of Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are
met by compliance with the acoustical standards required under the California Building Standards Code
(California Code of Regulations Title 24).
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All construction activities during the approximately 16-month construction period would be subject to
and required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Noise Ordinance), which is codified as
Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code. The Noise Ordinance regulates construction noise and
requires that construction work be conducted in the following manner: (1) noise levels of construction
equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA3 at a distance of 100 feet from the source
(the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers that are
approved by the Director of San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) or the Director of the Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from the
construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work
must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of SFPW authorizes a special
permit for conducting the work during that period.

The DBI is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal
business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), and the Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise
Ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the approximately 16-month construction period
for the proposed project, occupants of nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. There
may be times when construction noise could interfere with indoor activities in residences and businesses
near the project site; however, the increase in project-related construction noise in the project vicinity
would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed project because the construction noise
would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level and because the construction
contractor would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance and PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2,
which would reduce construction noise impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Construction vibration effects on adjacent historic resources are addressed above under Topic 3. Non-
historic structures would not be significantly affected by construction vibration.

Operational Noise

PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, addresses impacts related to individual
development projects that include new noise-generating uses that would be expected to generate noise
levels in excess of ambient noise levels in the respective project vicinities. The 77-85 Federal Street project
would result in the development of approximately 50,000 sf of office use and approximately 23,000 sf of
retail (fitness center) use on the project site — uses that are not expected to generate noise levels in excess
of existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. The project would include the installation of
mechanical equipment, such as heating and ventilation systems, that could produce operational noise,
but this equipment would be required to comply with the standards set forth in the Noise Ordinance.
Noise resulting from the project’s increase in traffic would not be considered a significant impact of the
proposed project; an approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce
an increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. The project would not cause a doubling in
traffic volumes and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the
project vicinity.

3 The standard method used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluating the sound with an adjustment to
reflect the fact that human hearing is less sensitive to low-frequency sound than to mid- and high-frequency
sound. This measurement adjustment is called “A” weighting, and the data are reported in A-weighted
decibels (dBA).
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The proposed project does not include the installation of a backup diesel generator or any other noise
generating equipment not addressed by the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 is
not applicable to the proposed project.

The project would be subject to the California Building Standards Code (Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations), which establishes uniform noise insulation standards. The Title 24 acoustical standards for
nonresidential structures are incorporated into the San Francisco Green Building Code. Title 24 allows the
project sponsor to choose between a prescriptive or performance-based acoustical standard for
nonresidential structures. Pursuant to the Title 24 acoustical standards, all building wall, floor/ceiling,
and window assemblies are required to meet certain sound transmission class or outdoor-indoor sound
transmission class ratings to ensure that adequate interior noise levels are achieved. In compliance with
Title 24, the DBI would review the final building plans to ensure that the building wall, floor/ceiling, and
window assemblies meet Title 24 acoustical requirements. If determined necessary by the DBI, a detailed
acoustical analysis of the exterior wall and window assemblies may be required.

Other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would also be required to comply with the above
regulations, including the Noise Ordinance, which limits noise from construction activities and stationary
equipment. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant individual or
cumulative noise impacts beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant

Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
6. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the O O O
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute O O O
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net O O O
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial O O O
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affectin a
) ] g

substantial number of people?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
construction activities and impacts on sensitive land uses® as a result of exposure to elevated levels of

% The Bay Area Air Quality Management District considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors
occupying or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools,
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diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy,
which was the applicable air quality plan at that time. All other air quality impacts were found to be less
than significant. The air quality analysis herein takes into consideration traffic on I-80 and the Bay Bridge,
idling buses, and stationary sources such as emergency generators.

Construction Dust Control

PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1: Construction Air Quality requires individual projects involving
construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate construction
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. Subsequently, the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and
Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08,
effective August 29, 2008). The intent of this ordinance is to reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated
during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general
public and of on-site workers, to minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work
by the DBI.

Construction activities related to the 77-85 Federal Street project would result in construction dust,
primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In compliance with the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site
would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of watering disturbed
areas, covering stockpiled materials, sweeping streets and sidewalks, and other measures. The
regulations and procedures set forth in the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements supersede and are as effective as
the dust control provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1. Therefore, the portion of PEIR Mitigation
Measure G-1 that addresses dust control is not applicable to the proposed project. Other cumulative
projects would similarly be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Therefore,
cumulative fugitive dust impacts would be less than significant.

Criteria Air Pollutants

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR stated,
“Individual development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD’s [Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s] quantitative thresholds for individual projects.”3¢ The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide screening criteria for determining whether a
project’s criteria air pollutant emissions 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

colleges, and universities, 3) daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended
Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, p. 12.

% San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, p. 346. Available at http://sf-
planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/4003-EN Final-EIR Part-7 Trans-Noise-AQ.pdf.
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pollutants. 37 Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that meet the screening criteria do not have
a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants.

The 77-85 Federal Street project, with approximately 50,000 sf of office use and approximately 23,000 sf of
retail use, is below both the construction screening criteria and the operational screening criteria for
“general office building” and “strip mall” land use types.®® Therefore, the project would not have a
significant impact related to criteria air pollutants either individually or cumulatively, and a detailed air
quality assessment is not required.

Health Risk

Since certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved
a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes (Ordinance No. 224-14, effective
December 7, 2014), generally referred to as Health Code Article 38: Enhanced Ventilation Required for
Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments (Article 38). The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ), as
defined in Article 38, consists of areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed
health protective standards for cumulative PM:2s (fine particulate matter) concentration and cumulative
excess cancer risk. The APEZ incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. For
sensitive use projects within the APEZ, the ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit an
enhanced ventilation proposal for approval by the Department of Public Health (DPH) that achieves
protection from PM:2s equivalent to that associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value 13
filtration. The DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of the
DPH that the applicant has an approved enhanced ventilation proposal.

The 77-85 Federal Street project site is not with the APEZ and the project would not include sensitive
uses; thus, the project sponsor is not required to enroll in the DPH Article 38 program.

Construction

The project site is not located within an identified APEZ; therefore, the ambient health risk to sensitive
receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial, and the portion of PEIR Mitigation
Measure G-1 that requires the minimization of construction exhaust emissions is not applicable to the
proposed project. Since the APEZ includes modeling of all known sources of DPM and PMo:s, the
proposed project’s construction emissions would also not contribute considerably to cumulative health
risks.

Siting New Sources

The proposed project would not be expected to generate 100 truck trips per day or 40 refrigerated truck
trips per day, so PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM, is not applicable. The
proposed project would not include a backup diesel generator or any other source of TACs, so PEIR
Mitigation Measure G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs, is not applicable.

Conclusion

% Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011, pp. 3-2 to 3-3.
3 [bid. The screening criteria for “strip mall” land use (which most closely approximates gym use) is 99,000 sf for
operational and 277,000 sf for construction. The screening criteria for “general office building” is 364,000 for

operational and 277,000 for construction.
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For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant individual or cumulative air
quality impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant

Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR
7. GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS—Would the
project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, O O O
either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or O O O

regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that could result from
rezoning of the East SoMa subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods under the three rezoning options. The
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B, and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the
order of 4.2,4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO:E) per service population,
respectively.® The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG emissions from the
three rezoning options would be less than significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the
PEIR.

Proposed Project

GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively
contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project
could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the
combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will
continue to contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. The BAAQMD
has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHG emissions. These guidelines are
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and
determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions and allow for projects that
are consistent with an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project’s GHG impact would
be less than significant. San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions® presents a
comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent

% San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis for Community Plan Exemptions in Eastern
Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and estimates GHG emissions using a service population (equivalent of total number
of residents and employees) metric.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco,

November 2010. Available at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG Reduction Strategy.pdf.
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San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD and CEQA guidelines. These
GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 23.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2012 compared to
1990 levels,* exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan,*
Executive Order S-3-05,# B-30-15,4% and Senate Bill (SB) 32.44 In addition, San Francisco’s
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under
Executive Orders S-3-05% and B-30-15.4%% Therefore, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s
GHG reduction strategy would not result in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the
environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations.

The 77-85 Federal Street project would increase the intensity of use of the project site by introducing a
five-story, 65-foot-tall building with approximately 77,000 sf of office use and 23,000 sf of retail use and 26
vehicle parking spaces to replace two two-story buildings with 17,116 sf of office use and a surface
parking lot for 18 vehicles. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term
increases in GHGs as a result of commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use,

4 ICF International, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide GHG Inventory for the City and County of
San Francisco, January 21, 2015. Available at
http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/icf verificationmemo 2012sfecommunityinventory 2015-01-
21.pdf.

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2010. Available at
http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-plans/current-plans.

4 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861.

4 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available at
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, accessed March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG
emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030.

4 San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008,
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels;
(iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80
percent below 1990 levels.

4 Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006) by adding Section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions
to be reduced by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.

4 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources
Board; institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air

contaminants; and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

4 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO:2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately
427 million MTCO:E); and by 2050, reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million
MTCO:E). Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently
measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalent,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption
(or “global warming”) potential.

4 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available at
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reduction goal
of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030.

%0 San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008,
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels;
(iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by
80 percent below 1990 levels.
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wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary
increases in GHG emissions.

The project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the
GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce
the project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, and waste disposal.

Compliance with the City’s commuter benefits and transportation management programs, bicycle, fuel-
efficient vehicle, and carpool parking requirements, and payment of the transportation sustainability fee
would reduce the proposed project’s transportation-related GHG emissions. These regulations reduce
GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes
with zero or lower GHG emissions on a per capita basis.

The project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the City’s Green
Building Code, stormwater management, and water-efficient irrigation, and light pollution reduction
requirements, which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the project’s energy-
related GHG emissions.® Additionally, the project would be required to meet the renewable energy
criteria of the Green Building Code, further reducing the project’s energy-related GHG emissions.

The project’'s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City’s
requirements for mandatory recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recovery.
These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by landfill
operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their embodied energy>? and
reducing the energy required to produce new materials.

Compliance with the City’s street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon
sequestration. Regulations that prohibit chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), halons, and inefficient refrigeration
and those requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs).%

In conclusion, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction
strategy,5 and the proposed project’'s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local
GHG reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the scope of the
development evaluated in the PEIR and would not result in impacts associated with GHG emissions
beyond those disclosed in the PEIR. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in
significant GHG emissions that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

51 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump
and treat water required for the project.

52 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture, and delivery of building
materials to the building site.

5 While not a GHG, VOCs are precursor pollutants that form ground-level ozone. Increased ground-level ozone is
an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing
VOC emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 77-85 Federal Street,
December 15, 2016.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 49



Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation 77-85 Federal Street

August 17, 2017 2012.1410E
No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the
project:
a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas?
b) Create new shadow in a manner that

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Wind

The height limits enacted under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans generally did not
exceed 80 feet. A few locations throughout the plan areas already had height limits of 130 feet, but no
new locations with height limits of 130 feet were proposed. For these reasons, the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR determined that, at a programmatic level, the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
would not result in significant wind impacts. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.
Individual development projects proposed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
must still be assessed to ensure that they would not result in significant project-level wind impacts.

For the 77-85 Federal Street project, the proposed 65-foot-tall building (71 feet, 2 inches at its tallest point,
the top of the stair penthouse) would be similar in height to existing buildings in the surrounding area:
across Federal Street from the project site is the 85-foot-tall 501 2nd Street building; at the end of Federal
Street (where the 2nd Street access dead ends) is the 85-foot-tall 60 Federal Street building; across De Boom
Street from the project site is the 75-foot-tall 274 Brannan Street building; and at the end of De Boom
Street is the 65-foot-tall 270 Brannan Street building.

Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on
other projects, it is generally the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the potential to
generate significant wind impacts. For this reason, and because the proposed project would not be
substantially taller than surrounding buildings, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause
significant impacts related to wind or result in a considerable contribution to cumulative ground level
wind impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Shadow

Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, some sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped
with taller buildings, because some parks are not subject to the provisions of Section 295 (i.e., some parks
are under the jurisdiction of agencies other than the Recreation and Park Commission or are privately
owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude if the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete
mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown development proposals could not be

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 50



Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation 77-85 Federal Street
August 17, 2017 2012.1410E

determined at that time. Therefore, the PEIR determined that the shadow impacts would be significant
and unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Implementation of the 77-85 Federal Street project would result in the construction of a five-story, 65-foot-
tall building (71 feet, 2 inches at its tallest point). The Planning Department prepared a preliminary
shadow fan analysis and determined that the project would not cast shadow on South Park or any other
nearby open space.%

The project would shade portions of nearby streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the project
vicinity at different times of day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks would be
transitory in nature and would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas. Although occupants
of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of
private properties as a result of the proposed project would be considered a less-than-significant impact
under CEQA.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant shadow impacts, either
individually or cumulatively, beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant

Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
9. RECREATION—Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and O O O
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facilities would occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the O O O
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?
c) Physically degrade existing recreational O O n

resources?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing
recreational resources or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an
adverse effect on the environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were
identified in the PEIR. However, the PEIR identified Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to
Existing Recreation Facilities. This improvement measure calls for the City to implement funding
mechanisms for an ongoing program to repair, upgrade, and adequately maintain park and recreation
facilities to ensure the safety of users.

As part of the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, the City adopted impact
fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that go toward funding recreation and open space. Since

% San Francisco Planning Department, 77-85 Federal Street Shadow Fan, October 24, 2016.
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certification of the PEIR, the voters of San Francisco passed the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe
Neighborhood Parks Bond, providing the Recreation and Park Department an additional $195 million to
continue capital projects for the renovation and repair of park, recreation, and open space assets. This
funding is being utilized for improvements and expansion to Garfield Square, South Park, the Potrero
Hill Recreation Center, Warm Water Cove Park, and the Pier 70 Parks Shoreline within the Eastern
Neighborhoods plan areas. The impact fees and the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood
Parks Bond are funding measures similar to that described in PEIR Improvement Measure H-1: Support
for Upgrades to Existing Recreation Facilities.

An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan was adopted in
April 2014. The amended ROSE provides a 20-year vision for open spaces in the City. It includes
information and policies about accessing, acquiring, funding, and managing open spaces in
San Francisco. The amended ROSE identifies areas within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas for
acquisition and locations where new open spaces and open space connections should be constructed,
consistent with PEIR Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two of these open
spaces, Daggett Park and at 17th and Folsom Streets, are both set to open within the next two years. In
addition, the amended ROSE identifies the role of both the Better Streets Plan and the Green Connections
Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are special streets and paths that connect
people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront while enhancing the ecology of the street environment.
Six routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas:
Mission to Peaks (Route 6); Noe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a portion of which has been
conceptually designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom,
Mission Creek to McLaren (Route 20); and Shoreline (Route 24).

Furthermore, the Planning Code requires a specified amount of new usable open space: 1 sf of open space
for each 250 sf of retail use and 1 sf of open space per each 50 sf of office use. The project would comply
with these requirements by providing a 939 sf roof deck on the fourth floor.5 The Planning Code open
space requirements would help offset some of the additional open space needs generated by increased
population in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas, and this usable open space would help alleviate the
demand for recreational facilities.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR both take into consideration the
effects of past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and both documents did not find significant
individual or cumulative effects related to recreational facilities. As the project does not degrade
recreational facilities and is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional individual or cumulative impacts
on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

% Project open space requirements: (retail: 19,493/250 = 78) + (office: 43,055/50 = 861) = 939 sf.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS—Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of O O O
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
b)  Require or result in the construction of new water O O O
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new n n O
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve n n O
the project from existing entittements and
resources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater O O O
treatment provider that would serve the project
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted n n O
capacity to accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes n n O

and regulations related to solid waste?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in a significant impact on the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid
waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the
2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in June 2011. The UWMP update includes citywide
demand projections to the year 2035, compares available water supplies to meet demand, and presents
water demand management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the UWMP
update includes a discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7, passed in
November 2009, mandating a statewide 20 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020. The UWMP
includes a quantification of the SFPUC's water use reduction targets and plans for meeting these
objectives. The UWMP projects sufficient water supply in normal years and a supply shortfall during
prolonged droughts. Plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water conservation and rationing as
needed in response to severe droughts.

In addition, the SFPUC is in the process of implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program,
which is a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide upgrade to the City’s sewer and stormwater
infrastructure to ensure a reliable and seismically safe system. The program includes planned
improvements that will serve development in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas, including at the
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Southeast Treatment Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects, such as the
Mission and Valencia Green Gateway.

A 2015 update to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was prepared for the Central SoMa Plan Draft
EIR to evaluate water demand based on updated growth projections. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR both take into consideration the effects of past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects, and both documents did not find significant individual or cumulative
effects related to water supply and facilities. As the 77-85 Federal Street project is consistent with the
development density established under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there
would be no additional individual or cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant

Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the
project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts O O N

associated with the provision of, or the need for,
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in a substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or
physically altered public services, including fire and police protection and public schools. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

The Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR also takes into consideration the effects of past, present and reasonably
foreseeable projects, and does not find significant individual or cumulative effects related to public
services. As the 77-85 Federal Street project is consistent with the development density established under
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, the project would not result in new or substantially
more severe impacts on the physical environment associated with the provision of public services beyond
those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would
the project:

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

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally n n n
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any n n n
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O O N
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O O N
Conservation Plan, Natural ~ Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas are in a
developed urban environment that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered
plant or animal species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the plan areas
that could be affected by the development anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and
Area Plans. In addition, development envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans would not substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species.
For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and
Area Plans would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no mitigation measures
were identified.

The 77-85 Federal Street project site is located within the East SoMa subarea of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan Areas and does not support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status
species, and does not contain wetlands or sensitive natural communities. The nearest park is South Park,
approximately 300 feet west of the project site, and is not defined as an urban bird refuge (open space two
acres or larger dominated by vegetation). Therefore, the project would not affect the movement of any
resident or migratory birds.
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Four New Zealand Christmas trees grow along the De Boom Street frontage of the project site, and six
Italian cypress trees grow along the Federal Street frontage. All existing trees would be removed and 11
new street trees would be planted along the two frontages in compliance with the Urban Forestry
Ordinance (Section 806 of the Public Works Code), which requires one street tree for each 20 feet of street
frontage). Should the existing street trees support native nesting birds, construction activities could result
in nest destruction or injury or mortality of nestlings. However, compliance with the requirements of the
California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA) would ensure that there
would be no loss of active nests or bird mortality and no significant effects would occur. To comply with
the California Fish and Game Code or the MTBA, the project sponsor may:

® Undertake tree removal during the non-breeding season (i.e., September through February) to
avoid nesting birds or preconstruction surveys may be conducted for work scheduled during the
breeding season (March through August);

* Conduct preconstruction surveys by a qualified biologist no more than 15 days prior to the
start of work during the nesting season to determine if any birds are nesting in or in the vicinity
of the vegetation to be removed or construction to be undertaken;

* Avoid any nests identified and establish (by a qualified biologist) a construction-free buffer
zone, to be maintained until nestlings have fledged.

Because the project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, which doesn’t support habitat
for any candidate, sensitive, or special status species, does not contain wetlands or sensitive natural
communities, and because the proposed project and other cumulative projects would be required to
comply with the California Fish and Game Code and MTBA, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on biological resources
beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant
Significant Significant Impact due to No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Substantial Impact not
to Project or Identified in New Previously Identified
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information in PEIR
13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the
project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential O O O
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O O
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.)
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? n n n
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including O O O

liquefaction?
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Significant
Significant Significant Impact due to No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Substantial Impact not
to Project or Identified in New Previously Identified
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information in PEIR
iv) Landslides? n n n
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of O O O
topsoil?
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is n n n

unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting O O O
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

f)  Change substantially the topography or any n n n
unique geologic or physical features of the site?

g) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O O
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would indirectly increase the population that would be subject to geologic
hazards, including earthquakes, seismically induced ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides. The
PEIR also noted that new development is generally safer than comparable older development due to
improvements in building codes and construction techniques. Compliance with applicable codes and
recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical analyses would not eliminate earthquake risks,
but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given the seismically active characteristics of the
San Francisco Bay Area. Therefore, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant impacts related to geologic
hazards. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

A geotechnical report was prepared for the 77-85 Federal Street project to assess the geologic conditions
underlying the project site and to provide design and construction recommendations.” The report’s
findings and recommendations are summarized below.

Three exploratory test pits were excavated to a depth of 21 feet on the project site, and the results of nine
previous exploratory test pits on the project site were evaluated. Generally, all twelve exploratory test
pits encountered bedrock materials below minor depths of residual soil and/or heterogeneous fill
materials.

The proposed below-grade parking level and stacker pits would require excavations to 19 feet in depth,
and the required cuts would also extend comparable depths below portions of adjacent commercial

5 Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, Foundation Investigation, Proposed Commercial Building,
85 Federal Street, San Francisco, California, January 21, 2013.
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structures to the east and west. Due to the depth of excavation and the close proximity of the adjacent
buildings, underpinning and temporary shoring would be required to support the adjacent structures
and city streets to the north and south. Temporary slopes may be utilized in the interior portions of the
proposed excavation, and minor grading and placement of limited fill materials may also be required to
establish a building pad and to provide surface drainage gradients.

An alternative to hand-excavated piers is slant drilled reinforced concrete friction or end-bearing piers.
Slant drilled underpinning piers could be constructed within the footprint of the adjoining buildings by
installing steel I-beams beneath the adjacent foundations. To reduce the size of the I-beams, the
underpinned piers should be "tied back." Written permission must be obtained from adjacent property
owners to install temporary tie-backs on their lots. If permission cannot be obtained to install the tie
backs, then cantilevered, tied-back or internally braced temporary shoring (steel solider beams and
timber lagging) should be installed along the eastern and western boundaries to support the adjacent
buildings. To provide adequate support for the adjoining parking lot and Federal and De Boom Streets,
appropriate temporary shoring should be used during the excavation operations and construction of
retaining walls. Temporary shoring should be used around the internal perimeters of the garage stacker
pits and entrance ramp excavations to limit the amount of soil to be excavated and the amount of
compacted wall backfill required.

The geotechnical report recommends the following measures: (1) prior to construction activities, the
project sponsor should visually document, with annotated photographs, the preconstruction condition of
existing adjoining buildings, which may be sensitive to heavy equipment vibrations, (2) underpinning
and/or temporary shoring should be installed by a professional contractor experienced in such work, and
(3) underpinning, excavation, installation of temporary shoring, and construction of retaining walls
should be performed during the dry months of the year (May through October). The report concludes
that the site is suitable for the proposed construction provided that the report’s recommendations are
incorporated into the building’s design and construction. The protection of the existing adjacent buildings
that are historic resources is addressed in the historic resource discussion on p. 29 and included in Project
Mitigation Measure 1, Construction Monitoring Program to Protect Adjacent Historical Resources on
p. 63.

The proposed project would be required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures
the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about appropriate foundation and structural
design are considered as part of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) permit review process. DBI
would review background information including geotechnical and structural engineering reports to
ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained.
Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site would be addressed
through the DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application
pursuant to its implementation of the Building Code and implementation of Project Mitigation Measure
1. Other cumulative projects would also be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Building
Code.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts, either individually or
cumulatively, related to geology and soils beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,
and no new mitigation measures beyond Project Mitigation Measure 1 are necessary.
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No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or O O O
waste discharge requirements?

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater O O O

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 (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage O O O
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage O O O
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which O O O
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water O O O
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood O O O
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative
flood hazard delineation map?

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area O O O
structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a O O O
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Expose people or structures to a O O O
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and
the potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.
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The project would be within the population projections of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, so it would
not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system. In addition, the project site is completely paved, so
implementation of the proposed project would not increase the area of impervious surfaces. In
accordance with the City’s Stormwater Management Ordinance (No. 83-10), the project would be subject
to low impact design approaches, such as landscape solutions designed to capture stormwater runoff,
and stormwater management systems would be required to comply with the stormwater design
guidelines. As a result, the project would not increase stormwater runoff.

The Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR evaluated increases in the City’s combined stormwater/wastewater
system based on updated growth projections. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the Central SoMa
Plan Draft EIR both take into consideration the effects of past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects, and both documents did not find significant individual or cumulative effects related to
stormwater. Other cumulative projects would similarly be required to comply with various regulations
that limit stormwater runoff.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts, either individually or
cumulatively, related to hydrology and water quality beyond those identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS—Would the
project:

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

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on O O O
a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
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No Significant
Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR
e) For a project located within an airport O O O
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a O O O

private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically O O O
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a O O O
significant risk of loss, injury, or death

involving fires?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the Eastern Neighborhoods
rezoning options would encourage construction of new development within the plan areas. The PEIR
found that there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in
many parts of the plan areas because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land
uses associated with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials
cleanup cases. However, the PEIR found that existing regulations for facility closure, underground
storage tank closure, and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater would ensure that workers
and the community would be protected from exposure to hazardous materials during construction. In
addition, businesses that use or generate hazardous substances (cleaners, solvents, etc.) would be subject
to existing regulations that protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials
during operations. Furthermore, compliance with existing building and fire codes would reduce impacts
related to potential fire hazards, emergency response, and evacuation hazards to less-than-significant
levels.

Hazardous Building Materials

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development in the plan areas may involve
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some materials
commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an accident or
during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials addressed in the
PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light ballasts that
contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury vapors, and
lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead-based paint may also present a health risk to existing building
occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building, these
materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified a
significant impact associated with hazardous building materials, including PCBs, DEHP, and mercury,
and determined that PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials, would reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1 requires any equipment containing
PCBs or DEHP to be removed and properly disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state, and
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local regulations prior to the start of renovation. In addition, mercury and other hazardous materials that
are identified before or during construction shall be removed and/or abated in accordance with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Because the proposed project includes the demolition of
two existing buildings, PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1, identified as Project Mitigation Measure 4 on
p. 6566, is applicable to the proposed project. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce
potential impacts related to hazardous building materials to a less-than-significant level.

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

The 77-85 Federal Street project site is located in the Maher zone, an area that it is known or suspected to
contain contaminated soil and/or groundwater.5 In addition, the project would require excavation to a
depth of 19 feet below ground surface and the disturbance of 6,300 cubic yards of soil. For these reasons,
the proposed project is subject to Health Code Article 22A (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which is
administered and overseen by the Department of Public Health (DPH). The project sponsor is required to
retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I environmental site assessment (ESA)
that meets the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A.6.

A Phase I ESA determines the potential for site contamination and level of exposure risk associated with
a proposed project. Based on that information, the project sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or
groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances
in excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan
(SMP) to the DPH or other appropriate state or federal agencies and to remediate any site contamination
in accordance with an approved SMP prior to the issuance of any building permit.

Accordingly, a Phase I ESA was prepared to assess the potential for site contamination.? Per the Phase I
ESA, the property was developed by the 1880s with residences and a small business. After the area was
destroyed by the 1906 earthquake and fire, the site was rebuilt with a soap factory by approximately 1913.
A licorice factory occupied the site by at least 1941. Historical property uses also included an elevator
company, lithography, and offices.

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor enrolled in DPH’s Maher program. DPH
reviewed the Phase I ESA and requested a subsurface investigation work plan to the proposed maximum
depth of excavation to assess potential contaminants in the soil, groundwater, and soil vapor.®® The
sponsor submitted to DPH a work plan for subsurface investigation.®® The work plan proposed the
installation of five borings at the site, outside the current buildings, specified soil sampling and
groundwater collection requirements, and proposed sampling for total petroleum hydrocarbons as
gasoline (TPH-g), total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel (TPH-d), total extractable petroleum
hydrocarbons (TEPH), volatile organic compounds including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene
(BTEX), naphthalene, and methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), California Administrative Manual (CAM)
17 metals, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), cyanides, pH,

5% San Francisco Planning Department, Expanded Maher Area Map, March 2015. Available online at http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/publications reports/library of cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf.

% John Carver Consulting, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 77, 77, 85 Federal Street, San Francisco,
California, September 16, 2010.

6 San Francisco Department of Public Health Environmental Health Section, Request for Work Plan, 77-85 Federal
Street, San Francisco, March 4, 2014.

¢ John Carver Consulting, Work Plan for Subsurface Investigation, 75-85 Federal Street, January 26, 2015.
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asbestos, and flammable gases. DPH approved the work plan, noted that additional soil sampling may be
required to address the soils beneath the buildings, and requested submittal of a dust control plan for the
demolition. ¢

The proposed project is required to remediate contaminated soil and ground water in compliance with
the Maher Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to
contaminated soil and/or groundwater beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
Other cumulative projects would be subject to the same federal, state, and local regulations addressing
hazardous materials. Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 4 and compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local regulations would ensure that the project would not result in significant impacts,
either individually or cumulatively, related to hazards or hazardous materials beyond those identified in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

No Significant

Significant Impact Significant Impact Significant Impact Impact not
Peculiar to Project not Identified in due to Substantial Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR New Information Identified in PEIR
16. MINERAL AND ENERGY
RESOURCES—Would the
project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a O O O
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a O O O

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
would facilitate the construction of both new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of
these uses would not result in use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in
the context of energy use throughout the City and region. The energy demand for individual buildings
would be typical for such projects and would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards
concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the
Department of Building Inspection. The plan areas do not include any natural resources routinely
extracted and the rezoning does not result in any natural resource extraction programs. Therefore, the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

As the proposed project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there
would be no additional impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on mineral and energy resources
beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

62 San Francisco Department of Public Health Environmental Health Section, Development, 77-85 Federal Street, San
Francisco, February 4, 2015.
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17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

RESOURCES:—Would the
project:

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

Conflict with  existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Wiliamson Act
contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public  Resources Code  Section
12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526)?

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

Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest
land to non-forest use?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the plan areas;

therefore the rezoning and area plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No mitigation

measures were identified in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the effects on

forest resources.

As the proposed project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and there

are no agricultural or forest resources on the site, there would be no additional impacts, either

individually or cumulatively, on agriculture and forest resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously

to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in

Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

SIGNIFICANCE—Would the project:
a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the | X | |

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

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

c) Have environmental effects that would cause O O O X
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

a) As described in Section G.12, biological resources, the proposed project would not degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.

As described in Section G.3, Cultural Resources, the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse
change on historic resources; however, implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 1, Construction
Monitoring Program to Protect Adjacent Historical Resources, would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 2, Archeological Accidental Discovery,
would reduce the impact to archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. As discussed in
Section E.13, Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not
result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.

b) As disclosed in this initial study — community plan evaluation, the proposed project would not have
any significant impact not previously identified in the PEIR. Furthermore, this analysis also considered
the proposed project in combination with other cumulative projects, such as the proposed Central SoMa
Plan. This initial study - community plan evaluation finds that the project would not have any significant
cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution.

c¢) As discussed in Section E.5, Noise, compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and
implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 3, Construction Noise, would reduce construction noise
impacts to less-than-significant levels. As described in Section G.15, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to demolishing the existing buildings, plus
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4, Hazardous Building Materials, would reduce hazardous

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 65



Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation 77-85 Federal Street
August 17, 2017 2012.1410E

materials impacts to a less-than-significant level. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result
in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.

H. MITIGATION MEASURES

Project Mitigation Measure 1: Construction Monitoring Program to Protect Adjacent Historical
Resources.

The project sponsor shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic
buildings. The monitoring program shall include the following components at a minimum:

e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a preservation
consultant who is a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a
pre-construction survey of 533, 543-545, and 563 2 Street and 355 Bryant Street and photograph the
preconstruction conditions of these buildings.

e Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a qualified
vibration consultant who shall identify feasible means to avoid damage to 533, 543-545, and 563 2nd
Street. If the vibration consultant deems it necessary, such measures will also be applied to 355 Bryant
Street. Such methods may include using construction techniques that reduce vibration, using
appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing
adequate security to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. Based on the construction activities and
equipment to be used and condition of the adjacent resources, the vibration consultant shall also
establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on the
building’s existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity or PPV).

e The project sponsor shall incorporate the vibration consultant’s recommendations into construction
specifications for the proposed project.

e To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the vibration consultant shall
monitor ground-disturbing construction activities to ensure that damage to adjacent structures does
not occur. Should the potential for damage to occur be observed, construction activities shall be
halted and alternative construction techniques put in place (for example, use of smaller or lighter
equipment).

e The vibration consultant shall prepare a final report that includes documentation of the pre-
construction and post-construction conditions of these buildings and any methods employed during
construction to reduce vibration levels to below the established standard.

Project Mitigation Measure 2: Archeological Accidental Discovery (PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2)

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed
project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(a) and (c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing activities within the
project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being undertaken, each contractor is responsible for
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ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including machine operators, field
crew, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and
utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of
the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has
determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project
sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological
consultants maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall
advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is
of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the
archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this
information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the
project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring
program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning Division guidelines
for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site
security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging
actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the
ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the
archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 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.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. 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 copy, one unbound copy 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 or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report
content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Project Mitigation Measure 3: Construction Noise (PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2)

The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision
of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be
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submitted to the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to ensure that maximum feasible noise
attenuation will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control
strategies as feasible:

e Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site
adjoins noise-sensitive uses;

e Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise
emission from the site;

e Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses;

e Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; and

e Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint procedures
and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed.

Project Mitigation Measure 4: Hazardous Building Materials (PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1)

The project sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or di (2
ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEPH), such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of renovation, and that any
fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of.
Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated according to

applicable federal, state, and local laws.

[.  PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on June 19, 2014, and on
October 20, 2016, to adjacent occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and to
interested parties. In response to the notifications, six commenters raised environmental concerns. These
concerns were over air quality (from traffic on I-80 and the Bay Bridge, and from idling buses and an
emergency generator on Federal Street), traffic (congestion on Federal Street, 2nd Street, and approaches
to the Bay Bridge), emergency access, historic resources, construction impacts on nearby businesses, and
noise, shading, and thermal efficiency effects on a nearby building. These concerns were taken into
consideration during environmental review and are addressed in the appropriate topical areas above.
Non-CEQA related comments that concern project design and Planning Code compliance were
forwarded to the planner reviewing the entitlement application, who is taking these comments into
consideration during project review.

J. COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

During the CP-PMND appeal period, the Planning Department received an appeal letter from a resident
of at 355 Bryant Street. The appeal, which was subsequently withdrawn, is included as Appendix A to
this document. The neighbor expressed concerns about the project’s construction impacts to 355 Bryant

Street, which is an 11-unit live/work building approximately 80 feet northeast of the project site and an

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 68



Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation 77-85 Federal Street
August 17, 2017 2012.1410E

identified historic resource. To ensure that the historic resource at 355 Bryant Street would not be
impacted by construction vibration, Project Mitigation Measure 1 on pp. 33 and 66 has been revised.

After the close of the CP-PMND comment period, the Planning Department received a comment letter
from another interested party who expressed concern that the proposed garage accessed from De Boom
Street would generate significant traffic problems (see Appendix A). The transportation analysis on
pp. 35-41 considers the proposed project’s vehicle trip generation and garage access from De Boom Street
and concludes that the project’'s 65 pm peak hour vehicle trips would not result in significant
transportation impacts.

The 355 Bryant Street resident also expressed concerns about pedestrian and cyclist safety along Federal

and De Boom Streets and made several recommendations:

e Open the alley between the ends of Federal and De Boom Streets to vehicles.
e Redesign the project to allow for a parking set back or pull-in along the Federal Street entrance to

the site.

o Construct an alley between the project site and the adjacent site to the west, also owned by the

same owner of 77-85 Federal Street.

The alley between the ends of Federal and De Boom Streets (referenced in the first bullet point above) is
privately owned paved open space that is part of the 60 Federal Street (Academy of Art) and 274
Brannan Street (historic warehouse) properties. Used as an outdoor recreational area with benches,
chairs, tables, and an umbrella, pedestrians may pass between the ends of Federal and De Boom Streets
but the paved area is not a public right-of-way that could be made accessible to vehicles.

Vehicles would approach the 77-85 Federal Street project site from either Federal Street or from De Boom
Street (where the project’'s 26 vehicle parking spaces and two commercial loading spaces would be
accessed). A passenger zone along Federal Street would not reduce the number of vehicles accessing
Federal Street. The dead end street that requires a three-point turn to exit is an existing condition that
would continue with or without the project. As discussed on p. 40, the increase in vehicles that travel
along De Boom and Federal Streets would not be substantial enough to create potentially hazardous
conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists. Therefore, such measures as suggested by the commenter are not
required to reduce any environmental impact to less than significant. CEQA does not require, or allow
for, an agency to impose mitigation measures for environmental impacts that are less than significant.

K. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study — community plan evaluation:

[l Ifind that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and the project would not result in environmental effects not
already identified as significant effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. A CERTIFICATE
OF DETERMINATION-COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION will be prepared.
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DX I find that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and although the proposed project could have a significant effect on
the environment not previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ 1 Ifind that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and at least one effect of the project has not been previously
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and is either 1) peculiar to the project or the
project site, 2) is a potentially significant off-site or cumulative impact, or 3) is a significant
effect resulting from substantial new information that was not known at the time the PEIR was
certified and would be more a more severe effect than was analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
for
John Rahaim
DATE Director of Planning

L. INITIAL STUDY — COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION PREPARERS

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning Division
165 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson
Senior Environmental Planner: Jessica Range

Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling
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J. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study — community plan evaluation:

[ I find that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and the project would not result in environmental effects not
already identified as significant effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. A CERTIFICATE
OF DETERMINATION-COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION will be prepared.

D] I find that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and although the proposed project could have a significant effect on
the environment not previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] Ifind that the proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the
project site in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the project sponsor will undertake
feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-
related significant effects, and at least one effect of the project has not been previously
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and is either 1) peculiar to the project or the
project site, 2) is a potentially significant off-site or cumulative impact, or 3) is a significant
effect resulting from substantial new information that was not known at the time the PEIR was
certified and would be more a more severe effect than was analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

Sae Yo —

Lisa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer
for

John Rahaim

DATE 9, / 3/ ,/ [+ Director of Planning

K. INITIAL STUDY - COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION PREPARERS

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco

Environmental Planning Division

165 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson
Senior Environmental Planner: Jessica Range
Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling
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From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

To: Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC)

Subject: FW: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor
Date: Monday, June 12, 2017 9:10:29 AM
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Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist

Planning Department|City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9108 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or
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From: Siobhan Vignoles [mailto:svignoles@swigco.com]

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2017 10:04 AM

To: Julie Zaoui; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: RE: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

I'm using Mimecast to share large files with you. Please see the attached instructions.

Hello Jeanie,

We appreciate your response. Federal Street has become very congested. Recently, the City
notified the Academy of Art University that their vehicles can no longer stop on 2" Street and must
pick up & drop off on Federal Street. These vehicles park in the No Parking zones all along Federal
Street and use our garage ramp to make the tricky U-turn. We are reviewing our options for

installing a boom gate at the top of our ramp, leaving less room for the U-turn.

| attached a few videos showing the activity on an average day. With the 100s of new occupants
expected at 77/85 Federal Street, there will only be an increased number of Ubers and deliveries to
their front door on Federal.

Please review and advise us on how the City will handle traffic on Federal Street.

Thanks very much in advance,
Siobhan

Siobhan Vignoles
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Sr. Property Manager

The Swig Company

501 Second Street, Suite 210
San Francisco, CA 94107
Office: 415.615.0501
Direct : 415.615.0355

From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) [mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org]

Sent: Friday, February 03, 2017 9:52 AM

To: Julie Zaoui

Cc: Siobhan Vignoles; Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: RE: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

Hi Julie,

That’s right. The memo is documentation that the project doesn’t meet the threshold of requiring a
transportation impact report.

While the project is expected to add vehicle trips, it’s unlikely that there would be any additional

traffic along Federal Street because vehicles would access the on-site parking via 29 Street to De
Boom Street and wouldn’t enter Federal Street since it’s a dead-end street with no vehicle access to
the building.

Thanks,
Jeanie

From: Julie Zaoui [mailto:jzaoui@swigco.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2017 4:46 PM

To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
Cc: Siobhan Vignoles; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: RE: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

Thank you for this.

The memo doesn’t discuss anything with regards to car traffic that would be increased along Federal
St. due to the increased building SF. Do | understand correctly that under the ENV Case section,
because the box “TIS / Memo is not required”, that there won’t be any further studies needed?

Sorry if I'm not reading this correctly — I’'m just trying to understand. THanks!

Julie Zaoui

Property Manager

The Swig Company

501 Second Street, Suite 210
San Francisco, CA 94107

O: (415) 615-0501

F: (415) 615-0596
jzaoui@swigco.com
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From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC) [mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2017 3:16 PM

To: Julie Zaoui
Cc: Siobhan Vignoles; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: RE: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

Hilulie,

I've attached the transportation memo. The project changed since 2013, and vehicle access to the
garage is from De Boom Street and not from Federal Street. | will send you a link to the
environmental document when it’s published. Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Thanks,

Jeanie Poling

Environmental Planner

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9072 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e 0 & X

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2017 3:03 PM

To: Julie Zaoui

Cc: Siobhan Vignoles; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

Subject: RE: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

Hi Julie,

Thanks for your email. We anticipate bringing this project to hearing in mid-May 2017. | am
currently looking at Commission dates on May 17t for the Historic Preservation Commission and

May 18 for the Planning Commission.

I've copied the environmental planner, Jeanie Poling, on this email. Jeanie can help address some of
the questions on the transportation.

Rich

Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist

Planning Department | City and County of San Francisco
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Direct: 415—575—9108|Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org
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From: Julie Zaoui [mailto:jzaoui@swigco.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2017 1:50 PM

To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: Siobhan Vignoles
Subject: 77/85 Federal St Development - Questions from Neighbor

Hi Richard,

We're a neighbor of 77/85 Federal St, at 501 2" Street. The back of our building is on Federal

Street, which includes access to the 501 nd

parking spaces and garage.
We were contacted by Aralon a few months back and invited to a meeting at their building to
discuss their upcoming/proposed development.

In looking at the PPA from 2013, | was curious about if any further transportation studies have been
done for this project, in particular with regards to Federal Street.

Increasing the size of 77/85 Federal will increase the amount of traffic on Federal St, so we’d like to
see what is going to be required of Aralon / what the City will do to help keep traffic flowing after
the development is finished.

Also what is the current timeline of this project? Is there a date for commission hearing?

Thanks,

Julie Zaoui

Property Manager

The Swig Company

501 Second Street, Suite 210
San Francisco, CA 94107

O: (415) 615-0501

F: (415) 615-0596
jzaoui@swigco.com
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From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

To: Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC)

Subject: FW: 77-85 Federal Street | Case: 2012.1410
Date: Monday, June 12, 2017 9:10:10 AM
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FYI

Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist

Planning Department|City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415—575—9108|Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or
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From: Shelley Parsons [mailto:shellstarrocks@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 8:14 AM

To: Range, Jessica (CPC)

Cc: MacPherson, Scott (PUC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: Re: 77-85 Federal Street | Case: 2012.1410

Dear Jessica—

Thank you for your response with respect to the Environment Impact Report for the Proposal
stated above. | would like a copy of the report once it has been completed. Additionally, | am
hoping you can assist me with the following.

A group of concerned home owners from our building have been assessing the Preliminary
Project Assessment dated February 15, 2013.
Attached PDF for your reference.

Point 17 refers to the Narrow Street Height Provision, and Planning Code Section 261.1
specifies that all subject frontages shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the
property line above a height equivalent to 1.25 times the width of the abutting narrow
street. No part or feature of a building may penetrate the required setback plane. Please
ensure that the project is in compliance with this requirement. This requirement is not
variable.

Can you please provide me with an electronic copy of the building plans, including
elevations, indicating that the proposed building complies with this Planning Department
Code?

Thank you for your time,
Shelley Parsons
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Preliminary Project Assessment

Date: February 15, 2013

Case No.: 2012.1410U

Project Address: 77 - 85 Federal Street

Block/Lot: 3774/071 & 072

Zoning: MUO (Mixed-Use Office) Zoning District
South End Historic District
65-X

Area Plan: Eastern Neighborhoods, East SoMa

Bruce D. Baumann

415-551-7884

Andrea Contreras — 415-575-9044
andrea.contreras@sfgov.org
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DISCLAIMERS:

Please be advised that this determination does not constitute an application for development with the
Planning Department. It also does not represent a complete review of the proposed project, a project
approval of any kind, or in any way supersede any required Planning Department approvals listed
below. The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the proposed project once
the required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning
Department, some are at the discretion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commission or Historic
Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City
agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Department of Public Works, Department of
Public Health, and others. The information included herein is based on plans and information provided
for this assessment and the Planning Code, General Plan, Planning Department policies, and
local/state/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of which are subject to change.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposal is to merge Lots 071 and 072 on Assessor’s Block 3774, demolish the two existing office
buildings, and construct a five-story-over-basement, 65-foot tall commercial building with retail (fitness)
use at the ground floor and basement level. The existing buildings totaling 17,116 square feet on the
16,047 square foot project site were constructed circa 1950. The proposed new 80,235 square foot office
building would include office space and fitness space fronting onto Federal Street. A basement-level
garage accessible from De Boom Street would provide 29 parking spaces, two off-street loading spaces,
bicycle parking spaces and secondary access to the fitness space. The existing curb cut on De Boom Street
would be reduced in size and relocated to the western edge of the southern property line. The project site
is located in the East SoMa neighborhood and within the South End Historic District.
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2012.1410U
85 Federal Street

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The project initially requires the following environmental review. This review may be done in
conjunction with the required approvals listed below, but must be completed before any project approval
may be granted:

Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that projects that are
consistent with the development density established by a community plan for which an environmental
impact report (EIR) was certified do not require additional environmental review, except as necessary to
determine the presence of project-specific significant effects not identified in the programmatic plan area
EIR.

The proposed project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which was evaluated in the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Report EIR certified
in 2008." Since the proposed project is consistent with the development density identified in the area plan,
it is eligible for community plan exemption (CPE). Within the CPE process, there can be three different
outcomes, as follows:

1. CPE Only. In this case, all potentially significant project-specific and cumulatively considerable
environmental impacts are fully consistent with significant impacts identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Report EIR
(“Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR”), meaning there would be no new “peculiar” significant impacts
unique to the proposed project. In these situations, all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA
findings from the underlying Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR are applied to the proposed project,
and a CPE checklist and certificate is prepared. With this outcome, the applicable fees, based on
the current fee schedule, in addition to the Environmental Document Determination of $13,004
are: (a) the $ 7,216 CPE certificate fee; and (b) a proportionate share fee for recovery of costs
incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR.

2. CPE and Focused Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. One or more new peculiar
significant impacts of the proposed project specific to the site or the project proposal are
identified that were not identified in the underlying plan area EIR. If any new significant impacts
of the proposed project can be mitigated, then a focused Mitigated Negative Declaration to
address these impacts is prepared together with a supporting CPE certificate to address all other
impacts that were encompassed by the underlying plan area EIR, with all pertinent mitigation
measures and CEQA findings from the underlying plan area EIR also applied to the proposed
project. With this outcome, the applicable fees, based on the current fee schedule, in addition to
the Environmental Document determination of $13,004 are: (a) the standard environmental
evaluation (EE) fee based on the cost of construction; and (b) a proportionate share fee for
recovery for costs incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods FEIR.

3. CPE and Focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR). One or more new peculiar significant
impacts of the proposed project specific to the site or the project proposal are identified that was

! Available for review on the Planning Department’s Area Plan EIRs web page: http://www sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893.
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not identified in the underlying plan area EIR. If any new significant impacts of the proposed
project cannot be mitigated, then a focused EIR to address these impacts is prepared together
with a supporting CPE certificate to address all other impacts that were encompassed by the
underlying plan area EIR, with all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the
underlying area plan EIR also applied to the proposed project. With this outcome, the applicable
fees, based on the current fee schedule, in addition to the Environmental Document
Determination of $13,004 are: (a) the standard environmental evaluation (EE) fee based on the
cost of construction; (b) one-half of the standard EIR fee; and (c) a proportionate share fee for
recovery of costs incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods FEIR.

In order to begin formal environmental review, please submit an Environmental Evaluation Application.
See “Studies for Project inside of Adopted Plan Areas — Community Plan Fees” on page 2 of the current
Fee Schedule for calculation of environmental application fees.

Potentially significant project environmental impacts that were identified in and pertinent mitigation
measures and CEQA findings from the underlying Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR may be applicable to the
proposed project. It appears that several mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods FEIR would apply to the proposed project as described in the preliminary review below. In
addition, the following topic areas would require additional study to identify potentially significant
impacts not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR:

e  Transportation. The project site is within the vicinity of the Second Street Improvement Project, which
is a joint project between the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the
Department of Public Works (DPW), and the Planning Department. The project’s goals are to
improve Second Street, from Market to King streets, for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit. The project
includes repaving, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) curb ramp upgrades, and other streetscape
improvements. While it does not appear that a transportation study would be necessary for the
proposed 77-85 Federal Street project, further coordination will be required with City staff regarding
site access and circulation, particularly as it relates to consistency between this project and the Second
Street Improvement Project. This coordination will occur upon submittal of the Environmental
Evaluation Application and will include Ellen Robinson of SFMTA, Project Manager of the Second
Street Improvement Project, and the Planning Department’s Transportation Planning staff.

Additionally, SEMTA has conducted an initial review of the proposed site circulation plan and offers
the following preliminary comments:

Driveways. The current plan shows vehicle access via a driveway located off De Boom Street.
SFMTA prefers garage access be relocated to Federal Street. Staff also encourages a raised
crosswalk at the alley intersection of Second Street and Federal Street. Further comments
regarding circulation will be provided during environmental review.

e  Historic Architectural Resources. According to Planning Department records, the two existing
buildings on the project site that are proposed for demolition were constructed circa 1950, making
them over 50 years old at the time of this review. The buildings were evaluated in an area-wide
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historical resources survey and found to be located within the boundaries of the South End Historic
District. The buildings were found to be non-contributing resources to this historic district, which is
designated in Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code and also recognized as a historic district
within the National Register of Historic Places. As such, new construction would need to be
evaluated for its compatibility with the surrounding historic district. To assist in the analysis of the
proposed project, which includes demolition of the non-contributing resources and new construction,
the Planning Department requires a Historic Resource Evaluation Report to be prepared by a
qualified professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards
in Historic Architecture or Architectural History. The qualified professional must be selected from
one of three historic resource consultants assigned by the Planning Department during the submittal
of the Environmental Evaluation Application.

Instructions on completing this report are included in “San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16:
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic
Resources.” The preservation bulletin is available at www.sfplanning.org under: “Plans & Programs”
“Historic Preservation” “Preservation Bulletins.” Prior to initiating this report, please consult with
Department Preservation Staff on the scope of work for this report.

e Hazardous Materials. The project site is located within a Maher area as mapped by the Department of
Public Health (DPH). The Maher Area encompasses the area of San Francisco bayward of a historic,
pre-1906 Earthquake high tide line. This area of San Francisco was largely created by fill consisting
primarily of debris associated with the 1906 Earthquake and Bay reclamation. The Maher Ordinance
applies to that portion of the City bayward of the original high tide line, where past industrial uses
and fill associated with the 1906 earthquake and bay reclamation often left hazardous waste residue
in soils and groundwater. The ordinance requires that soils must be analyzed for hazardous wastes if
more than 50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed. The City adopted Ordinance 253-86 (signed by
the Mayor on June 27, 1986), which requires analyzing soil for hazardous wastes within specified
areas, known as the Maher area, when over 50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed and on sites
specifically designated by the Director of Public Works.

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment should be prepared to determine the potential for site
contamination and the level of exposure risk associated with the project, and one electronic and two
hard copies submitted with the Environmental Evaluation Application. The Phase I will determine
whether any additional analysis (e.g., a Phase II soil sampling) will be necessary. Review of the Phase
I and any additional studies recommended by the Phase I would require oversight from the San
Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), which may recommend that the project sponsor enroll
in its Voluntary Remedial Action Program. Such recommendations would likely be required site-
specific mitigation measures of “peculiar,” site-specific impacts and a Focused Initial Study could be
required. If so, the Initial Study will help determine that either: (1) the project is issued a Negative
Declaration stating that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment, or (2) an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required to analyze the project’s significance on the
environment. DPH can assist the project sponsor in identifying measures to reduce any significant
impacts to a less-than-significant impact. Please note that the DPH charges a fee for their review.
More information on DPH’s Voluntary Remedial Action Program may be found at
http://www.stdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/hazWasteVoluntaryRemedial.asp.
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A copy of the studies, if available, should be included with the Environmental Evaluation
Application package. Please note that the studies must be completed and submitted to the
Department as part of the project’s administrative files before environmental clearance is issued.

Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials would be applicable to
the proposed project. This mitigation measure requires subsequent projects to properly dispose of
any polychlorinated biphyenols (PCB) such as florescent light ballasts or any other hazardous
building materials in accordance with applicable local, state and federal laws. Application of this
mitigation measures would reduce any disposal of construction materials impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

e Archeological Resources. Archeological studies are dependent on many circumstances. If the site is
found to be sensitive, less ground disturbance may trigger mitigation requirements prescribed in the
Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. The proposed project would likely include excavation for foundation
work to a depth of 15 feet which requires an archeological study per the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR.
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR was programmatic and did not analyze specific development projects
in the project area; therefore, specific physical project evaluations would undergo individual
environmental review in accord with Mitigation Measure J-2: Properties with No Previous Studies.
Implementation of this prescribed mitigation measure would reduce the potential adverse effect on
archeological resources of the project area to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure J-2
requires preparation of a Preliminary Archeological Sensitivity Study prepared by an archeological
consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The Sensitivity
Study should: 1) determine the historical use of the project site based on any previous archeological
documentation and Sanborn maps; 2) determine types of archeological resources/properties that may
have been located within the project site and whether the archeological resources/property types
would potentially be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); 3)
determine if 19 or 20t century soils-disturbing activities may have adversely affected the identified
potential archeological resources; 4) assess potential project effects in relation to the depth of any
identified potential archeological resource; and 5) assess whether any CRHR-eligible archeological
resources could be adversely affected by the proposed project and recommend appropriate further
action.

This mitigation measure requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified archeological
consultant to undertake a preliminary archeological sensitivity study under the direction of Planning
Department staff prior to project construction. The Planning Department’s list of approved
archeological consultants is available at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/filess/MEA/Archeological Review consultant pool.pdf. The qualified professional
must be selected from one of three qualified consultants assigned by the Planning Department after
the submittal of the Environmental Evaluation Application. Prior to initiating this report, please
consult with Department’s Staff Archeologist on the scope of work.

o Air Quality (AQ) Analysis. The proposed project involves construction of a 82,783 square-foot
building, which does not exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD)
construction or operational screening levels for criteria air pollutants. Therefore an analysis of the
project’s criteria air pollutant emissions is not likely to be required.
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The project proposes demolition and construction across a 0.4 acre project site. Project-related
demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that
could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. To reduce construction dust impacts,
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco
Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance
(Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated
during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the
general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to
stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). Pursuant to the Construction Dust
Ordinance, the proposed project would be required to prepare a Construction Dust Control Plan for
review and approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) or comply with
applicable dust control requirements outlined in the ordinance.

In addition to construction dust, demolition and construction activities would require the use of
heavy-duty diesel equipment which emit diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM is a designated toxic
air contaminant, which may affect sensitive receptors located up to and perhaps beyond 300 feet from
the project site. As a result, if the construction of the proposed project requires the use of off-road
construction equipment, implementation of Construction Emissions Minimization measures would
be required in compliance to Mitigation Measure G-1: Construction Air Quality as identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR.

Further, if the proposed project includes a new operational source of toxic air contaminants such as a
diesel back-up generator, the proposed project would be required to implement Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) measures in addition to Mitigation Measure G-3: Siting of Uses that
Emit DPM as identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR.

e Noise. The project is not expected to result in any peculiar impacts not identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods FEIR, especially if Noise Mitigation Measures F-1, F-2: Construction Noise and F-5:
Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, and F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments are applied.
Application of these mitigation measures would reduce any construction-related impacts to a less-
than-significant level. Mitigation Measure F-1: Construction Noise applies to development projects
within proximity to noise-sensitive uses that would include pile-driving. As currently proposed, the
project would likely include a mat slab foundation design which would not involve pile driving.
Should the foundation design evolve to include pile driving, Mitigation Measure F-1 would apply.
This mitigation measure requires: 1) individual project sponsors to take measures to reduce
construction-related noise and vibration. Project sponsors shall ensure that piles be pre-drilled
wherever feasible to reduce construction-related noise and vibration; 2) no impact pile drivers shall
be used unless absolutely necessary; 3) contractors would be required to use pile-driving equipment
with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices; 4) the use of sonic or vibratory sheetpile
drivers, rather than impact drivers, shall be used wherever sheetpiles are needed; and. 5) individual
project sponsors shall also require that contractors schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day
that would minimize disturbance to neighbors.

Mitigation Measure F-2: Construction Noise applies to development projects where a determination
has been made that construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned
construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses. If a determination is made, the Planning
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Department shall require that the project sponsors develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation
measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. This may be the case given the
residential land uses within 400 feet of the project site to the west. Prior to commencing construction,
a plan for such measures shall be submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to ensure that
the maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. The Plan should include as many of the
following control strategies as feasible: 1) erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a
construction site, particularly where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses; 2) utilize noise control
blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise emission from the site; 3)
evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise reduction
capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; 4) monitor the effectiveness of noise
attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; and 5) post signs on-site pertaining to permitted
construction days and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem,
with telephone numbers listed.

Mitigation Measure F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses applies to new developments including
commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of
ambient noise, either short-term, at nighttime, or as a 24-hour average, in the proposed project site
vicinity. Given that the proposed project submitted for review consists of a commercial building
which may contain noise generating uses (for example rooftop equipment) and residential
development exists within 400 feet of the project site, this measure may apply. If it is determined that
the potential for noise impacts could exist; Mitigation Measure F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses
would be required. To reduce potential conflicts between existing sensitive receptors and new noise-
generating uses the project sponsor is required to prepare an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a
site survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-
sight to, the project site, and include at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise
level readings taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis
shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and /or engineering and shall
demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would comply with the use
compatibility requirements in the general plan and San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the
Police Code), would not adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that there are no particular
circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise
levels that would be generated by the proposed use. Should concerns be present, the Department
may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by a qualified acoustical analyst or
engineer prior to the first project approval action.

Mitigation Measure F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments would also apply in order to protect
the project’s common open space from existing ambient noise levels. Compliance with this mitigation
measure requires that site design consider elements that would shield on-site open space from the
greatest noise sources and/or construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open space.

e  Flood Notification. This lot is on a block that has the potential to flood during storms. Contact Cliff
Wong at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) at (415) 554-8339 regarding the
following requirements. Applicants for building permits for either new construction, change of use
or change of occupancy, or for major alterations or enlargements shall be referred to the SFPUC at the
beginning of the process, for a review to determine whether the project would result in ground level
flooding during storms. The side sewer connection permits for such projects need to be reviewed
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and approved by the SFPUC at the beginning of the review process for all permit applications
submitted to the Planning Department, the Department of Building Inspection, or the Redevelopment
Agency. The SFPUC and/or its delegate (SFDPW, Hydraulics Section) will review the permit
application and comment on the proposed application and the potential for flooding during wet
weather. The permit applicant shall refer to PUC requirements for information required for the
review of projects in flood prone areas. Requirements may include provision of a pump station for
the sewage flow, raised elevation of entryways, and/or special sidewalk construction and the
provision of deep gutters.

e  Shadow Study. The proposed project would result in construction of a building 40 feet or greater in
height. The project, therefore, would require the preparation of a shadow fan analysis. If the shadow
fan analysis prepared by Planning Department staff determines that the project could cast shadows
on recreational resources, a detailed shadow study (prepared by a qualified consultant) would be
required. The consultant would be required to prepare a proposed scope of work for review and
approval by the Environmental Planning case manager prior to preparing the analysis.

o Greenhouse Gas Compliance Checklist for Private Development Projects. Potential environmental effects
related to greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project need to be addressed in a project’s
environmental evaluation. An electronic version of the Greenhouse Gas Compliance Checklist Table
1 for Private Development Projects is available on the Planning Department’s website at
http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1886. The project sponsor would be required to submit
the completed table regarding project compliance with the identified regulations and provide project-
level details in the discussion column. This information will be reviewed by the environmental

planner during the environmental review process to determine if the project would comply with San
Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Projects that do not comply with an ordinance or
regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy.

e Geotechnical. Per the Planning Department GIS database, the project site is not located in a
liquefaction or landslide hazard zone, and is likely underlain by Pleistocene alluvium. An
investigation of geotechnical and soil conditions is required to make a determination as to whether
the project would result in any environmental impacts related to structural damage, ground
subsidence, liquefaction, landslides, and surface sediment. To assist our staff in their determination, it
is recommended that you provide a copy of the geotechnical investigation with boring logs for the
proposed project. This study will also help inform the archeological review.

o Stormwater Management. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project sponsor is required to
prepare and submit a Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) to the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) Wastewater Enterprise, Urban Watershed Management Program. The SCP
shall demonstrate compliance with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines. The project’s
environmental evaluation would generally evaluate how and where the implementation of required
stormwater management and low-impact design approaches would reduce potential negative effects
of stormwater runoff. This may include environmental factors such as the natural hydrologic system,
city sewer collection system, and receiving body water quality. For more information on the SFPUC’s
stormwater management requirements, see http://stormwater.sfwater.org.
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e Tree Disclosure Affidavit. The Department of Public Works Code Section 8.02-8.11 requires disclosure
and protection of landmark, significant, and street trees located on private and public property. Any
tree identified in the Disclosure Statement must be shown on the Site Plans with size of the trunk
diameter, tree height, and accurate canopy drip line. Please submit an Affidavit with the
Environmental Evaluation Application and ensure trees are appropriately shown on site plans.

e  Wind. Wind impacts are generally caused by large building masses extending substantially above
their surroundings, and by buildings oriented such that a large wall catches a prevailing wind,
particularly if such a wall includes little or no articulation. Typically, buildings that are less than 80
feet tall do not result in substantial changes to ground-level wind. The proposed project would be up
to 65 feet in height, therefore no additional analysis of wind impacts will be required.

e Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review. Notice is required to be sent to occupants of
properties adjacent to the project site and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site at the
initiation of the Community Plan Exemption process. Please provide these mailing labels at the time
of submittal of the Environmental Evaluation Application.

If any of the additional analyses determine that mitigation measures not identified in the area plan EIR
are required to address peculiar impacts, the environmental document will be a community plan
exemption plus a focused initial study/mitigated negative declaration. If the additional analyses identify
impacts that cannot be mitigated, the environmental document will be a community plan exemption with
a focused initial study/EIR. A community plan exemption and a community plan exemption plus a
focused initial study/mitigated negative declaration can be prepared by Planning Department staff, but a
community plan exemption with a focused initial study/EIR would need to be prepared by a consultant
on  the Planning Department’s environmental consultant pool (http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/filess/MEA/Environmental consultant pool.pdf). You will be provided with a list of

three consulting firms from which to choose.

Please see “Studies for Project inside of Adopted Plan Areas - Community Plan Fees” in the Planning
Department’s current Fee Schedule for Applications. Environmental evaluation applications are available at
the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:

The project requires the following Planning Department approvals. These approvals may be reviewed in
conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until after the required
environmental review is completed.

1. A Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission is required per
Planning Code Section 1006. Since the subject property is located within the South End Historic
District, the Historic Preservation Commission will review and approve the demolition of the existing
non-contributing property and the new construction.

2. A Large Project Authorization from the Planning Commission is required per Planning Code Section

329 for new construction over 25,000 gross square feet.
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3. An Office Allocation from the Planning Commission is required per Planning Code Section 321,
since the project would seek to authorize more than 25,000 gross square feet of office space.

4. Building Permit Application(s) are required for the demolition and new construction.

All applications are available in the lobby of Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street Suite 400; at the
Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street; and online at www.sfplanning.org. Building Permit

applications are available at the Department of Building Inspection at 1660 Mission Street.

NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH:

Project Sponsors are encouraged to conduct public outreach with the surrounding community and
neighborhood groups early in the development process. Additionally, many approvals require a public
hearing with an associated neighborhood notification. Differing levels of neighborhood notification are
mandatory for some or all of the reviews and approvals listed above.

This project is required to conduct a pre-application meeting with surrounding neighbors and registered
neighborhood groups before a development application may be filed with the Planning Department. The
pre-application packet, which includes instructions and template forms, is available at
www.sfplanning.org. All registered neighborhood group mailing lists may also be found at the Planning

Department’s website.

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:

The following comments address specific Planning Code and other general issues that may significantly
impact the proposed project:

1. Eastern Neighborhoods: East SoMa Area Plan: The proposed project is located within the
boundaries of the East SoMa Area Plan of the Eastern Neighborhoods, and will be reviewed against
the objectives and policies contained therein. Overall, the proposed project appears consistent with
the objectives and policies of the East SoMa Area Plan.

2. The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee applies to the Project: These fees shall be
charged on a Tier basis. Fees shall be assessed per net new gross square footage on residential and
non-residential uses within the Plan Area. Fees shall be assessed on mixed use projects according to
the gross square feet of each use in the project. The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee
shall be paid before the City issues a first construction document, with an option for the project
sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to
pay a deferral surcharge in accordance with Section 107A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code.

3. Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits: Project sponsors may
propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City may enter
into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern
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Neighborhoods Impact Fee from the Planning Commission. This process is further explained in
Section 412.3(d) and Section 423.3(d) of the Planning Code, as well as in the following Department
resource:

http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8601

4. Gross Floor Area: Planning Code Section 102.9 provides a definition of gross floor area. Please
provide the gross floor area calculations for the proposed project according to the Planning Code
definition.

5. Floor Area Ratio: Planning Code Section 124 outlines the requirements for floor area ratio (FAR). The
project site would be subject to an FAR of 5.0 to 1. Based upon available information, the existing site
measures 16,046 square feet, and the proposed project would construct a total of 82,783 square feet.
Currently, the proposed project appears to exceed the permitted floor area ratio. Please refine the
project to meet this requirement.

6. Open Space: Planning Code Section 135.3 outlines an open space requirement for non-residential
uses within Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning Districts. For office use, 1 square foot of
usable open space is required for 50 square feet of occupied floor area of new, converted or added
square footage. For retail use, 1 square foot of useable open space is required for 250 square feet of
occupied floor area of new, converted or added square footage. The project appears to meet the open
space requirement with the new proposed fifth floor roof deck. The Project Sponsor will need to
provide the square footage for this roof deck.

7. San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance: The proposed project is subject to the San Francisco
Green Landscaping Ordinance, which assists in articulating Planning Code Sections 138.1. This code
section outlines a provision for adding street trees for new construction. A 24-inch box size street tree
would be required for each 20 feet of frontage of the property along each street or alley, with any
remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an additional tree. Based on the street
frontage, it appears that five street trees would be required along Federal Street and four street trees
would be required along De Boom Street. Existing trees on the project site would apply towards the
street tree requirement. Please ensure that the proposed project is in compliance with this code
section by providing an updated site plan showing landscaping and street trees. If DPW determines
that new street trees would not be permitted along De Boom or Federal Street, the Project Sponsor
may pay an in-lieu fee, as specified in Planning Code Section 428.

8. Street Frontage: Planning Code Section 145.1 outlines requirements for street frontages to ensure that
they are pedestrian-oriented, fine-grained, and are appropriate and compatible with the surrounding
buildings. Please ensure that the ground floor street frontage meets these requirements as related to
use, height, transparency, fenestration, gates, railings and grillwork.

Specifically, the project currently meets the requirements for parking and loading entrances, active
uses, ground floor ceiling height, transparency and fenestration, and street-facing ground-level
spaces.

SAN FRANGISCO 11
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8601



Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2012.1410U

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

85 Federal Street

Shadow: Planning Code Section 147 states that a shadow analysis is required for any project over 50
feet in height in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area. The preliminary analysis for the proposed
project indicates that it would not cast shadow on any nearby park. Therefore, further shadow
analysis is not required.

Parking: Planning Code Section 151.1 outlines the requirement for parking within the MUO Zoning
District. For office use, parking is limited to seven percent of the square footage dedicated to office
use. For retail use, parking is limited to 1 off-street parking space for every 1,500 square feet of retail
space. Currently, the Project provides 26 off-street parking spaces contained within a below grade
garage. Please specify how this amount of parking meets the requirements of Planning Code Section
151.1. Based on the current plans, the off-street parking spaces appear to be appropriately located
below-ground and within a series of stackers.

Off-Street Freight Loading: Planning Code Section 152.1 outlines the requirements for off-street
freight loading parking space within the MUO Zoning District. For retail use between 10,001 square
feet and 30,000 square feet, the proposed project is required to provide one off-street freight loading
parking space.

Bicycle Parking: Planning Code Section 155.4 provides requirements for bicycle parking in new
commercial development. A total of six bicycle parking spaces would be required for the new office
use. Please identify the amount of bicycle parking spaces provided within the proposed project. The
current plans do not specify the amount of bicycle parking.

Please note that currently the bicycle parking requirements in the Code are under review for
significant changes that would likely affect the requirements for this project. The Planning
Commission initiated these changes in August 2012 and an adoption date is pending. For review of
potential changes, please see: http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.0397T.pdf. These

proposals are currently under review and are subject to change. The minimum amount and type of
bicycle parking will be required to be provided.

Transportation Management Program: Planning Code Section 163 outlines requirements for an on-
site transportation brokerage service for projects involving new, converted or added floor area of
office use for properties within the MUO Zoning District with at least 25,000 square feet. Prior to the
Certificate of Occupancy, the Applicant must execute an agreement with the Planning Department
for on-site transportation brokerage services and a transportation management program. This
agreement will be approved by the Planning Director.

Car Sharing: Planning Code Section 166 outlines a car-sharing parking space requirement for newly
constructed commercial buildings. Based upon the number of provided parking spaces, the project
would be required to provide one car-sharing parking space. Please specify how the proposed project
meets this requirement.

Unbundled Parking: Planning Code Section 167 outlines a requirement for unbundled parking
spaces for newly constructed residential buildings of ten dwelling units or more. All off-street
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parking spaces accessory to residential uses shall be leased or sold separately from the rental or
purchase fees for dwelling units for the life of the dwelling units, such that potential renters or buyers
have the option of renting or buying a residential unit at a price lower than would be the case if there
were a single price for both the residential unit and the parking space. The Planning Commission
may grant an exception from this requirement for projects which include financing for affordable
housing that requires that costs for parking and housing be bundled together.

Diaper-Changing Stations: Planning Code Section 168 outlines the requirement for diaper-changing
stations for new construction proposing more than 5,000 square feet of retail use. Please ensure that
the project meets this Planning Code requirement.

Narrow Street Height Provisions: For projects within an Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning
District along a Narrow Street (a public right of way less than or equal to 40 feet in width, or any mid-
block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width), Planning Code Section 261.1 specifies that all
subject frontages shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height
equivalent to 1.25 times the width of the abutting narrow street. No part or feature of a building may
penetrate the required setback plane. Please ensure that the project is in compliance with this
requirement. This requirement is not variable.

Office Allocation: Per Planning Code Section 321, the proposed project would need to obtain an
Office Allocation Authorization from the Planning Commission. Please file an Office Allocation
Application, which may be downloaded from the Planning Department’s website.

Certificate of Appropriateness: Since the subject property is located within the boundaries of the
South End Historic District, which is a locally designated historic district listed in Article 10 of the
San Francisco Planning Code, the proposed project is required to obtain a Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA) from the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) for the demolition of the
existing building and the new construction.

Please refer to Article 10, Appendix I, Section 6 for the Standards for New Construction and
Alterations within the South End Historic District. In particular, the proposed design should be
refined to better relate to the proportion of mass to void and deeply recessed openings contained
within the surrounding historic district. At the ground floor, the Project should introduce more solid
materials to offset the amount of glazing, and better relate to the district’'s masonry character.

Large Project Authorization: Planning Code Section 329 outlines the requirements for a Large Project
Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning Districts. A Large Project Authorization
is required for new construction of more than 25,000 gross square feet. All large projects within the
MUO Zoning District are subject to review by the Planning Commission in an effort to achieve the
objectives and policies of the General Plan, the applicable Design Guidelines and the Planning Code.

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fees: The Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee applies to the Project.
Fees shall be assessed on mixed use projects according to the gross square feet of each use in the
project.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee shall be paid before the City issues a first construction
document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge in accordance with Section
107A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code.

Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Project Sponsors may propose
to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City may enter into an
In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fee from the Planning Commission. This process is further explained in
Section 412.3(d) of the Planning Code.

More information on In-Kind Agreements can be found in the Application Packet for In-Kind
Agreement on the Planning Department website.

Jobs-Housing Linkage Program: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 413 et seq., the Jobs-Housing
Linkage Program fee will apply to this project.

Transit Impact Development Fee: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411 et seq., the Transit Impact
Development Fee will apply to this project. Please be aware that an ongoing process (the
Transportation Sustainability Program) may eventually replace the Transit Impact Development Fee.
You can find more information about this program here:
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3035

Public Art: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429 et seq., this project will be subject to the public art
requirements, since it involves new construction in excess of 25,000 square feet within the MUO
Zoning District.

First Source Hiring Agreement: A First Source Hiring Agreement is required for any project
proposing to construct 25,000 gross square feet or more. For more information, please contact:

Ken Nim, Workforce Compliance Officer

CityBuild, Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco

1 South Van Ness, San Francisco, CA 94102

Direct: 415.701.4853, Email: ken.nim@sfgov.org

Fax: 415.701.4897

Website: http://oewd.org/Workforce-Development.aspx

SFPUC Urban Watershed Management Program (UWMP): Projects disturbing 5,000 square feet or
more of ground surface are subject to the Stormwater Management Ordinance and must meet the
performance measures set within the Stormwater Design Guidelines and Appendixes. For more
information, please refer to: http://www.sfwater.org/sdg. Please cite how the proposed project will

meet this requirement.
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27. Recycled Water Ordinance: For new construction of 40,000 square feet or more or the addition of
10,000 square feet or more of irrigated space, plumbing systems must recycled water. For more
information, please contact the Department of Building Inspection.

PRELIMINARY DESIGN COMMENTS:

The following comments address preliminary design issues that may significantly impact the proposed
project:

1. Site Design, Massing, and Open Space: The building mass and form is sufficiently differentiated by
the incorporation of setbacks on the upper floors, which assist in meeting the narrow street
requirements.

As described in the “Environmental Review” section on page 2, SFMTA has conducted an initial
review of the proposed site circulation plan and prefers garage access be relocated to Federal Street.
Further comments regarding circulation will be provided during environmental review.

2. Architecture: The project must comply with the requirements for new construction within the South
End Landmark District, as outlined within Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code. To
strengthen the project’s compatibility with the surrounding district, the project should accentuate a
tripartite organization, including strengthening the base, and vertically modulating the facades with
a rhythm of solid columns, in order to emphasize the solid-to-void ratio. This rhythm should be
introduced on all levels. Overall the building facade exhibits a strong horizontality. There appears to
be several different approaches to the treatment of the glass. The Planning Department suggests that
the glazing system be developed to be more unified and balanced with solid columnar elements.

Additionally, the module of the building where the entrance is located could be differentiated to a
highlight the entry, using glazing to indicate a greater height at the entry, and/or reducing or
eliminating the balcony at the third floor.

The Planning Department recommends articulating or projecting the top to make a stronger roof
form.

3. Public Realm Improvements: Per Planning Code Section 138.1, the Planning Department may
require standard streetscape elements and sidewalk widening for the appropriate street type per the
Better Streets Plan, including landscaping, site furnishings, and/or corner curb extensions (bulb-outs)
at intersections (See Better Streets Plan Section 4 for Standard Improvements and Section 5.3 for bulb-
out guidelines). The project sponsor is required to submit a Streetscape Plan illustrating these
features, and the Department will work with the project sponsor and other relevant departments to
determine an appropriate streetscape design. Standard street improvement would be part of basic
project approvals and would not count for as credit towards in-kind contributions.

Please consider street improvements on Federal and DeBoom that include widening the sidewalks
and providing landscape and amenities, such as bike racks and seating. Per SFMTA request, as
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described on page 2 of this letter, please consider a raised crosswalk at the alley intersection of
Second Street and Federal Street. Further comments regarding public realm improvements will be
provided during environmental review.

PRELIMINARY PROJECT ASSESSMENT EXPIRATION:

This Preliminary Project Assessment is valid for a period of 18 months. An Environmental Evaluation,
Conditional Use Authorization, or Building Permit Application, as listed above, must be submitted no
later than August 15, 2014. Otherwise, this determination is considered expired and a new Preliminary
Project Assessment is required. Such applications and plans must be generally consistent with those
found in this Preliminary Project Assessment.

cc:  TMA LLC, Property Owner
Rich Sucre, Current Planning
Andrea Contreras, Environmental Planning

Kate McGee, Citywide Planning and Analysis
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On Mon, Jun 23, 2014 at 8:22 AM, Range, Jessica (CPC) <jessica.range@sfgov.org> wrote:
Dear Ms. Parsons,

Thank you for your email. | am copying the environmental coordinator for this project, Scott
MacPherson. The Planning Department is currently in the process of preparing the environmental
document. Please let Scott know if you wish to receive a copy of this document. Scott can also assist
you with questions pertaining to the schedule. You can reach Scott at (415) 551-4525. While it is
still early in the process, at this point the project may qualify for a Community Plan Exemption
because the project is located within the East SoMa Plan area and is consistent with the zoning
designations of this plan area.

Should you wish to appeal the environmental document once it has been prepared, the process for
appealing an exemption is dictated by Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code
(http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?
f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca). Should you wish to comment on other
aspects of the project, not related to the environmental review, please contact Rich Sucre at 575-
9108 (also copied here).

If you have any further questions, feel free to contact me.

Regards,

Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org

Web:www.sfplanning.or

B e 0 &6 X

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

From: Shelley Parsons [mailto:shellstarrocks@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:02 PM

To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Subject: 77-85 Federal Street | Case: 2012.1410

Dear Jessica—
I am a concerned resident and owner who will be negatively affected by this proposed
development, and am contacting you to understand the project status—and steps available to

me for appealing and affecting any progress.

Any additional information will be greatly appreciated.


mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org
tel:%28415%29%20551-4525
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
tel:415-558-6409
mailto:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://signup.sfplanning.org/
tel:415-558-6377
mailto:pic@sfgov.org
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
mailto:shellstarrocks@gmail.com

From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

To: Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC)

Subject: FW: 77-85 Federal Street | Case: 2012.1410
Date: Monday, June 12, 2017 9:10:16 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist

Planning Department|City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9108 | Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B 8 &

From: Shelley Parsons [mailto:shellstarrocks@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:18 PM

To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: 77-85 Federal Street | Case: 2012.1410

Dear Richard—

| am a resident and owner on Federal Street, and | have serious concerns about the impact of this
proposed development on the historic nature of our street—and neighborhood.

I'm contacting you to understand the project status, and find out whether there are steps available to
me to appeal—and affect—this development.

I'll follow up with a phone call this week, but any additional information will be greatly appreciated.

Kind regards,
Shelley Parsons
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From: Poling. Jeanie (CPC)

To: Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 77-85 Federal (21st Amendment Brewery)
Date: Monday, August 28, 2017 9:56:36 AM

----- Original Message-----

From: Robert K Strasser [mailto:rob@21st-amendment.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

Cc: Nico Freccia; Martin Harband

Subject: Re: 77-85 Federal (21st Amendment Brewery)

Thanks Jeanie, I'll attend the Sept 6th hearing. Martin, I'll give you a call later today to discuss. Thanks!

> On Aug 24, 2017, at 9:35 AM, Poling, Jeanie (CPC) <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org> wrote:

>

> Correction: today's meeting starts at 1, not noon. The project is the first item on the regular calendar,
so | expect it will begin around 1:15. The public gets to speak after the Planning Department, the
appellant, and the project sponsors speak for about 10 minutes each.

> e Original Message-----

> From: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

> Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:28 AM

> To: 'Robert K Strasser’

> Cc: Nico Freccia; Martin Harband

> Subject: RE: 77-85 Federal (21st Amendment Brewery)

>

> Hi Robert,

>

> You are welcome to come speak at any of these public hearings:
> CEQA appeal - today at noon.

> http://st-planning.org/meeting/planning-commission-august-24-2017-agen
> da Historic Preservation Commission - certificate of appropriateness
> for new construction in a historic district, scheduled for Sept 6

> Planning Commission - project approvals, scheduled for Sept 14
>

> Thanks,

> Jeanie Poling

> Environmental Planner

> Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco

> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

> Direct: 415-575-9072

> - Original Message-----

> From: Robert K Strasser [mailto:rob@21st-amendment.com]

> Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:56 PM

> To: Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

> Cc: Nico Freccia; Martin Harband

> Subject: RE: 77-85 Federal (21st Amendment Brewery)

>

> Hi Jeanie, | was forwarded some of your emails to Martin Harband. My name is Rob Strasser and I'm
the General Manager of 21st Amendment Brewery on 2nd St & Deboom. I'm very concerned about how
this new building project will affect our business, especially the beer garden that we set up in the
Deboom Street alley every weekend, and on Giants home game days. | attended the original hearing
date, but quickly realized that it had been pushed to September. I don't have much experience with this


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D50B9C16D9E84118B99E674D2EFABFC8-JEANIE POLING
mailto:natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org
mailto:rob@21st-amendment.com
http://sf-planning.org/meeting/planning-commission-august-24-2017-agen
mailto:rob@21st-amendment.com

process. I'm wondering how my voice can be heard regarding my concerns. Do i just show up at the
Sept 6th hearing and sign up to speak, or is there a better process? Thanks for your advice!

>

>
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITIES:

1.CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL WORK AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE 2010 CBC AS AMENDED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL CODES, AND
CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, TITLE 24, DISABLED ACCESS
COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS.

2.CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE SITE INSPECTIONS AND BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR ALL NEW AND DEMOLITION WORK, WHETHER DETAILED BY THE
SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS, OR IMPLIED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS.

3.ANY DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS, AS
CONFLICTS WITH ACTUAL SITE CONDITIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE
ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

4.CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL TEMPORARY SHORING &
UNDERPINNING AS NECESSARY; WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER
SEPARATE PERMIT.

5.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE AND PROVIDE
ALL NECESSARY TEMPORARY UTILITY HOOK-UPS FOR ALL EQUIPMENT
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

6.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DISCONNECTION / CAPPING
OFF OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES AND RE-CONNECTION WHERE RE-USE IS
POSSIBLE.

7.CONFIRM ALL WINDOW SIZES WITH ACTUAL / EXISTING ROUGH OPENING
DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO ORDERING WINDOWS.

8.SLOPE ALL FLOORS / ROOFS TO DRAIN A MINIMUM OF 1/4" PER 1'-0",
UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.

9. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROCURE STATE INDUSTRIAL SAFEY
PERMIT FOR ANY WORK OVER 36' IN HEIGHT, INVOLVING EXCAVATION
OVER 5' & AS OTHERWISE REQUIRED.

DRAWINGS:

1.DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS!
SCALED DIMENSIONS.

ALL WRITTEN DIMENSIONS SUPERSEDE

2.ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO "FACE OF STUD" UNLESS SPECIFICALLY
NOTED OTHERWISE. EXISTING DIMENSIONS DENOTED BY "(E)" ARE TO
"FACE OF EXISTING FINISH" UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.
ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED PRIOR TO
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

3.LARGE SCALE DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SMALL SCALE
DRAWINGS. WRITTEN SPECIFICATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ALL
DRAWINGS.

4.REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS FOR INDICATIONS OF WINDOW
OPERATION AND HANDING.

ASSEMBLIES:
(SEE LEGEND FOR RATED WALL DESIGNATIONS AND OTHER WALL TYPES)

1.PROVIDE MINIMUM 1-HOUR WALL AND FLOOR / CEILING ASSEMBLY
BETWEEN ALL RESIDENTIAL UNITS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS
FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND STANDARD DETAILS FOR COMPLETE ASSEMBLY
DESCRIPTIONS.

2.PROVIDE MINIMUM 50 STC AND IIC REQUIREMENT AT ALL UNITS AT
FLOORS,CEILINGS, AND WALLS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR
DESIGNATIONS; AND STANDARD DETAILS FOR ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

3.INSULATE ALL ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS:
R-30 AT ROOFS, R-13 AT WALLS, R-19 AT FLOORS; MINIMUM, UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. SEE TITLE 24, ENERGY COMPLIANCE
STATEMENT MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST FOR SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS.

4.PROVIDE VENTILATION OF ALL JOIST, STUD AND RAFTER SPACES
ENCLOSED BY BUILDING ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED
AREAS INCLUDING:ATTICS, BASEMENTS, ROOFS, SOFFITS, PARAPET AND
RAILING WALLS, ETC.

5.ALL DOORS BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS SHALL BE
PROVIDED WITH WEATHER-STRIPPING AND THRESHOLDS.

6.ALL PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS (INDICATED ON DRAWINGS BY " ")
SHALL BE STEEL SASH WITH FIXED WIRE GLASS, WITH SPRINKLER HEAD
PROTECTION PER S.F. BUILDING CODE SECTION 503.5.

7.PROVIDE MOISTURE RESISTANT GYPSUM WALL BOARD (MR GWB) ON
ALL BATHROOM WALLS. DO NOT USE A CONTINUOUS VAPOR BARRIER
BEHIND MR GWB. PROVIDE 30 POUND ROOFING FELT BEHIND FINISH
SURFACE OF ALL TUB/ SHOWER SURROUNDS, LAPPING ALL SEAMS. DO
NOT USE MR GWB ON BATHROOM CEILINGS; USE 5/8" TYPE "X" GWB.

MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL:

1. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL WORK SHOWN ON DRAWINGS IS
SCHEMATIC IN NATURE: CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FINAL LAYOUT WITH
ARCHITECT, PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

2. ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

3. PARKING GARAGE(S), CORRIDORS AND STAIRS SHALL BE VENTILATED
AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

4. PROVIDE EMERGENCY / EXIT LIGHTING AT ALL EXIT PATHS OF TRAVEL
AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

5. ALL INTERIOR COMMON AREA LIGHT FIXTURES, ETC. SHALL BE
PROVIDED WITH SWITCHING VIA CENTRAL PHOTO-ELECTRIC SENSOR
WITH TIMER CLOCK SWITCH OVERRIDE, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

6. PARKING GARAGE(S) AND ALL OTHER COMMON AREAS, NOT SERVED BY
DAY LIGHTING WINDOWS, SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ELECTRIC LIGHTING
24 HOURS PER DAY, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.

7. ALL ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES IN DAMP LOCATIONS TO BE GROUND
FAUL INTERRUPTER (GFI) AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

WATERPROOFING:

1.ALL SHEET METAL WORK TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT
EDITION OF S.M.A.C.N.A. STANDARDS.

2.PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL WINDOW AND
DOOR HEADS: INSTALL UNDER EXTERIOR SIDING OR CEMENT PLASTER
AND BUILDING PAPER, AND OVER HEAD FRAME OF ALL NEW DOORS AND
WINDOWS.

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FLASHING MEMBRANE PER STANDARD WINDOW
FLASHING DETAIL (SEE DETAIL SHEETS) AROUND ALL WINDOW AND DOOR
OPENINGS.

3.PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL ROOF
CONDITIONS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: PERIMETER EDGES,
VALLEYS, PARAPET CAPS, WALL / ROOF INTERSECTIONS, ROOF
PENETRATIONS, ETC. SEE DETAIL SHEETS FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

4.ALL NEW EXTERIOR FINISHES TO BE INSTALLED OVER A MINIMUM
MOISTURE BARRIER OF OF TWO LAYERS OF 15 POUND (GRADE D)
RIII NING PAPER

BUILDING DEPARTMENT NOTES

APPLICABLE BUILDING CODES:

2010 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE (CONSISTS OF 2010 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE); 2010
CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL AND PLUMBING CODES; 2010 SAN FRANCISCO FIRE CODE
& NFPA-13 2010 ENERGY CODE.

BUILDING DEPARTMENT NOTES CONT'D:

CHAPTER 10: MEANS OF EGRESS
PER SECTION 1007.1 ACCESSIBLE SPACES SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH NOT LESS THAN ONE
ACCESSIBLE MEANS OF AGRESS.

CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
FIVE STORIES OF TYPE IlI-A, NON RATED CONSTRUCTION

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM PROVIDED THROUGHOUT.

PER SECTION 1007.2.1 ACCESSIBLE MEANS OF EGRESS. IN BUILDINGS WHERE A REQUIRED
ACCESSBILE FLOOR IS FOUR OR MORE STORIES ABOVE THE LEVEL OF EXIT DISCHARGE, AT
LEAST ONE REQUIRED ACCESSIBLE MEANS OF EGRESS SHALL BE AN ELEVATOR COMPLYING
WITH SECTION 1007.4

CHAPTER 3: OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION
PER SECTION 304: A-3 ASSEMBLY- FITNESS CENTER, BUSINESS GROUP B, S-2 PARKING GARAGE.
OUTDOOR DECK AT OFFICE LEVELS IS CONSIDERED AN ACCESSORY USE TO THE B OCCUPANCY.

PER SECTION 1007.2 EACH REQUIRED ACCESSIBLE MEANS OF EGRESS SHALL BE CONINTUOUS
TO A PUBLIC WAY

1007.4 IN ORDER FOR AN ELEVATOR TO BE CONSIDERED PART OF AN ACCESSIBLE MEANS OF
EGRESS IT SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 1007.4 (SEE ALSO SHEET A0.02)

CHAPTER 4: SPECIAL USE AND CLASSIFICTION:

NOT APPLICABLE

PER EXCEPTION 2. ELEVATORS ARE NOT REQUIRED TO BE ACCCESSED FROM AN AREA OF
REFUGE IN BUILDINGS EQUIPPED THROUGHOUT WITH AN AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 903.1.1.

CHAPTER 5: HEIGHTS AND AREAS
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT AREA, AND NUMBER OF STORIES:
PER TABLE 503 TYPE III-A
HEIGHT ALLOWED IS 65'-0". PROPOSED BUILDING IS 65'-0". BUILDING COMPLIES.
STORIES ALLOWED IS 5. PROPOSED BUILDING IS 5 STORIES. BUILDING COMPLIES.

PER TABLE 503: THE ALLOWABLE AREA PER FLOOR:
A-3 OCCUPANCY= 14,000 SQ.FT. PER STORY (MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA PROVIDED PER STORY
OCCURS AT GROUND FLOOR: 11,268 GROSS SQ. FT. PROPOSED BUILDING COMPLIES).

B OCCUPANCY = 28,500 SQ.FT. PER STORY (MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA PROVIDED PER STORY
OCCURS AT SECOND FLOOR: 13,936 GROSS SQ.FT. PROPOSED BUILDING COMPLIES).

S-2 OCCUPANCY = 39,000 SQ.FT. PER STORY (MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA PROVIDED PER STORY
OCCURS AT BASEMENT: 6,070 GROSS SQ.FT. PROPOSED BUILDING COMPLIES).

NOTE: HEIGHT INCREASE ALLOWANCE (PER SECT 504.2) AND AREA INCREASE ALLOWANCE (PER
SECT 506.3) WHERE A BUILDING IS EQUIPPED THROUGH OUT WITH AN AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER
SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 903.1.1. ARE NOT UTILIZED IN THIS PROJECT.

PER SECTION 506.5 .2 FOR BUILDINGS WITH MORE THAN ONE STORY ABOVE THE GRADE PLANE
AND CONTAINING MIXED OCCUPANCIES, EACH STORY SHALL INDIVIDUALLY COMPLY WITH
APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 508.1

PER TABLE 508.4 REQUIRED SEPARATION OF OCCUPANCIES:
A-3 AND B: 1 HOUR.
A-3 AND S-2: 1 HOUR.

EGRESS TABLE 1004.1.1, OCCUPANT LOAD CALCULATION:
EXERSIZE ROOMS= 50 GROSS

BUSINESS AREAS= 100 GROSS

PARKING GARAGE= 200 GROSS

SEE EXITING DIAGRAM SHEET: XXXX

PER SECTION 1022.1 INTERIOR EXIT STAIRWAYS SHALL BE ENCLOSED WITH FIRE BARRIERS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 707, AND SHALL HAVE A FIRE REISTANCE RATING OF NOT LESS
THAN 2 HOURS. EXIT ENCLOSURES SHALL LEAD DIRECTLY TO THE EXTERIOR OF THE BUILDING
WITH AN EXIT PASSAGE CONFORMING TO SECTION 1023 EXCEPT AS PERMITTED IN SECTION
1027.1

PER SECTION 1027.1 EXITS SHALL DISCHARGE DIRECTLY TO THE EXTERIOR OF THE BUILDING.
PER EXCEPTION 1: A MAXIMUM OF 50% OF THE NUMBER OF EXIT ENCLOSURES IS PERMITTED TO
EGRESS THROUGH AREAS ON THE LEVEL OF DISCHARGE PROVIDED SUB SECTIONS 1.1
THROUGH 1.3 ARE MET.

STAIR #2 COMPLIES AND EXITS THROUGH THE GROUND FLOOR LOBBY.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES CONT'D:
LOT AREA

8,047 SQ.FT.
8,000 SQ.FT.
16,047 SQ.FT. =.37 ACRES

FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)
PER PLANNING CODE SECTION 124: MUG, MUO, MUR, UMU,
PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G, and PDR-2 in a 65 or 68 foot height
district = 5.0to 1
5* 16,047 SQ.FT. = 80,235 GR.SQ.FT. (max. allowable gross square footage)

GROSS BUILDING AREA:

CHAPTER 6: TYPES OF CONSTRUCTION
PER CBC TABLE 601: FIRE RESISTIVE RATING REQUIREMENTS FOR BUILDING ELEMENTS:
PRIMARY STRUCTURAL FRAME: 1 HOUR
BEARING WALLS EXTERIOR: 2 HOUR
BEARING WALLS INTERIOR: 1 HOUR
NON BEARING WALLS AND PARTITIONS INTERIOR: NON RATED
FLOOR CONSTRUCTION AND SECONDARY MEMBERS: 1 HOUR
ROOF CONSTRUCTION AND SECONDARY MEMBERS: 1 HOUR

PER CBC TABLE 602: NON LOAD BEARING EXTERIOR WALLS FOR TYPE IlIA, B OCCUPANCY:
LESS THAN 5'-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE : 1HOUR REQUIRED.
GREATER THAN 10'-0" LESS THAN 30'-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE: 1 HOUR REQUIRED
GREATER THAN 30'-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE: NON RATED

EAST & WEST EXTERIOR WALLS ARE NON LOAD BEARING AND LESS THAN 5'-0" AWAY FROM
PROPERTY LINE. THEY SHALL BE OF ONE HOUR FIRE RESISTIVE CONSTRUCTION.

NORTH AND SOUTH WALLS ARE NON LOAD BEARING AND ON STREET FRONTAGES. CENTER LINE
OF STREET IS ASSUMED PROPERTY LINE. (17'-6") PER TABLE 602 EXCPETION E, FIRE RESISTIVE
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE DETERMINED WHERE REQUIRED PER STORY.

FIRE DEPARTMENT NOTES:

SPRINKLER SYSTEM REQUIRED TO MEET NFPA 13 2010 EDITION: LIGHT HAZARD- THIS IS A
COMMERCIAL BUILDING. NOTE: SEWER CONNECTIONS TO FIRE SPRINKLER DRAINS ARE NOT
PERMITTED IN AN ENCLOSED STAIRWAY.

FIRE ALARM TO MEET SECTION 310.10 CBC AND BE MONITORED TO CENTRAL STATION OVER 100
HEADS. SYSTEM TO BE UL CERTIFIED.

A STANDPIPE SYSTEM IS REQUIRED THROUGH OUT PER NFPA 13, PROVIDE OUTLET IN EACH
STAIRWELL AT EACH LEVEL.

FIRE EXTINGUISHERS, OF 2A10BC RATING, TO BE PROVIDED ON EACH LEVEL WITH A MAXIMUM OF
75 FEET TRAVEL DISTANCE FORM THE EXTINGUISHER. PLANS AND INSTALLATIONS TO MEET NFPA
13 AS ABOVE AND SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATE BULLETINS. SEPARATE
ELECTRICAL AND PLUMBING PERMITS ARE REQUIRED.

THIS BUILDING IS B OCCUPANCY BUILDING OVER A S-2 PARKING GARAGE. PROVIDE A LOCK BOX
PER FIRE DEPARTMENT DISTRICT INSPECTOR.

LOW LEVEL EXIT SIGNS REQUIRED WITH GENERAL EXIT SIGNS.

FLOOR AREA USE COMMENTS
(EXCLUDES VEHICLE AND SERV.
BASEMENT LEVEL: 8,789 GR.SQ.FT. | RETAIL (FITNESS) E;ﬁw&gm CAR SHARE AND | 6,324 gr.sq.ft
FIRST FLOOR: | 13,842 GR.SQ.FT. | RETAIL (FITNESS) SJE%SI(E)UDES MECH. ANDBICYCLE | 1 635 gr.sq. ft
TOTAL RETAIL: 22,631 GR.SQ.FT
'ARC;,,}
SECOND FLOOR: 4 . E (EXCLUDES BICYCLE PARKING) 575 grsq ft &
THIRD FLOOR: 3, . E (EXCLUDES BICYCLE PARKING) 575 gr sq ft :'? DAVID O
FOURTH FLOOR: 05 . E (EXCLUDES BICYCLE PARKING) 575 grsqft STERNEERG
FIFTH FLOOR: 0.5 . E (EXCLUDES BICYCLE PARKING) 575grsqft §a Neo, G-11102 *
ROOF: 0 GR.SQ.FT. -z
TOTA OFFICE: | 49,840 GR.SQ.FT D /X
TOTA AREA: | 72,471 GR.SQ.FT 10,250 gr sq ft| 28 s
TOTA AREA: 72,471 GR.SQ.FT < 80,235 GR.SQ.FT. BUILDING COMPLIES
T,

VEHICULAR PARKING:
Per Table 151.1:

Retail:
All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the parcel is less than
1/4 mile from 3rd Streets. P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of gross floor area.
22,631/1,500 SQ.FT. = 15 MAXIMUM STALLS ALLOWABLE
Office:
No Parking is required for any use in the MUO. Up to 7% of the gross floor area may be devoted to
office parking
.07 * 49,840 SQ.FT. = 3,488 SQ.FT. MAX. ALLOWABLE
185 SQ.FT. PER CAR ALLOWABLE
3,488 SQ.FT./185 SQ.FT.= 18 STALLS MAX. ALLOWABLE

TOTAL STALLS MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE =15 + 18 = 33
STALLS

20 (10 INDEPENDENTLY ACCESSIBLE STACKER STALLS)
04 SURFACE STALLS
01 HANDICAP VAN STALL

STALLS PROVIDED:

TOTAL: 25 TOTAL INDEPENDANT PARKING STALLS < 32 STALLS ALLOWABLE

Car-Share Parking. Any off-street parking space dedicated for use as a car-share parking space, as

CHAPTER 7 FIRE RESISTIVE CONSTRUCTION

EXTERIOR WALLS

PER SECTION 705.5 FIRE RESISTIVE RATINGS: EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL BE FIRE RESISTISANCE
RATED FOR EXPOSURE ON BOTH SIDES WHERE A FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE OF LESS THAN OR
EQUAL TO 10'-0" OCCURS.

EAST AND WEST EXTERIOR PROPERTY LINE WALLS SHALL BE FIRE RESISTANCE RATED FROM
BOTH SIDES.

NORTH AND SOUTH WALLS SHALL BE RATED AS REQUIRED ON EXTERIOR SIDE ONLY.

MAXIMUM EXTERIOR WALL OPENINGS: PER TABLE 705.8: FIRE SEPARATION DISTANCE OF
BETWEEN 15'-0" TO LESS THAN 20'-0" ALLOWS:

25% UNPROTECTED NON SPRINKLERED (UP,NS) OPENINGS

75% UNPROTECTED SPRINKLERED (UP ,S) OPENINGS.

75% PROTECTED OPENINGS.
PERCENTAGE ALLOWED IS AS AN AREA OF THE EXTERIOR WALL PER STORY.

PER CBC SECTION 705.8.1 EXEPTION 1.1.1: IN THE FIRST STORY ABOVE GRADE UNLIMITED
UNPROTECTED OPENINGS ARE ALLOWED WHERE A WALL FACES A STREET AND HAS A FIRE
SEPARATION DISTANCE OF MORE THAN 15'-0".

NORTH AND SOUTH WALLS COMPLY WITH EXCEPTION. UNLIMITED UNPROTECTED OPENINGS
SHALL BE UTILIZED.

SHAFTS:

PER SECTION 708.4 SHAFT ENLCOSURES SHALL HAVE A FIRE RESISTIVE RATING OF NOT LESS
THAN 2 HOURS WHEN CONNECTING FOUR STORIES OR MORE. AND SHALL INCLUDE ANY
BASEMENT.

PER SECTION 708.6 WHERE EXTERIOR WALLS SERVE AS PART OF A REQUIRED SHAFT
ENCLOSURE SUCH WALLS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 705 FOR
EXTERIOR WALLS AND THE FIRE RESITANCE RATED ENCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS SHALL NOT
APPLY.

PER SECTION 708.14.1 AN ENCLOSED ELEVATOR LOBBY SHALL BE PROVIDED AT EACH FLOOR.

PER EXCEPTION 1: AN ENCLOSED ELEVATOR LOBBY IS NOT REQUIRED TO BE ENCLOSED AT THE
STREET FLOOR PROVIDED THE ENTIRE STREET FLOOR IS EQUIPPED THROUGHOUT WITH AN
AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM IN ACCORANCE WITH SECTION 903.3.1.1

PER EXCEPTION 3: ENCLOSED ELEVATOR LOBBIES ARE NOT REQUIRED WHERE ADDITONAL
DOORS ARE PROVIDED AT THE HOISTWAY OPENING IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 3002.6

PER EXCEPTION 4: ENCLOSED ELEVATOR LOBBIES ARE NOT REQUIRED WHERE THE BUILDING IS
PROTECTED BY AN AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM INSTALLED IN ACCORANCE WITH SECTION
903.1.1.1.

PER SECTION 708.14.1.1 AREAS OF REFUGE SHALL BE PROVIDE AS REQUIRED IN SECTION 1007.

PER SECTION 709.5: WHERE EXTERIOR WALLS SERVE AS PART OF A REQUIRED FIRE RESITANCE
RATED SEPARATION, SUCH WALLS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 705
FOR EXTERIOR WALLS AND THE FIRE RATED SEPARATION REQUIREMENST SHALL NOT APPLY.
(EXCEPTION: EXTERIOR WALLS REQUIRED TO BE RATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 1022.6
FOR EXIT ENCLOSURES)

DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT NOTES

DPW / BSM SITE MEETING REQUIRED; CALL 415-554-7149 TO ARRANGE APPOINTMENT WITH
INSPECTOR.

OFFICIAL SIDEWALK SLOPE IS 1/5" PER FOOT RISE FROM CURB GRADE TO PROPERTY LINE. ALL
ENTRANCES, BOTH PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR, SHALL MEET SIDEWALK GRADE. ALL RAMPING
SHALL BE INSIDE OF PROPERTY LINE. DRIVEWAYS AND SIDEWALKS MUST CONFORM TO CITY
REQUIREMENTS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL BUREAU OF STREET USE & MAPPING @
415-554-6060.

ALL ENCROACHMENTS INTO OFFICIAL STREET OR SIDEWALK AREAS MUST BE GRANTED IN
WRITING BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OR BY RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS. ALL RAMPING TO BE INSIDE PROPERTY LINE.

SEPARATE PERMIT REQUIRED FROM BUREAU OF STREET USE & MAPPING FOR POTTED PLANTS &
STREET TREES IN SIDEWALK AREAS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL 415-554-6700.

DPW / BSM SIGN-OFF REQUIRED ON JOB CARD PRIOR TO DBI FINAL.

ALL WORK IS SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS NOTED ON PENDING DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT
PERMIT (WHERE APPLICABLE).

defined in Section 166, shall not be credited toward the total parking permitted as accessory in this
Section
Per Table 166: 01 CAR SHARE STALL REQUIRED PER 25-49 STALLS PROVIDED

01 CAR SHARE STALL PROVIDED

PROJECT NOTES

LOADING:
Per Table: 152.1 Retail: 1 space per 10,001-30,000 gr. sq. ft.

10,000 GR.SQ.FT. < 22,631 GR.SQ.FT. < 30,000 GR.SQ.FT.
ONE FREIGHT LOADING STALL OR TWO SERVICE VEHICLES STALLS REQ'D.

Office: 0.1 space per 10,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area (to closest whole number per
Section 153)
49,840 GR. SQ.FT./10,000 *.1= .49
NO FREIGHT LOADING STALL REQ'D.

TOTAL: 2 SERVICE VEHICLE STALLS REQ'D.

2 SERVICE VEHICLE STALLS PROVIDED

BICYCLE PARKING:
Per Section 155.2 Retail: Class 1
Minimum two spaces. One Class 1 space for every 15,000

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

PROJECT WILL COMPLY STORMWATER DESIGN GUIDELINES AND WILL SUBMIT A STORM WATER
CONTROL PLAN TO THE SFPUC FOR REVIEW.

square feet of occupied floor area.

BASEMENT 7,397 fIr area-occupied
GROUND 12,096
19,493 .SQ.FT./15,000.SQ.FT.= 2 STALLS REQUIRED
36 CLASS 1 BICYCLE PARKING SPACE PROVIDED

SCOPE OF WORK

CONSTRUCTION OF NEW FIVE STORY COMMERCIAL BUILDING OVER A BASEMENT w/
COMMERCIAL AND PARTIAL GARAGE.

EXISTING SITE HAS A TWO STORY BUILDING TO BE DEMOLISHED

Office: Class 1
One Class 1 space for every 5,000 occupied square feet.

2ND 13,065 flr area-occupied
3RD 12,263
4TH 8,887
5TH__ 8,887
43,102

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

PROJECT LOCATION: 77 FEDERAL STREET
ZONING DISTRICT: MUO: MIXED OFFICE USE, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS
HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT: 65-X
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT: NONE
SPECIAL SIGN DISTRICT: SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE DISTRICT CODE:607.2
SETBACKS: NONE
COSTAL ZONE:

NOT IN COSTAL ZONE
P © NOT UNDER JURISDICTION

LIMITED AND NONCONFORMING USE: NONE
REDEVELOPMENT AREA:
PRESERVATION:

BLOCK AND LOT:

NONE
SOUTH END HD- FOUND INELLIGIBLE TO BE CONTRIBUTORY
3774 Lot 071 & 072

43,102 SQ.FT./5,000.SQ.FT.= 9 STALL REQUIRED
9 CLASS 1 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES PROVIDED.
79 ADDITIONAL STALLS PROVIDED
TOTAL: 124 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES
Retail: Class 2
Minimum two spaces. One Class 2 space for every 2,500 square feet of
occupied floor area. 19,493 sq. ft. / 2,500 = 8 Class 2 Spaces Required.
8 Class 2 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES PROVIDED
OFFICE: Class 2
Minimum two spaces Required for Office use greater than 5,000. square feet / under 50,000 sq. ft.
2 Class 2 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES PROVIDED
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Revision Date

Pre App 12.17.2012.
EE 03.22.2013

NOPDR #1 11.02.2015

NOPDR #2  03.29.16

[ARC Response 07.08.16

NOPDR #3  06.08.17

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) runs predominantly along the 2nd Street corridor in the South of Market
area. The MUO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light industrial
and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted as a conditional use. Dwelling units and group
housing are permitted, while demolition or conversion of existing dwelling units or group housing
requires conditional use authorization. Family-sized housing is encouraged.

Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are also

principal permitted uses. Large hotel, adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted.

DIAPER CHANGING STATION:
Per Section 168
Project will provide a minimum of 1 diaper changing station at the basement and ground floor level
that is accessible to both men and women

Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in this Code:

Section 145.1 (4), (B):  Ground floor non-residential uses in all C-3, C-M, NCT, DTR, Chinatown
Mixed Use, RSD, SLR, SLI, SPD, SSO, MUG, MUR, and MUO Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor
height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT
Per Table 135.3
Retail:
1 sq. ft. per 250 sq. ft. of occupied floor area of new or added square footage
19,493 SQ.FT./250 = 78 sq.ft. required.

78 sq.ft. provided on 4TH FLOOR roof deck

Office:
1 sq. ft. per 50 sq. ft. of occupied floor area of new, converted or added square footage
43,102 SQ.FT./50 = 862 sq.ft. required

862 sq.ft. provided on 4TH FLOOR roof deck

940 sa.ft. total (At the 3rd & 4th Floors there is a Total of 4,057 sa. ft. of Open Area)

Date: 11.05.2012
Scale:

Drawn: ABM
Sheet:
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ONE-WAY SWITCH

TWO-WAY SWITCH

DIMMER SWITCH

24 HOUR TIMERSWITCH

DUPLEX RECEPTACLE
240: 220/240 VOLT

WP: WATERPROOF
CA: ABOVE COUNTER

FLOOR DUPLEX RECPT.
W/ REMOVABLE

FLUSH COVER
FOURPLEX RECEPT.
DIRECT CONNECTION
RECEPTACLE
RECEPTACLE STRIP
(OUTLETS @ 6" 0.C.)

RECESS MOUNTED
ELEC. PANEL BOX

TELEPHONE RECEPT.
(W: WALL MTD.)

CEILING HEATER
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UNDER CABINET FLUOR.
LIGHT STRIP

—@—FLUORESCENT LIGHT FIXTURE
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SURFACE-MOUNTED INCANDESCENT ®

LIGHT FIXTURE AT WALL.

PC=PULL CHAIN, LV=LOW VOLTAGE

o

SURFACE-MOUNTED INCANDESCENT E

LIGHT FIXTURE AT CEILING.

INCANDESCENT TRACK
LIGHT FIXTURE

HALOGEN TRACK LIGHT
FIXTURE

T.V. OUTLET; VIACOM
COMPATIBLE CABLE

INTERCOM

SMOKE / CARBON MONOXIDE
DETECTOR (AC POWERED
W/ BATTERY BACK-UP U.O.N.)

THERMOSTAT

DOOR BELL

LIGHTED EXIT SIGN W/
BATTERY BACK-UP

SECURITY ALARM

SECURITY ALARM
PANEL BOX

IN-SINK TRASH
DISPOSAL

EXHAUST FAN

GAS METER

SYMBOL LEGEND
Roon e

OFFICE

1,832 5q.1t- (CBC) OCCUPIABLE AREA
= DOOR LABEL CORESSPONDS
2 TO ROOM NUMBER. SEE

DOOR SCHED.

WALL LEGEND:
NON RATED WALL (TYP. U.O.N.)
1-HOUR RATED FIRE BARRIER

2-HOUR RATED FIRE WALL. 90 MINUTE
RATED WINDOW ASSEMBLY

S EBLE P ) 2- HOUR WALL - CONCRETE 90 MINUTE
RATED WINDOW ASSEMBLY

PC=PULL CHAIN, LV=LOW VOLTAGE E] ELECTRIC METER
SURFACE-MOUNTED COMPACT r WATER CONNECTION
FLUORESCENT LIGHT FIXTURE AS REQUIRED
AT WALL. LV=LOW VOLTAGE
i~ HosEBIB
SURFACE-MOUNTED COMPACT
FLUORESCENT LIGHT FIXTURE gt~ ©AS Hook-uP
AT CEILING. LV=LOW VOLTAGE
== FLOOR SUPPLY
RECESSED INCANDESCENT LIGHT
FIXTURE AT CEILING. =3 FLOOR RETURN
(H: HEAT LAMP LV: LOW VOLT.)
& CEILING SUPPLY
RECESSED COMPACT FLUORESCENT ]  CEILING RETURN
LIGHT FIXTURE AT CEILING.
WALL/TOE SPACE
== suprLy ()]
BOILER RoOM NAME 5 RerSaE SrAcE Z
802 ROOM NUMBER @H s;ii;‘;lc WALk (8 9
BR BEDROOM LAUNDRY KITCHEN Z 'E
BATHROOM EXHAUST m —_—
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DA DRESSING AREA o (1]
Hzo "z" pucT Lu D:
AWC :::,_?;%;FMACCESS[BLE .ot~ FIRE DEPT. CONNECTION - o)
KITCHEN
K/L/D vLiviNG Fo m
DINNING ROOM |EFLOOR DRAIN. MAXIMUM <
SLOPE NOT TO EXCEED 1/4"
PER FOOT IN ADA
ACCESSIBLE AREAS
ABBREVIATIONS
& AND KIT. KITCHEN o <
< ANGLE LNDG LANDING < <
@ AT LAV. LAVATORY 0 [0S}
A. ANCHOR BOLT LT. LIGHT m =
AC. ASPHALTIC CONCRETE MAX. MAXIMUM o o
ACOUS ACOUSTICAL M.C MEDECINE CABINET 1] U |
AD. AREA DRAIN MECH. MECHANICAL D n
ADJ ADJACENT MFR. MANUFACTURER —
ALUM ALUMINUM MIN. MINIMUM ﬁ (0] ﬁ
AUTO AUTOMATIC MTD. MOUNTED Z N
BALC BALCONY MTL METAL —l < )
BD BOARD MULL MULLION 14
BLD BUILDING N/A NOT APPLICABLE '< o Q
BM BEAM NIC NOT IN CONTRACT m U
B.O.C BOTTOM OF CURB NTS NOT TO SCALE Z
BTM. BOTTOM o/ OVER Ll-] .< 0
B.S.w. BACK OF SIDEWALK o.Cc ON CENTER D (1)) |
BTWN BETWEEN OFF. OFFICE m m
CABT. CABINET O.H. OVERHANG
CEM. PLAS. CEMENT PLASTER/STUCCO OPNG. OPENING u.
C.J. CONTROL JOINT PERF. PERFORATED
CL CENTERLINE PL. PROPERTY LINE
CLG. CEILING PLAS. LAM. PLASCTIC LAMINATE Revison _ Date
CLKG. CAULKING P.O. PARTIALY OPERABLE
CL CLOSET P.T. PRESSURE TREATED, OR, POST Pre App 12.17.2012.
TENSIONED EE  03.22.2013
CLR CLEAR PTD. PAINTED
cMu CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT PWD.  PLYWOOD NOPDR#1 11.02.2015
COL. COLUMN R. RISER NOPDR #2  03.29.16
CONC. CONCRETE REC RECESSED
CONN.  CONNECTION REF REFRIGERATOR ARC Response 07.08.16
CONT. CONTINUOUS REINF REINFORCED NOPDR #3  06.08.17
CONST CONSTRUCTION REQD REQUIRED
CNTR. COUNTER RM ROOM
CSMT. CASEMENT RO ROUGH OPENING
D. DRYER RWL RAIN WTAER LEADER
DA DRESSING AREA S.AD SEE ARCHITECTURAL
DRAWINGS
DBL. DOUBLE S.AF. SELF ADHERED FLASHING
DET. DETAIL sC SOLID CORE
DIA. DIAMETER S.C.D SEE CIVIL DRAWINGS
DIM. DIMENSION SCH SCHEDULE
DR. DOOR SEC SECTION
D.S. DOWNSPOUT S.E.D SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS
DWG DRAWING S.F SUBFLOOR
EA EACH S.G. SAFETY GLAZING
EJ. EXPANSION JOINT SH SHELF
ELEV. ELEVATION SHT SHEET
ELECT ELECTRICAL SIM. SIMILAR
ENCL. ENCLOSURE S.L.D. SEE LANSCAPE DRAWINGS
EP. ELECTRICAL PANEL SM. SHEET METAL Date  11.05.2012
EQ EQUAL S.M.D SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS Scale:
EQPT EQUIPMENT S.P. STANDPIPE N
Drawn: ABM
EXT. EXTERIIOR S.P.D. SE PLUMBING DRAWINGS
F.A.L FRESH AIR INTAKE SPECS. SPECIFICATIONS Sheet:

17302




BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS

BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS

BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS

GROSS AREA INCLUDED| EXCLUDED GROSS AREA INCLUDED | EXCLUDED GROSS AREA INCLUDED | EXCLUDED
FITNESS & STAIR#3 | 7,645 gr.sq.ft FITNESS & STAIR#3 | 12,295 gr.sq.ft OPEN OFFICE 13,065 gr.sq.ft
FOYER & LOBBY 910 gr.sq.ft BATHROOM 552 gr.sq.ft
GARAGE & CAR SHARH 4,903 gr.sq.ft ELEVATOR 160 gr.sq ft MAINTENANCE. 290 gr.sq.ft
TRASH 365 gr.sq.ft. LOCKERS &SHOWER 310 gr.sq.ft.
LOADING 696 gr.sq.ft
MECH. 770 gr.sq.ft BICYCLE PARKING 575 gr.sq.ft
CIRCULATION BICYCLE PARKING 865 gr.sq.ft
DRIVE RAMP 725 gr.sq.ft CIRCULATION
STAIR #1 256 gr.sq.ft CIRCULATION STAIR #1 186 gr.sq.ft
STAIR #2 182 gr.sq.ft STAIR #1 & VEST. 295 gr.sq.ft STAIR #2 184 gr.sq.ft
STAIR #2 182 gr.sq.ft
ELEVATOR & LOBBY 341 gr.sq.ft ELEVATOR & LOBBY 365 gr.sq.ft
TOTAL |13,842 gr.sq ft] 1,635 gr.sq. ft
TOTAL 8,789 gr.sq.ft] 6,324 gr.sq.ft TOTAL 14,952 gr sq f| 575 grsq ft
FLOOR AREA OCCUPIED FLOOR AREA OCCUPIED FLOOR AREA OCCUPIED
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NOTE: TO ANYONE HAVING ANY TYPE OF INTEREST IN THIS
MAP PLEASE BE ADVISED AS FOLLOWS:

1. THAT ALL TITLE INFORMATION HEREON INCLUDING EASEMENTS WAS
PREPARED SOLELY FOR AND IN STRICT CONFORMANCE WITH OUR CLIENT'S
OR HIS AGENT'S REQUIREMENTS AND TITLE INFORMATION SUPPLIED TO
FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.; FURTHERMORE, WE HEREBY
DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL TITLE SEARCH RESPONSIBILITY ON THIS JOB.

2. NO PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS REVIEWED IN CONJUNCTION WITH
THIS MAPPING. IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT A TITLE REPORT BE RECEIVED
FROM THE OWNER TO VERIFY THE EXISTENCE OF ANY ADDITIONAL
EASEMENTS OF RECORD OR LOT LINE ADJUSTMENTS THAT MAY HAVE
ALTERED THE INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON PRIOR TO ANY DESIGN
AND/OR CONSTRUCTION.

3. THAT THIS MAP WAS PREPARED AS A PROFESSIONAL INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE FOR THOMAS MURPHY AND THAT IT REMAINS THE PROPERTY OF
FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. WHETHER THE PROJECT (IF ANY
PROPOSED) ON THIS SITE IS CONSTRUCTED OR NOT.

4. THAT ANY INFORMATION ON THIS MAP AND ANY DOCUMENT(S)
PREPARED BY FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. IN RELATION
HEREOF SHALL NOT BE USED FOR ANY OTHER PURPOSE THAN FOR:
BUILDING PERMIT. FURTHERMORE, THE USE OF THIS MAP FOR ANY OTHER
PURPOSES WHATSOEVER INCLUDING ENGINEERING DESIGNS OF OFFSITE
OR ONSITE IMPROVEMENTS IS BEYOND THIS MAP'S PURPOSES, INTENT &
CONTRACT. LIABILITY SHALL REST UPON THE PARTY USING OUR
INFORMATION BEYOND THE ESTABLISHED LIMITATION ABOVE, IN WHICH
CASE FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. DISAVOWS ANY AND ALL
RESPONSIBILITY.

5. THAT ANY IMPROVEMENT CHANGES WITHIN THIS SITE OR THE ADJACENT
SITE THEREOF AS WELL AS TITLE TRANSFERS OF THE PROPERTY IN
QUESTION (EXCEPT FOR ALTA MAPS) AND/OR THE LAPSE OF 3 OR MORE
YEARS FROM THE DATE OF THE MAP (WHICHEVER COMES FIRST) SHALL
VOID ALL INFORMATION, HEREON UNLESS A RE-SURVEY IS ORDERED TO
RECTIFY, UPDATE OR RE-CERTIFY THIS MAP.

6. THAT THIS INFORMATION SHALL NOT BE USED FOR ANY IMPROVEMENT
STAKING UNLESS STATED IN ITEM NO. 3 ABOVE.

7. THAT THE USE OF THIS MAP BY OTHER CONSULTANTS OR CONTRACTORS
ON BEHALF OF OUR CLIENT SHALL PROMPT THE IMMEDIATE FULFILLMENTS

OF ALL CLIENT'S OBLIGATIONS TO FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
UNLESS OTHERWISE AGREED TO.

8. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS INVOLVED
TO RESOLVE ALL ISSUES REGARDING PROPERTY DISPUTES WHICH MAY
ARISE OUT OF INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON.

9. THIS MAP WILL BE PROVIDED IN AN ELECTRONIC FORMAT AS A
COURTESY TO THE CLIENT. THE DELIVERY OF THE ELECTRONIC FILE DOES
NOT CONSTITUTE THE DELIVERY OF OUR PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT.
A SIGNED PRINT DELIVERED TO THE CLIENT OR CLIENT REPRESENTATIVE
CONSTITUTES OUR PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT, AND IN THE EVENT
THE ELECTRONIC FILE IS ALTERED, THE PRINT MUST BE REFERRED TO FOR
THE ORIGINAL AND CORRECT SURVEY INFORMATION. WE SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY MODIFICATIONS MADE TO THE ELECTRONIC FILE,
OR FOR ANY PRODUCTS DERIVED FROM THE ELECTRONIC FILE WHICH ARE
NOT REVIEWED, SIGNED AND SEALED BY US.
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PRELIMINARY
FOR REVIEW PURPOSES
ONLY

BOUNDARY NOTES:

PROPERTY AND RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES SHOWN HEREON ARE PREDICATED
ON AN ANALYSIS OF EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, RECORD DATA, FIELD TIES
AND ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MAPS . IT IS NOT THE INTENT OF THIS MAP TO
PROVIDE A FORMAL BOUNDARY RESOLUTION FOR THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON. SAID RESOLUTION WOULD REQUIRE THE
SETTING OF PROPERTY CORNERS AND THE FILING OF A RECORD OF
SURVEY UNDER CALIFORNIA STATE LAW. BOUNDARY INFORMATION
SHOWN HEREON IS FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY.

ALL ANGLES ARE 90° UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

ALL DISTANCES ARE MEASURED IN FEET AND DECIMALS THEREOF.

DATE OF FIELD SURVEY:

TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHOWN HERE IS BASED UPON A FIELD
SURVEY PERFORMED BY FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES INC. ON MAY
1, 2012.

SURVEY REFERENCE:

THE SURVEY HEREON IS BASED ON THE LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS DESCRIBED
IN THE FOLLOWING GRANT DEED:

LOTS 071 & 072: RECORDED OCTOBER 18, 2010, DOCUMENT NUMBER
2010-J065935-00, ON REEL K251 AT IMAGE 0024, PARCELS 1, 2,3, 5 & 6.

UTILITY NOTE:

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON WERE PLOTTED FROM A
COMBINATION OF OBSERVED SURFACE EVIDENCE (CONDITIONS
PERMITTING) AND RECORD INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM THE
RESPECTIVE UTILITY COMPANIES, AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT
THEIR ACTUAL LOCATIONS. THEREFORE, ALL UTILITIES MUST BE VERIFIED
WITH RESPECT TO SIZES, HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS BY THE
OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION. NO
RESPONSIBILITY IS ASSUMED BY THE SURVEYOR FOR THE LOCATION AND
CAPACITY OF SAID UTILITIES.

PROJECT BENCHMARK - DESCRIPTION:

ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON WERE OBTAINED FROM A GROUP OF CITY
BENCHMARKS, LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF SECOND AND BRYANT
STREETS, ELEVATIONS ARE BASED ON CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO DATUM. N.W. CORNER, CROW CUT OUTER RIM SW.
ELEVATION = 44.508"

GENERAL NOTE:

THE FOLIAGE LINES OF ALL TREES PLOTTED HEREON ARE SHOWN IN A
GRAPHICAL FORM ONLY, AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT ACTUAL
DRIPLINES THEREOF.

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT:

THIS MAP WAS PREPARED BY ME, OR UNDER MY DIRECTION, AND IS BASED
UPON A FIELD SURVEY.

FREDERICK T. SEHER, PLS
LICENSE NO. 6216
LICENSE EXPIRES MARCH 31, 2014

DATE ............

DATE: MAY, 2012

SCALE: 1

DRAWN BY: DPL

DRAWING NAME: 1619-12

SURVEYED BY:

CHECKED BY:

CHECKED BY:

no. | BY | DATE REVISIONS

FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS

SURVEYING & MAPPING

841 LOMBARD STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133
(415) 921-7690 FAX (415) 921-7655

ARCHITECTURAL SITE SURVEY
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Federal St. — Looking S.E. 100° Away



Federal St. — Looking E. 35" Away



Federal St. — Looking W. 35’ Away



De Boom St. — Looking N.E. 80’ Away



De Boom St. — Looking E. 35 Away



De Boom St. — Looking W. 35 Away



Looking Down Federal St. From 2nd St.



Looking Down De Boom St. From 219 St.
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