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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The action before the Commission is the request for amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code
Text, Zoning Maps and Downtown Project Authorization filed by the Project Sponsor for the creation of
the Mission and 9t Street Special Use District which would allow the demolition of an existing one-story,
1,200 square-foot commercial building occupied by a pizza shop and surface parking lot and the new
construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would contain up to 299 dwelling units in a
combination of studios, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. More specifically, the dwelling unit mix
consists of 75 studios (25 percent of the total), 59 junior one-bedroom units (19 percent of the total), 98
one-bedroom units (33 percent of the total), 56 two-bedroom units (19 percent), and 11 three-bedroom
units (4 percent). Of the 299 dwelling units, 21.5% or 64 would be below-market rate. The ground floor
would contain approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space.

The proposed project includes an amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in the General Plan. In
addition, the proposed project includes an amendment of Zoning Map H07, from 120-X to 200-X, to allow
the construction of a 200-foot tall building. Finally, the proposed project includes the adoption of the
Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, which would allow exceptions to the otherwise applicable
open space requirements, floor area ratio requirements for buildings above 120-X, and would require the
provision of on-site affordable units (under Planning Code Section 415) in the following amounts: 21.5%
of all units constructed, with a minimum of 13.5% affordable to households at 55% of Area Median
Income for purposes of renting; and 4% at 70% AMI, and 4% at 90% AMI. Based on the need for the
General Plan Amendment, the size of the requested height increase, and open space and FAR reductions,
the Planning Department recommended that the SUD be approved, but modified to increase the total
amount of affordable units by an additional 3.5% (at no less than 150% AMI), such that number of on-site
inclusionary units totals 25%.
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Supervisor Jane Kim introduced the Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment entitled,
“Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission and
9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street
on the east, Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 22, 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 66 to the
north; amending the Zoning Map Sheet SUQ7 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District;
amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21,
from 120-X to 200-X; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1” on October 4, 2016.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) Project site (Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21) is
located on the northwest corner of Mission and Laskie Streets, within a portion of San Francisco’s SoMa
neighborhood and also within the Downtown Area Plan identified in the San Francisco General Plan
(General Plan). The Project site is located on a block bounded by Market Street to the north, Mission
Street to the south, Eighth Street to the east, and Ninth Street to the west. Laskie Street, a dead-end alley
that extends north from Mission Street, forms the eastern boundary of the Project site. The Project site is
located within the C-3-G (Downtown-General Commercial) Use District and the 120-X Height and Bulk
District, which allows a 120-foot maximum height with no bulk limits.

The property is partially occupied by an approximately 1,200-square-foot, one-story, 12-foot-tall
commercial building that is currently occupied by a pizza shop doing business as (d.b.a.) SF Pizza. A
surface parking lot occupies the remainder of the project site. There are four existing street trees along
both the Mission Street and Laskie Street frontages of the project site (eight trees total).

According to the Assessor’s data, the existing building was constructed in 1975. Given that the existing
building is not 45 years old, or older, it is not age-eligible to be a historical resource. The Project site is flat
and generally rectangular in shape, with 92.5 feet of frontage on Mission Street and 176 feet of frontage
on Laskie Street. Three buildings adjoin the Project site to the west: a four-story residential hotel with
ground-floor retail space (Hotel Potter, 1284-1288 Mission Street); a six-story residential building with
ground-floor retail at 77-83 Ninth Street; and a two-story commercial building at 65 Ninth Street,
currently occupied by the American Friends Service Committee as a Quaker Meeting House. Adjacent to
the Project site to the north is a newly constructed 17-story residential building at 55 Ninth Street, known
as the Ava building.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

As noted above, the Project is located within the SoMa neighborhood, which is generally bounded by
Market to the north, Highway 101 to the west, 16th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east.
The Project site is bounded by Mission Street to the south, three existing buildings abutting the lot line to
the west, a new 17-story mixed-use building to the north, and Laskie Street to the east. The SoMa
neighborhood is a densely built area that contains a variety of uses including neighborhood-serving retail
uses on the ground level of residential buildings, as well as public utility buildings, hotels, community
facilities, commercial and office buildings, production, distribution, and repair uses—including but not
limited to light industrial, auto repair, trucking, wholesaling, and arts activities, such as performance
spaces, studios, and workshops—and a few public parks. The SoMa neighborhood is relatively large and
contains a mix of low- to high-rise buildings. While the project site is located adjacent to a mix of 2- to 6-
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story buildings, the project block includes the recently constructed, 17 story, approximately 130-foot-tall
residential building located at 55 Ninth Street, known as the Ava building.

The property is also within the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. Land uses immediately
surrounding the project site consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground level
with residential above, as well as hotel, office, community facility, and public utility land uses. The
nearest residential buildings include the Ava building, noted above, as well as the recently completed
Panoramic, an 11-story, approximately 120-foot-tall mixed-use residential building located one-half block
west of the project site at 1321 Mission Street. Additional recently constructed nearby residential
buildings one block east of the project site include the Soma Grand, a 22-story building with ground-floor
retail located at 1160 Mission Street, and two of the proposed four residential towers for the Trinity Place
development, one of which is the 24-story building located at 1188 Mission Street and the 19-story
building located at 1190 Mission Street.

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and open spaces include
U.N. Plaza, about 0.19 miles north of the project site; Civic Center Plaza, also about 0.19 miles north of the
project site; Boeddeker Park, about 0.52 miles northeast of the project site; Howard & Langton Mini Park,
about 0.24 miles southeast of the project site; Victoria Manalo Draves Park, about 0.41 miles southeast of
the project site; and the Gene Friend Recreation Center, about 0.44 miles southeast of the project site.

The closest state highway to the project site is U.S. Highway 101, located three blocks west. Interstate 80 is
located about four blocks south of the project site. The Western SoMa Special Use District lies one-half
block south of the project site, while the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
lies one-half block west of the project site. Lastly, the project site is located one-half block north of the
Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District, which is pending listing on the State and
National Register of Historic Places (S5/NR), and one block south of the San Francisco Civic Center
Historic District.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On August 24, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) was published. Since no
appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the publication date, the Planning Department’s
Environmental Review Officer finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the 1270
Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment and
determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the independent judgment
of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No.[ ] and is incorporated herein by reference.

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.
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HEARING NOTIFICATION

TYPE REQUIRED REQUIRED ACTUAL ACTUAL

PERIOD NOTICE DATE NOTICE DATE PERIOD

Classified News Ad 20 days October 7, 2016 October 5, 2016 22 days
Posted Notice 20 days October 7, 2016 October 7, 2016 20 days
Mailed Notice 10 days October 17, 2016 October 17, 2016 10 days

COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND PUBLIC COMMENT

To date, the Department has not received any public comment, but a request to review the case report
from a member of the public. According to the attached Project Sponsor Package, community outreach
commenced in early 2015 when the Project Sponsor approached community members with a Code-
compliant height and massing for the project. Community input informed the building’s height, mass,
design and percentage of affordable units resulting in the 200-foot tall Project currently proposed, and
that includes a General Plan, Planning Code Text, and Zoning Map amendments to facilitate the creation
of a Mission and 9th Street Special Use District. The letter demonstrates that the Project Sponsor met with
over 11 community groups including the San Francisco Friends (Quakers), Bayaniham, United Playaz,
West Bay Filipino-American Development Foundation, Hotel Potter, Alliance for a Better District Six,
Central Market Community Benefit District and San Francisco Housing Action Coalition. Letters of
support from the following organizations are included in the letter from the Project Sponsor:

e San Francisco Housing Action Coalition

e San Francisco Friends (Quakers)

¢ DPotter Hotel

¢ Central Market Community Benefit District

e Alliance for a Better District 6

OTHER ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

e General Plan Amendment, Map 5 of the Downtown Plan Area. The proposed General Plan
amendment would amend Map 5, “Proposed Height and Bulk Districts” of the Downtown Area
Plan to change the height and bulk district of Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 020 and 021 from 120-X
to 200-X.

O The Way It Is Now: Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan within the General Plan shows that
the height and bulk of the affected parcels at Assessors Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021 is
120-X, which limits buildings to a height of 120-feet. Bulk is controlled by the slope of the
site. For sites that are generally flat, such as that for this project, there are no bulk
controls.

0 The Way It Would Be: Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan within the General Plan would be
amended for Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021, to show a 200-X height and bulk
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district allowing buildings up to 200-feet in height. The allowable bulk would not
change.

e Planning Code Amendment, Zoning Maps. The proposed Zoning Map amendment would amend
the following maps to reflect the creation of the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District
(Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021):

1.  Special Use District Map No. 11 (SU07) and
2. Height & Bulk District Map No. 11 (HT07)

0 The Way It Is Now:
1. Special Use District Map No. 07 (SU07) does not currently show the boundaries of
the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District, located on Assessor’s Block 3701,
Lots 020 and 021.

2. Height & Bulk District Map No. 07 (HT07) shows a 120-X height and bulk limit for
Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021.

0 The Way It Would Be:
1.  Special Use District Map No. 07 (SU07) would be amended to show the boundaries
of the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District, located on Assessor’s Block 3701,
Lots 020 and 021.

2. Height & Bulk District Map No. 07 (HT07) would be amended to show a 200-X
height and bulk limit for Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021.

e Planning Code Amendment, Text. The proposed Planning Code text amendment would add
Section 249.15 to establish the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District to require the provision
of on-site affordable units at a rate higher (21.5%) than what would otherwise be required
(13.5%), and would include controls pertaining to:

i.  On-Site Affordable Housing
ii.  Floor Area Ratio
iii. =~ Open Space

0 The Way It Is Now: The Planning Code does not currently include a section for the Mission
and 9th Street Special Use District.

i On-Site Affordable Housing: Pursuant to Section 415.3 Projects that submitted a
complete Environmental Application prior to January 1, 2015 have a requirement
to provide on-site affordable units in the amount of 13.5%. Since the Project
submitted a complete Environmental Application prior to January 1, 2015, 13.5%
on-site affordable units would be required to comply with Planning Code Section

4153

ii. Floor Area Ratio: Parcels in the C-3-G Zoning District have a basic floor area
ratio of 6.0 to 1 and can go up to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of Transferable
Development Rights

iii. Open Space: Planning Code Section 135 requires that at least 36 square feet of

private or 48 square feet of common open space be provided on-site within C-3
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zoning districts. The Van Ness Market Residential Special Use and the Rincon
Hill Downtown Residential Districts both allow for open space to be provided
off-site, as would be allowed in the subject SUD.

0 The Way It Would Be: A new section would be created to add the Mission and 9th Street
Special Use District, providing the following controls:

i.  On-Site Affordable Housing: The SUD would require the provision of on-site
affordable units in the amount of 21.5% of the number of units constructed on-
site at the following income levels:
= 13.5% of the units affordable to 55% or less of Area Median Income;

*= 4% of the units affordable to those earning 70% or less of Area Median
Income; and

* 4% of units affordable to households earning 90% or less of Area Median
Income.

The amount of affordability would be in excess of the requirement of Planning
Code Section 415.3, which requires that 13.5 percent of on-site dwelling units be
affordable units.

However, to reach a greater diversity of households, the Planning Department
will also be recommending that the project provide on-site units in the amount of
3.5% of the total constructed units that are affordable to households whose
incomes do not exceed 150% of AMI. This would increase the amount of on-site
affordable units to 25% of the total constructed units.

ii. Floor Area Ratio: The SUD would waive the floor area ratio (FAR) limits set
forth in Sections 123 and 124 of the Planning Code.

* Transferrable Development Rights (TDR): Since FAR limits are waived, the
project would not be required to purchase TDR. The City’s TDR program
supports the preservation of known historic resources and waiving the
requirement to purchase TDR results in less financial support for Historic
Preservation in the Downtown Plan Area. Although the purchase of TDR is
an exchange that occurs between private parties, an estimate of at least $1.1
million of TDR would have otherwise been required to be purchased if FAR
was not waived.

iii. Open Space: The SUD would permit a certain portion of the usable open space
required pursuant to Planning Code Section 135 to be provided off-site, either
within the SUD or within 900 feet of the boundaries of the SUD. Consistent with
similar provisions in the Market and Van Ness Residential Special Use and
Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Districts, the following types of open space
would be acceptable:

1. An unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and
landscaping;

2. A terrace or roof garden with landscaping;

3. Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian
amenities that result in additional space beyond the pre-existing
sidewalk width, such as sidewalk widening or building setbacks; or

SAN FRANCISCO 6
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Executive Summary CASE NO. 2014.0926GPA
Hearing Date: October 6, 2016 1270 Mission Street

4. Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian
amenities on alleyways from building face to building face, beyond
basic street tree planting or street lighting as otherwise required by
this and other Municipal Codes.

Downtown Project Authorization. The Project does not strictly conform to several aspects of the
Planning Code. As part of the Downtown Project Authorization process, the Commission may
grant exceptions from certain requirements of the Planning Code for projects that meet specified
criteria. The Project requests exceptions regarding “Rear Yard” and "Reduction of Ground-Level
Wind Currents in C-3 Districts" (Section 148). Compliance with the specific criteria for each
exception is summarized below, and is described in the attached draft Section 309 motion.

O Rear Yard (Section 134): The Project does not meet the Code’s rear year requirement and
requests an exception in order to provide a side yard amounting to approximately 3,120
square feet of open space on the 2nd floor, the first level containing residential uses.
Section 134(d) allows for an exception to the rear yard requirement pursuant to the
Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization process so long as the “building location
and configuration assure adequate light and air to windows within the residential units
and to the usable open space provided.” The proposed side yard is adequate to allow
significant glazing per the Building Code on all units facing the side yard. Further, the
Project is located in the downtown area, where a pattern of rear yards does not exist.
Providing a Code-compliant rear yard or side yard extending the entire length of the lot
would disrupt the prevailing street wall on Mission or Laskie Street.

0 Ground Level Wind Currents (Section 148): The existing conditions at the Project Site
indicate that 9 of the 41 test points exceed the Planning Code’s comfort criterion at grade
level with average wind speeds at approximately 10 miles per hour (mph). The 11 mph
comfort criterion is currently exceeded 9 percent of the time. With the Project, one
additional comfort exceedance is created at grade level for a total of 10. Average wind
speeds remain at 10 mph with the 11 mph comfort criterion exceeded approximately 9
percent of the time. Generally, the wind conditions remain the same with the Project
compared to existing conditions. A Section 309 exception is being sought because the
Project would not eliminate the existing locations meeting or exceeding the Planning
Code’s comfort criterion.

Variance. Between five to seven units per floor for a total of 116 total units expose onto a side
yard at the 2nd floor measuring approximately 25-feet wide. Although the side yard exceeds
minimum rear yard requirements, it does not technically adhere to a Code-compliant rear yard
per Section 134, nor does the side yard extend for the full width of the lot. Therefore, these units
require a variance from Section 140. Six-feet of the side yard is dedicated to private terraces
separated from common open space by a 2-foot planter.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must take the following actions:

1. Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the General Plan Amendment to amend
Map 5, “Proposed Height and Bulk Districts” of the Downtown Area Plan to change the height

and bulk district of Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 020 and 021 from 120-X to 200-X.
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Adopt findings of consistency with the San Francisco General Plan and Planning Code Section
101.1.

Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the Planning Code Zoning Map
Amendments to amend (1) Special Use District Map No. 07 (SU07) to show the boundaries of the
Mission and 9th Street Special Use District, located on Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021;
and (2). Height & Bulk District Map No. 07 (HT07) to show a 200-X height and bulk limit for
Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021.

Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors to the Planning Code Text to add Section
249.15 to establish the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District.

Approve the Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309, 134 and
148.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission:

1.
2.
3.

Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the General Plan Amendment;

Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the Planning Code Map Amendments;
Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of the Planning Code Text Amendments with
modifications to increase the total amount of affordable units by an additional 3.5% (at no less
than 150% AMI), such that the number of on-site inclusionary units totals 25%; and

Approve the Downtown Project Authorization with Conditions.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The subject site is located immediately adjacent to the 200-S Height and Bulk district as well as
other height and bulk districts permitting building heights greater than 120 feet, such that the
Project’s proposed 200 foot height would be consistent with other nearby existing and proposed
buildings

The Project would address the City’s severe need for additional housing for low and moderate
income households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the
amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code
section 415); and

0 In addition to providing housing affordable to households whose incomes do not exceed
55% of Area Median Income (AMI), the project would also provide housing affordable to
households whose incomes do not exceed 70% and 90% of AMI. To reach a greater
diversity of households, the Planning Department recommends that the project provide
on-site units in the amount of 3.5% of the total constructed units that are affordable to
households whose incomes do not exceed 150% of AMI.

The project would help achieve General Plan objectives to expand the supply of housing in and
adjacent to downtown.

The Project would replace an existing surface parking lot and underutilized commercial building
with housing and retail, thereby activating and presenting a more pedestrian-oriented streetscape
on Mission and Laskie Streets.
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=  The Project is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood character, in terms of height, scale,
and massing.

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the Proposed Ordinances; Approval of DNX with Conditions

Attachments:
Draft Resolution Recommending Board of Supervisors Approval of General Plan Amendment
Draft Ordinance for General Plan Amendment
Draft Resolution Recommending Board of Supervisors Approval of Planning Code Text and Zoning Map
Amendments
Draft Ordinance for Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments
Draft Section 309 Motion
MMRP
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Aerial Photograph
Site Photographs
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration
Draft Costa Hawkins Agreement
Affidavit of Compliance — Inclusionary Housing
First Source Hiring Affidavit
Project Sponsor Package:
- Summary of Community Outreach by Project Sponsor
- Letters of Support
Exhibit B — Section 309 Plans

Attachment Checklist
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|X| Executive Summary

|X| Draft Motion

|X| Environmental Determination
|Z| Zoning District Map

|X| Height & Bulk Map
|Z| Block Book Map

|X| Sanborn Map

|X| Aerial Photo
|X| Context Photos

|X| Site Photos

CASE NO. 2014.0926GPA
1270 Mission Street

|Z| Project sponsor submittal

Drawings: Existing Conditions

DX] Check for legibility

Drawings: Proposed Project

DX] Check for legibility

3-D Renderings (new construction or
significant addition)

|X| Check for legibility

Housing Documents

|X| Inclusionary ~ Affordable = Housing
Program: Affidavit for Compliance

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet TC
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Planning Commission
Draft Resolution

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 27, 2016
Project Name: 1270 Mission
Case Number: 2014.0926GPA
Project Sponsor: Brian Baker
AGI Avant
100 Bush Street, Suite 1450
San Francisco, CA 94104
Staff Contact: Tina Chang, Planner
tina.chang@sfgov.org, 415-575-9108
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
anmarie.rodgers@sfov.org, 415-558-6395
Recommendation: Approve General Plan Amendment and Adopt the Draft Resolution

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT FINDINGS RELATING TO
AMENDMENTS TO GENERAL PLAN MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOAN PLAN AREA, TO CCHANGE
THE HEIGHT DESIGNATION CHOWN ON THE MAP FOR ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3701, BLOCKS
020 AND 021 TO FACILITATE THE CREATION OF THE MISSION AND 9™ STREET SPECIAL USE
DISTRICT; AND MAKE AND ADOPT FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE
SECTION 101.1.

PREAMBLE

On May 5, 2015, 1270 Mission, LLC (“Project Sponsor”) filed an application requesting approval of a
Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code to facilitate
the construction of a mixed-use residential project located at 1270 Mission Street ("Project") with a 200-
foot tall building providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts
required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) in exchange
for a density bonus conveyed by amendment of the Planning Code, Zoning Map and the General Plan to
increase the permitted building height at the project site from 120 feet to 200 feet. The Downtown Project
Authorization application included exceptions from rear yard requirements per Section 134 and ground-
level wind currents per Section 148 of the Planning Code.

On June 28, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Variance application with the Planning Department from
exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 140.

On August 24, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) was published. Since no
appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the publication date, the Planning Department’s
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Environmental Review Officer finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the 1270
Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment and
determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the independent judgment
of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. [ ] and is incorporated herein by reference.

On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Jane Kim introduced the legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use
District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor’s
Block 3701, Lots 22, 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the
Zoning Map Sheet SUQ7 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District; amending Zoning
Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1.”

On October 6, 2016, the Planning Commission initiated legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
General Plan by revising the height designation for Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 20 and 21 on Map 5 of the
Downtown Area Plan from 120-X to 200-X; adopting and making findings regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section
101.1.”

On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment; and (2) the ordinance amending the Planning Code
to add the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, and revise Zoning Map SU07 and HO7. At that
meeting, the Commission adopted (1) Resolution [ ], recommending that the Board of Supervisors
approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution [ ] recommending that the Board
of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code and Text and Map Amendment. The Commission
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested
parties, and the record as a whole.

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located
in the File for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, 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.

The Commission has reviewed the proposed General Plan Amendment Ordinance; and
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RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve
the proposed General Plan Amendment Ordinance, and adopts this resolution to that effect.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments and the record as a whole, including all information pertaining to the Project in the Planning
Department’s case files, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Commission finds that the Mission and 9t Street Special Use District and the Project at 1270
Mission Street to be a beneficial development to the City that could not be accommodated
without the actions requested.

2. The Project would address the City’s severe need for additional housing for very low, low and
moderate income households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in
excess of the amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning
Code section 415).

3. The proposed General Plan Amendment and Special Use District would permit the development
of a greater number of residential uses than currently permitted at the project site. As the
General Plan recognizes, building standards can be relaxed in order to promote lower cost home
construction. An additional portion of San Francisco's affordable housing needs can be supplied
(with no public subsidies or financing) by private sector housing developers developing
inclusionary affordable units in their market-rate projects in exchange for the density and other
bonuses. The Project would provide on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of
the amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code
section 415) in exchange for the density bonus conveyed by the proposed General Plan
Amendment and Special Use District.

4. The Project proposes neighborhood-serving amenities, such as new ground floor retail, and
pedestrian safety improvements to surrounding streets; proposes new publicly accessible open
space; and would incorporate sustainability features into the Project.

5. The General Plan Amendments are necessary in order to approve the Project;

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies
of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Resolution Case No.: 2014.0926GPA
Hearing Date: OCTOBER 27, 2016

Policy 1.8
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects.

The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project
proposes to demolish a one-story commercial garage and surface parking lot and construct a mixed-use
residential building above ground floor retail that contains 235 market rate units and 64 on-site affordable
units compliant with Section 415 of the Planning Code and the Mission and 9" Street Special Use District
(or 75 on site units if the Mission and 9th Street SUD is modified as recommended by the Department).
Additionally, 2,012 square feet of ground-floor retail use is proposed. The Property is an ideal site for new
housing due to its central, Downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current
development of this location, with a surface parking lot and on-story commercial building, represents an
under-utilized site within the Downtown core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use
within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Mission
Street frontage while activating the Laskie Street frontages.

Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central Downtown location of the
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project is
located along Mission Street, a major and bus-transit corridor, 1.5 blocks away from the Civic Center
BART and MUNI stations, and within one block of at least 6 MUNI bus lines. The Project provides 200
Class 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces with a convenient and separate entrance designated for
bicyclists, encouraging the use of bikes as a mode of transportation.

OBJECTIVE 5:
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS.

Policy 5.4
Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents between unit
types as their needs change.

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 299 dwelling units, of which 75 (25%) are
studios, 59 (19%) are junior one-bedroom, 98 (33%) are one-bedroom, 56 (19%) are two-bedroom and 11
(4%) are three-bedroom units. The Project provides a range of unit types to serve a variety of needs, and
will provide 21.5 percent on-site affordable units comprising of the similar dwelling unit mix, namely 25%
studios, 19% junior one-bedroom, 33% one-bedrooms, 19% two-bedroom and 11% three-bedroom units.

OBJECTIVE 7:

SAN FRANCISCO
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SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

In compliance with this policy, the Project includes an SUD that requires the provision of 21.5% on-site
affordable housing for projects that are 120 feet or taller, thereby enhancing the City’s affordable housing.

Further, the Planning Department recommends that for projects of 120 feet or taller, an additional 3.5%
(at no more than 150%AMI) for a total of 25% of the total constructed units be affordable. .

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals

Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.7
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring
consistency with historic districts.

The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 299 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity
of existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use,
height, and density. The Project’s design respects the architectural design of adjacent historic resources,
with a traditional tripartite facade containing defined base, shaft and top. This new development will
enhance the character of the existing neighborhood and is an ideal site for new housing due to its central,
Downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current development of this location, with
a surface parking lot and underutilized commercial building, represents an under-utilized site within the
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Downtown core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use within the building, the
Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Mission and Laskie Street frontages.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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.

Policy 3.6
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or
dominating appearance in new construction.

The Project uses design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by
mid- to high-rise, mixed-use buildings are characterized by more classical designs typically expressed by
tripartite design, vertical expression, punched windows, decorative brickwork and modillion cornices. The
proposed Project would replace a one-story commercial building and surface parking lot with a building
that respects its context by providing a high-rise, mixed-used building of tripartite design, separated with
cornices, and articulated with traditional materials, such as brick and metal. The proposed structure
complies with land use and development controls of the Planning Code and the surrounding development.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING 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
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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 Project would add approximately 2,012 square feet of new commercial space that is intended to serve
residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. Retail is encouraged and principally permitted on
the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown General District, and is thus consistent with activities in
the commercial land use plan.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.2:
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project
Site that encourages walking as a principal means of transportation. Proposed improvements to the
sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety and adhere to the Better Streets Plan. The pedestrian right of
way on Mission Street would be repaved and include four new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet
apart from one another) with tree grates and 18 new Class 2 bicycle spaces. Additional improvements
along Laskie Street would include a single-surface “shared street” from Mission Street to immediately
north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising the elevation of Laskie Street to
meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing the existing raised concrete sidewalks
along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide visual/tactile detection strip to delineate
pedestrian and vehicular zones; removing the existing street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees
(spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also
include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the intersection of Mission Street, which would
accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic
calming device since vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering or exiting
Laskie Street.

Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs particularly those of commuters.

Policy 1.6:
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Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when and where it is most
appropriate.

The Project would promote Objective 1 and its associated policies by providing for an amount of parking
that is sufficient to meet the needs of the future residents so as to not overburden the surrounding
neighborhood parking. However, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial
traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the
Project site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. The
Project would provide a merely sufficient rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate
the parking needs of the future residents of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and
encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit use.

OBJECTIVE 2:
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 2.1:
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for
desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Core, which is the most transit rich area of the City. The Project
would provide only 0.24 parking spaces per dwelling and will not provide any parking for the proposed
retail use. All of these parking spaces would be shielded by active uses or located underground, and thus be
less intrusive to the surrounding pedestrian realm.

OBJECTIVE 11:

ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY.

Policy 11.3:
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems.

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people occupying the
building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the majority of their daily
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 218 bicycles (200 Class 1, 18 Class 2). Within a few blocks
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including MUNI bus lines,
MUNI Metro rail lines and BART. Additionally, such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit
(Transbay Terminal) and Cal Train.

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
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OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.1

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

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 1270
Mission Street is a one-story commercial space and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the
existing character of the neighborhood by removing the surface parking lot and one-story commercial space
currently occupied by a pizza shop doing business as SF Pizza. The proposed retail space, which includes
ground floor retail space, is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and the Downtown core.

The Project therefore creates substantial net benefits for the City with minimal undesirable consequences.

OBJECTIVE 7:
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.

Policy 7.1.1
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments.

Policy 7.2
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use.

The Project would demolish an underutilized commercial space and surface parking lot and construct a
200-foot tall, 21-story-over-basement, 299-unit residential building over ground floor retail, within easy
commuting distance of jobs located within the Downtown core, other neighborhoods of the City as well as
other areas in the Bay Area.

The Project includes approximately 2,012 square feet of ground floor commercial space with Mission and
Laskie Street frontages; these spaces would provide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would
create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on each of the two frontages.

OBJECTIVE 13:
CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRANCISCO’S
STATURE AS ONE OF THE WORLD’S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES.

Policy 13.1
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Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing and proposed development (See Map 5).

The height of the proposed building will relate to the height and character of existing and proposed
development. Although the Project is located within a 120-X height and bulk district, it is surrounded by
parcels that are zoned for taller heights. The parcel immediately to the north is zoned 200-S and that across
Laskie Street is zoned 150-S. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment to amend Assessor’s Block
3701 Lots 020 and 021of Map 5 to 200-X, relating the building the height and character of existing and
proposed development.

OBJECTIVE 16:
CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATTRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES.

Policy 16.4
Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest.

The Project would promote Objective 16 by providing a shared street along Laskie Street which includes
streetscape improvements along both the sidewalk immediately adjacent to the property as well as that on
the opposite side of the street. The elevated roadway and crosswalk at Mission Street will meet sidewalk
grade along and include improved paving materials, landscaping and streetlights. The shared-street
coupled with ground floor retail along Mission Street that wraps the corner onto Laskie Street will create
pedestrian interest and better activate the block of Mission Street between 8" and 9" Streets.

7. 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 complies 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 Project would preserve space for new neighborhood-serving retail, providing continued
opportunities for resident employment and ownership. In addition to 299 residential units, the Project
would include approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space. The Project would have a positive effect
on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it would bring additional residents to the
neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighborhood-serving retail. The Project
would enhance neighborhood-serving retail by adding new retail space, which could strengthen nearby
neighborhood retail uses by attracting pedestrians and passersby and broadening the consumer base
and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retail services. The addition of this new space would
also complement the pedestrian-friendly Downtown core and would continue the pattern of active
ground floor retail along the Mission Street frontage.

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Project
would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 1270 Mission Street is an
underutilized commercial building and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the existing
character of the neighborhood by removing the one-story structure and surface parking lot. The
proposed retail space is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and the downtown
core.

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

There is currently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this
Project. The Project would enhance the City’s supply of affordable housing by providing 64 on-site
affordable dwelling units, (or, 75 if the SUD is modified to require 25% inclusionary unit as
recommended by the Department) in compliance with the affordable housing requirements of Planning
Code Section 249.15(b)(1).

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

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. The
Project is well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor and would promote rather
than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the Project could
access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART system. The Project also provides
a sufficient amount of off-street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking will not be
overburdened by the addition of new residents.

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 would not negatively affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be
consistent with the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by
commercial office and mid- to high-rise residential buildings.

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

The Project will be consistent with the City’s goal to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to
protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The building will be constructed in compliance
with all current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic safety.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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g. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Planning Department has determined that the one-story commercial space d.b.a SF Pizza and
surface parking lot, is not individually eligible for listing on the California Register, nor is it located in
an historic district. Accordingly, the Project has no impact on any landmarks or historic buildings.
The Project has been designed in a way that respects the existing neighborhood fabric with a traditional
tripartite facade and the use of more traditional materials, such as brick and metal.

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

The Project would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Parks and Recreation Department.

8. 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, and also in
that, as designed, the Project would address the City’s severe need for additional housing for
very low, low and moderate income households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable
dwellings units in excess of the amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program (Planning Code section 415).

9. Based on the foregoing, the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the
proposed General Plan Amendment.

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning
Commission on October 27, 2016.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:
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FILE NO. ORDINANCE NO.

[General Plan Amendment — Downtown Area Plan Map 5]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for
Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 20 and 21 on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan from 120-X
to 200-X; adopting and making findings regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning

Code Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in smqle underllne |taI|cs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in .
Board amendment additions are in double underllned Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors hereby finds and determines that:

(a) Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 340, any
amendments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning Commission and
thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of Supervisors. On

, by Resolution No. , the Planning Commission conducted a duly

noticed public hearing on this General Plan Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Section
340, found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the General
Plan Amendment, adopted the General Plan Amendment, and recommended it for approval to

the Board of Supervisors. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. is on file

Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N RN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
g B W N P O © © N O OO M W N B O

with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. , and the Board hereby
incorporates these findings herein by reference.

(b) The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is, on balance, in conformity
with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 and consistent with the General Plan
as it is proposed for amendment herein for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. , and the Board hereby incorporates these findings herein by
reference.

(c) On August 24, 2016, the Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer
finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") for the 1270 Mission Street Project,
including this General Plan Amendment, and Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments
and determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the
independent judgment of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this

Determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

and is incorporated herein by reference. At the same hearing, the Planning Commission
adopted the MND and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its Resolution

No on . In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this

Board has reviewed the MND and the record as a whole, and adopts and incorporates by
reference, as though fully set forth herein, the findings, including the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), adopted by the Planning Commission on

, in Resolution No. . A copy of said Resolution No. is on file
with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. and is incorporated herein by
reference. The Planning Department, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records, located in File

No0.2014.0926ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

Supervisor Kim
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Section 2. The San Francisco General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 5 of
the Downtown Area Plan to reclassify the height and bulk limits of Assessor’s Block 3701,

Lots 20 and 21 from 120-X to 200-X.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:

AUDREY PEARSON
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2016\1600870\01139305.docx

Supervisor Kim
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Planning Commission Draft Resolution

Planning Code Text Amendment
Zoning Map Amendment
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 27, 2016

Date: October 11, 2016
Case No.: 2014.0926PCAMAP
Project Address: 1270 Mission Street

Current Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown General)
120-X Height and Bulk District
Mission and Ninth Street SUD
200-X

3701 /021, 021

Brian Baker — (415) 775.7005
AGI Avant

100 Bush Street, Suite 1450
San Francisco, CA 94104

Tina Chang — (415) 575-9197

Tina.Chang@sfgov.org

Proposed Zoning

Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

Recommendation: ~ Approve Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments and Adopt

the Draft Resolution

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT FINDINGS RELATING TO
THE PLANNING CODE, INCLUDING 1) AMENDMENT OF PLANNING CODE TEXT TO ADD
SECTION 249.15 TO ESTABLISH THE MISSION AND 9™ STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, TO
REQUIRE THE PROVISION OF ON-SITE AFFORDABLE UNITS IN THE AMOUNT OF 21.5% OF
THE NUMBER OF UNITS CONSTRUCTED ON-SITE; WAIVE FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS SET
FORTH IN SECTIONS 123 AND 124 OF THE PLANNING CODE FOR BUILDINGS EXCEEDING
120-FEET IN HEIGHT; ALLOW UP TO 40 PERCENT OF USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIRED BY
PLANNING CODE SECTION 135 TO BE PROVIDED OFF-SITE EITHER WITHIN THE SPECIAL
USE DISTRICT OR WITHIN 900 FEET OF THE BOUDNARIES OF THE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT;
AND 2) AMENDMENTS TO SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAP SU07 AND HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT MAP HT07 TO REFLECT THE CREATION OF THE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND
ALLOW AN INCREASE IN HEIGHT FOR ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3701, PARCELS 020 AND 021 FROM
120-X TO 200-X; AND (3) MAKE AND ADOPT FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER
PLANNING CODE SECTION 302, ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF
PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

11014.001 3146781v2 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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PREAMBLE

On May 5, 2015, 1270 Mission, LLC (“Project Sponsor”) filed an application requesting approval of a
Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code to facilitate
the construction of a mixed-use residential project located at 1270 Mission Street ("Project") with a 200-
foot tall building providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts
required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) in exchange
for a density bonus conveyed by amendment of the Planning Code, Zoning Map and the General Plan to
increase the permitted building height at the project site from 120 feet to 200 feet. The Downtown Project
Authorization application included exceptions from rear yard requirements per Section 134 and ground-
level wind currents per Section 148 of the Planning Code.

On June 28, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Variance application with the Planning Department from
exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 140.

On August 24, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) was published. Since no
appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the publication date, the Planning Department’s
Environmental Review Officer finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the 1270
Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment and
determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the independent judgment
of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. [ ] and is incorporated herein by reference.

On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Jane Kim introduced the legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use
District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor’s
Block 3701, Lots 22, 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the
Zoning Map Sheet SUQ7 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District; amending Zoning
Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1.”

On October 6, 2016, the Planning Commission initiated legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
General Plan by revising the height designation for Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 20 and 21 on Map 5 of the
Downtown Area Plan from 120-X to 200-X; adopting and making findings regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section
101.1.”

On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment; and (2) the ordinance amending the Planning Code
to add the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, and revise Zoning Map SU(07 and HO07. At that
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meeting, the Commission adopted (1) Resolution [ ], recommending that the Board of Supervisors
approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution [ ] recommending that the Board
of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code and Text and Map Amendment. The Commission
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested
parties, and the record as a whole.

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located
in the File for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, 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.

The Commission has reviewed the proposed Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments
Ordinance; and

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit C of Motion
No. [ ], based on the findings as stated below.

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve
the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendment Ordinances, and adopt the attached
Resolution to that effect.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments and the record as a whole, including all information pertaining to the Project in the Planning
Department’s case files, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Commission finds that the Mission and 9t Street Special Use District and the Project at 1270
Mission Street to be a beneficial development to the City that could not be accommodated
without the actions requested.

2. The Project would address the City’s severe need for additional housing for very low, low and
moderate income households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in
excess of the amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning
Code section 415).

3. The proposed General Plan Amendment and Special Use District would permit the development
of a greater number of residential uses than currently permitted at the project site. As the
General Plan recognizes, building standards can be relaxed in order to promote lower cost home
construction. An additional portion of San Francisco's affordable housing needs can be supplied
(with no public subsidies or financing) by private sector housing developers developing
inclusionary affordable units in their market-rate projects in exchange for the density and other
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bonuses. The Project would provide on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of
the amounts required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code
section 415) in exchange for the density bonus conveyed by the proposed General Plan
Amendment and Special Use District.

4. The Project proposes neighborhood-serving amenities, such as new ground floor retail, and
pedestrian safety improvements to surrounding streets; proposes new publicly accessible open
space; and would incorporate sustainability features into the Project.

5. The Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments are necessary in order to approve the Project;

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies
of the General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown Project
Authorization, Motion No. [ ], which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein.

7. 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 complies with said policies,
for the reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. [ ], which are
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein.

8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown Project
Authorization, Motion No. [ ], which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein, and also in that, as designed, the Project would address the City’s severe need for
additional housing for very low, low and moderate income households, by providing on-site
inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts required by the City’s
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415).

9. Based on the foregoing, the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the
proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission
on October 27, 2016.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
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AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: October 27, 2016
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FILE NO. DRAFT ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map - Mission and 9th Street Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create
the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded by
Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 22,
23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the
Zoning Map Sheet SUQO7 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District;
amending Zoning Map Sheet HTO7 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701,
Lots 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affirming the Planning Department’s determination
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency

with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in smqle underllne |taI|cs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in .
Board amendment additions are in double underllned Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1.

(&) On August 24, 2016, the Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer
finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") for the 1270 Mission Street Project,
including this General Plan Amendment, and Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments
and determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the
independent judgment of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this
Determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. and is

incorporated herein by reference. At the same hearing, the Planning Commission adopted

Supervisor Kim
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the MND and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its Resolution No on

. In-accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board has reviewed

the MND and the record as a whole, and adopts and incorporates by reference, as though
fully set forth herein, the findings, including the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code

Section 21000 et seq.), adopted by the Planning Commission on , in Resolution
No. . A copy of said Resolution No. is on file with the Clerk of the Board
of Supervisors in File No. and is incorporated herein by reference. The Planning

Department, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records, located in File N0.2014.0926ENV, at
1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

(b) On , the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ,
adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,
with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. , and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that these Planning Code
amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set
forth in Planning Commission Resolution and the Board incorporates such
reasons herein by reference, as though fully set forth herein. A copy of Planning Commission

Resolution No. is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 249.15 to read as
follows:

Sec. 249.15 Mission and 9th Street Special Use District

Supervisor Kim
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(a) In order to provide for a mixed use development project on the Mission Street transit

corridor with ground floor retail, and an increased amount and unique combination of very-low, low,

moderate and market rate rental housing, than what would otherwise be allowed in a C-3-G zoning

district with a 120-X height limit, there shall be a Mission and 9th Street Special Use District at 1270

Mission Street located at Lots 20 and 21 of Assessor's Block 3701, as designated on Sectional Map

SUQ7 of the Zoning Map. The exceptions to the applicable open space and floor area ratio

requirements set forth below, the rezoning of the applicable height district set forth in this ordinance

number , and the resulting increased number of Dwelling Units allowed by the SUD, shall be

considered forms of assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 of the California Government Code.

(b) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code applicable to a C-3-G District shall apply

except as otherwise provided in this Section.

(1) Inclusionary Housing Requirements For Buildings Taller than 120 Feet. In

order to allow for the increased amount of Dwelling Units and other exceptions to the Code provided

by this Special Use District, on-site inclusionary Dwelling Units pursuant to Planning Code Section

415.6 shall be required. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 415.6(a)(1) and (2), the number of

inclusionary Dwelling Units constructed shall be 21.5% of all units constructed, with a minimum of

13.5% affordable to households whose total household income does not exceed 55% of Area Median

Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit; and 4% of the units affordable to low income

households, defined in this subsection as households whose total household income does not exceed

70% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit; and 4% of the units affordable

to households earning 90% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit. If

provided as rental units, the requirements of Section 415.5(q)(ii) shall apply. Except as expressly

provided in this subsection, all other provisions of Section 415 shall apply.

(2) Inclusionary Housing Requirements For Buildings Less Than or Equal to 120

Feet. Section 415 shall apply in its entirety.

Supervisor Kim
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(3) Open Space for Dwelling Units. Up to 40 percent of the usable open space

required by Section 135 may be provided off-site, but shall be located within the SUD or within 900 feet

of the boundaries of the SUD. Open space must be of one or more of the following types:

(A) An unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and landscaping:

(B) A terrace or roof garden with landscaping;

(C) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian amenities

that result in additional space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width, such as sidewalk widening or

building setbacks: or

(D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian amenities on

alleyways from building face to building face, beyond basic street tree planting or street lighting as

otherwise required by this or other Municipal Codes.

(4) Floor Area Ratio. The floor area ratio limits set forth in Sections 123 and 124 of this

Code for C-3-G Districts shall not apply to Residential Uses as defined in Section 102 for projects that

meet (b)(1) of this Code Section. For all other projects, all applicable floor area ratio limits shall

apply.

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet SUQO7 of the

Zoning Map as follows:

Description of Property Use District to be Use District Hereby Approved
Superseded

Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 20 | C-3-G Mission and 9th Street SUD

and 21

Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 4



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N RN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
g B W N P O © © N O OO M W N B O

DRAFT

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet HTO7 of the

Zoning Map as follows:

Description of Property Height/Bulk District | Height/Bulk District Hereby
to be Superseded Approved

Assessor’'s Block 3701, Lots 20 120-X 200-X

and 21

Section 5. Effective and Operative Date.

(@) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment
occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or
does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors
overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

(b) This ordinance shall become operative upon its effective date or upon the
effective date of the related General Plan Amendment contained in Board of Supervisors File
No. , whichever occurs later. If the effective date of the related General Plan
Amendment does not occur within 90 days of the effective date of this ordinance, this
ordinance shall expire by operation of law.

Section 6. Sunset Provision. This ordinance shall expire by operation of law five years
after its initial effective date unless the project described in Section 2 has received a first
construction document on or before that date, or the Board of Supervisors, on or before that
date, extends or re-enacts it. Upon expiration of this ordinance, the City Attorney shall cause

the ordinance to be removed from the Planning Code.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

Supervisor Kim
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By:

AUDREY PEARSON
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2016\1600870\01138892.docx
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Date: October 11, 2016
Case No.: 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Project Address: 1270 Mission Street

Current Zoning:  C-3-G (Downtown General)
120-X Height and Bulk District
Mission and Ninth Street SUD
200-X

3701/ 021, 021

Brian Baker — (415) 775.7005
AGI Avant

100 Bush Street, Suite 1450
San Francisco, CA 94104

Tina Chang — (415) 575-9197

Tina.Chang@sfgov.org

Proposed Zoning

Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A SECTION 309 DETERMINATION OF
COMPLIANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR REAR YARD PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 134, REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 148, TO CONSTRUCT A 21-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY 200-FOOT
TALL BUILDING WITH UP TO 299 DWELLING UNITS AND APPROXIMATELY 2,120 SQUARE
FEET OF GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AND 76 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES AT
1270 MISSION STREET WITHIN THE MISSION AND NINTH STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT
AND A 200-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On May 5, 2015, 1270 Mission, LLC (“Project Sponsor”) filed an application requesting approval of a
Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code to facilitate
the construction of a mixed-use residential project located at 1270 Mission Street ("Project”) with a 200-
foot tall building providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts
required by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) in
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
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Reception:
415.558.6378
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Planning
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exchange for a density bonus conveyed by amendment of the Planning Code, Zoning Map and the
General Plan to increase the permitted building height at the project site from 120 feet to 200 feet. The
Downtown Project Authorization application included exceptions from rear yard requirements per
Section 134 and ground-level wind currents per Section 148 of the Planning Code.

On February 2, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment
Application with the Planning Department to facilitate the creation of the Mission and 9t Street Special
Use District and subsequently filed an accompanying application for a General Plan Amendment on
September 28, 2016 so that Downtown Map 5 within the General Plan would be consistent with the
height and bulk of the proposed Mission and 9% Street Special Use District.

On June 28, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Variance application with the Planning Department from
exposure requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 140.

On August 24, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (“PMND”) was published. Since no
appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the publication date, the Planning Department’s
Environmental Review Officer finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the 1270
Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment and
determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the independent judgment
of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No.[ ] and is incorporated herein by reference.

On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Jane Kim introduced the legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use
District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor’s
Block 3701, Lots 22, 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the
Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District; amending Zoning
Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1.”

On October 6, 2016, the Planning Commission initiated legislation entitled, “Ordinance amending the
General Plan by revising the height designation for Assessor’s Block 3701 Lots 20 and 21 on Map 5 of the
Downtown Area Plan from 120-X to 200-X; adopting and making findings regarding the Mitigated
Negative Declaration prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1.”

On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment; and (2) the ordinance amending the Planning Code
to add the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, and revise Zoning Map SU07 and HO07. At that
meeting, the Commission adopted (1) Resolution [ ], recommending that the Board of Supervisors
approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution [ ] recommending that the Board
of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code and Text and Map Amendment.
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On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application 2014.0926DNX. The Commission
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested
parties, and the record as a whole.

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located
in the File for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, 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.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Downtown Project Authorization requested in
Application No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, 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 approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) Project site
(Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21) is located on the northwest corner of Mission and Laskie
Streets, within a portion of San Francisco’s SoMa neighborhood and also within the Downtown
Area Plan identified in the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan). The Project site is located
on a block bounded by Market Street to the north, Mission Street to the south, Eighth Street to the
east, and Ninth Street to the west. Laskie Street, a dead-end alley that extends north from Mission
Street, forms the eastern boundary of the Project site. The Project site is located within the C-3-G
(Downtown-General Commercial) Use District and the 120-X Height and Bulk District, which
allows a 120-foot maximum height with no bulk limits.

The property is partially occupied by an approximately 1,200-square-foot, one-story, 12-foot-tall
commercial building that is currently occupied by a pizza shop doing business as (d.b.a.) SF
Pizza. A surface parking lot occupies the remainder of the project site. There are four existing
street trees along both the Mission Street and Laskie Street frontages of the project site (eight trees
total).

According to the Assessor’s data, the existing building was constructed in 1975. Given that the
existing building is not 45 years old, or older, it is not age-eligible to be a historical resource. The
Project site is flat and generally rectangular in shape, with 92.5 feet of frontage on Mission Street
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and 176 feet of frontage on Laskie Street. Three buildings adjoin the Project site to the west: a
four-story residential hotel with ground-floor retail space (Hotel Potter, 1284-1288 Mission
Street); a six-story residential building with ground-floor retail at 77-83 Ninth Street; and a two-
story commercial building at 65 Ninth Street, currently occupied by the American Friends Service
Committee as a Quaker Meeting House. Adjacent to the Project site to the north is a newly
constructed 17-story residential building at 55 Ninth Street, known as the Ava building.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. As noted above, the Project is located within the
SoMa neighborhood, which is generally bounded by Market to the north, Highway 101 to the
west, 16th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east. The Project site is bounded by
Mission Street to the south, three existing buildings abutting the lot line to the west, a new 17-
story mixed-use building to the north, and Laskie Street to the east. The SoMa neighborhood is a
densely built area that contains a variety of uses including neighborhood-serving retail uses on
the ground level of residential buildings, as well as public utility buildings, hotels, community
facilities, commercial and office buildings, production, distribution, and repair uses—including
but not limited to light industrial, auto repair, trucking, wholesaling, and arts activities, such as
performance spaces, studios, and workshops—and a few public parks. The SoMa neighborhood
is relatively large and contains a mix of low- to high-rise buildings. While the project site is
located adjacent to a mix of 2- to 6-story buildings, the project block includes the recently
constructed, 17 story, approximately 130-foot-tall residential building located at 55 Ninth Street,
known as the Ava building.

The property is also within the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. Land uses immediately
surrounding the project site consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground
level with residential above, as well as hotel, office, community facility, and public utility land
uses. The nearest residential buildings include the Ava building, noted above, as well as the
recently completed Panoramic, an 11-story, approximately 120-foot-tall mixed-use residential
building located one-half block west of the project site at 1321 Mission Street. Additional recently
constructed nearby residential buildings one block east of the project site include the Soma
Grand, a 22-story building with ground-floor retail located at 1160 Mission Street, and two of the
proposed four residential towers for the Trinity Place development, one of which is the 24-story
building located at 1188 Mission Street and the 19-story building located at 1190 Mission Street.

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and open spaces
include U.N. Plaza, about 0.19 miles north of the project site; Civic Center Plaza, also about 0.19
miles north of the project site; Boeddeker Park, about 0.52 miles northeast of the project site;
Howard & Langton Mini Park, about 0.24 miles southeast of the project site; Victoria Manalo
Draves Park, about 0.41 miles southeast of the project site; and the Gene Friend Recreation
Center, about 0.44 miles southeast of the project site.

The closest state highway to the project site is U.S. Highway 101, located three blocks west.
Interstate 80 is located about four blocks south of the project site. The Western SoMa Special Use
District lies one-half block south of the project site, while the Van Ness and Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District lies one-half block west of the project site. Lastly, the project site
is located one-half block north of the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic
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District, which is pending listing on the State and National Register of Historic Places (S/NR), and
one block south of the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District.

4. Project Description. The Project includes the demolition of an existing one-story, 1,200 square-
foot commercial building occupied by a pizza shop and surface parking lot and the new
construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would contain up to 299 dwelling units in a
combination of studios, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. More specifically, the dwelling unit
mix consists of 75 studios (25 percent of the total), 59 junior one-bedroom units (19 percent of the
total), 98 one-bedroom units (33 percent of the total), 56 two-bedroom units (19 percent), and 11
three-bedroom units (4 percent). Of the 299 dwelling units, 21.5% or 64 would be below-market
rate. The ground floor would contain approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space.

The proposed building would be constructed using reinforced, poured-in-place concrete with
post-tensioned slabs in a contemporary architectural style, employing precast concrete, brick,
metal, and glass as the primary building materials. Along the primary facades on Mission and
Laskie streets, the proposed design would include a predominately brick base of five stories. The
two-story, ground-floor retail/restaurant space and residential lobby would be differentiated
with stone tile and articulated by a horizontal belt coursing separating the ground floor uses from
the residential uses above. The ground floor level would include large glass storefronts, framed
in aluminum, with each retail space separated by stone tile-clad piers. A canopy would hang over
the residential entryway, along the Laskie Street facade.

Architecturally, the building would be composed of a classic base, middle, and top with
differentiating materials of brick and precast concrete with horizontal belt coursing and a
terminating cornice. The primary facades for the residential floors of the building, including the
more transparent corner at Mission and Laskie streets, would be composed of three facade
systems including a precast wall system with a combination of brick and opaque panels, glass
and aluminum bay windows, and ornamental Juliet balconies. Operable windows would be
located throughout the facades for light, air, and rescue. A precast concrete parapet would extend
above the roof line around the perimeter of the building.

The proposed project includes an amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in the General
Plan. In addition, the proposed project includes an amendment of Zoning Map H07, from 120-X
to 200-X, to allow the construction of a 200-foot tall building. Finally, the proposed project
includes the adoption of the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, which would allow
exceptions to the otherwise applicable open space requirements, floor area ratio requirements for
buildings above 120-X, and would require the provision of on-site affordable units (under
Planning Code Section 415) in the following amounts: 21.5% of all units constructed, with a
minimum of 13.5% affordable to households at 55% of Area Median Income for purposes of
renting; and 4% at 70% AMI, and 4% at 90% AMI. Based on the need for the General Plan
Amendment, the size of the requested height increase, and open space and FAR reductions, the
Planning Department recommended that the SUD be approved, but modified to increase the total
amount of affordable units by an additional 3.5% (at no less than 150% AMI), such that number
of on-site inclusionary units totals 25%.
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5. Community Outreach and Public Comment. To date, the Department has not received any
public comment, but a request to review the case report from a member of the public. According
to the attached Project Sponsor Package, community outreach commenced in early 2015 when the
Project Sponsor approached community members with a Code-compliant height and massing for
the project. Community input informed the building’s height, mass, design and percentage of
affordable units resulting in the 200-foot tall Project currently proposed, and that includes a
General Plan, Planning Code Text, and Zoning Map amendments to facilitate the creation of a
Mission and 9t Street Special Use District. The letter demonstrates that the Project Sponsor met
with over 11 community groups including the San Francisco Friends (Quakers), Bayaniham,
United Playaz, West Bay Filipino-American Development Foundation, Hotel Potter, Alliance for
a Better District Six, Central Market Community Benefit District and San Francisco Housing
Action Coalition. Letters of support from the following organizations are included in the letter
from the Project Sponsor:

e San Francisco Housing Action Coalition

e San Francisco Friends (Quakers)

e Potter Hotel

e Central Market Community Benefit District
e Alliance for a Better District 6

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

A. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by
Planning Code Section 124 for the C-3-G District is 6.0:1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the
Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable
development rights (“TDR”). In the Mission and 9t Street Special Use District, otherwise
applicable FAR would be waived for buildings taller than 120-feet.

The Project site has a lot area of approximately 16,230 square feet. Therefore, up to 97,380 square feet
of Gross Floor Area (“GFA”) is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 146,070 square feet of
GFA is permitted with the purchase of TDR. As shown in the conceptual plans for the Project, the
building would include 286,150 square feet, of which 241,851 would count towards FAR. However, in
the Mission and 9" Street Special Use District, otherwise applicable FAR would be waived for
buildings taller than 120-feet.

The proposed building exceeds 120-feet and therefore FAR limits are waived. Accordingly, the Project
would not be required to purchase TDR. The City’s TDR program supports the preservation of known
historic resources and waiving the requirement to purchase TDR results in less financial support for
Historic Preservation in the Downtown Plan Area. Although the purchase of TDR is an exchange that
occurs between private parties, an estimate of at least $1.1 million (48,690 square feet (9.0 to 1 FAR —
6.1 to 1 FAR) X $23.00 per SF) of TDR would have otherwise been required to be purchased if FAR
was not waived. If TDR were to be required for all floor area exceeding an FAR of 6.0:1, an estimate of
approximately $2.3 million of TDR would be required to be purchased.

SAN FRANCISCO 6
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Hearing Date: October 27, 2016 1270 Mission Street

B. Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires that any building containing a

SAN FRANCISCO

dwelling unit in a Downtown Commercial District must provide a rear yard equal to 25
percent of the total lot depth at all residential levels.

The Project does not provide a rear yard that complies with this Code requirement, and as such,
requires a rear yard exception under Planning Code Section 309. A 309 exception may be granted so
long as the “building location and configuration assure adequate light and air to windows within the
residential units and to the usable open space provided.” See Section 7, below, for 309 findings.

Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section 135 requires that private
usable open space be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet per dwelling unit or that 48 square
feet of common usable open be provided per dwelling unit. The Mission and 9t Street Special
Use District allows up to 40 percent of required open space to be provided off-site, but within
900 feet of the boundaries of the Special Use District. Off-site open space requirements could
be met by providing an unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and landscaping;
a terrace or roof garden with landscaping; streetscape improvements with landscaping and
pedestrian amenities that result in additional space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width,
such as sidewalk widening or building setbacks; or streetscape improvements with
landscaping and pedestrian amenities on alleyways from building face to building face,
beyond basic street tree planting or street lighting as otherwise required by the Planning and
other Municipal Codes.

The Project includes 299 units. The Project would provide at least 36 square feet of private open space
for two dwelling units through private balconies. Thus, the remaining 97 dwelling units require 48
square feet of common open space for a total of 14,256 square feet. The project provides 9,780 square
feet of common open space in the form of an 8,380 square-foot roof deck and 1,400 square foot terrace at
the 10™ floor.

As permitted by the Mission and 9" Street Special Use District, 4,776 square feet or 34 percent of the
project’s open space will be provided in the form of a shared street with streetscape improvements from
building face to building face.

Additionally, the project provides approximately 3,120 square feet of private open space that will not
count towards meeting the project’s open space requirement sinice exposure requirements for open
space are not met.

Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3 Zoning District must provide
public open space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet of all uses, except
residential uses, institutional uses, and uses in a predominantly retail/personal services
building. This public open space must be located on the same site as the building or within
900 feet of it within a C-3 district.
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Ground floor retail space in the C-3 Districts that is less than 5,000 square feet and less than 75
percent of the ground floor area is excluded from gross floor area and is therefore not required to
provide the associated publically accessible open space. The Project includes approximately 2,012
square feet of ground floor retail space that occupies less than 75 percent of the ground floor area.
Therefore, this space is exempt from the requirement.

Streetscape Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1 requires that when a
new building is constructed in the C-3 District, street trees and sidewalk paving must be
provided. Under Section 138.1(c), the Commission may also require the Project Sponsor to
install additional sidewalk improvements such as lighting, special paving, seating and
landscaping in accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetscape Plan if it finds
that these improvements are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan.

The Project proposes streetscape improvements that adhere to the Better Streets Plan. The pedestrian
right of way on Mission Street would be repaved and include four new street trees (spaced
approximately 20 feet apart from one another) with tree grates and 18 new Class 2 bicycle spaces.
Additional improvements along Laskie Street would include a single-surface “shared street” from
Mission Street to immediately north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising
the elevation of Laskie Street to meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing the
existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide
visual/tactile detection strip to delineate pedestrian and vehicular zones; removing the existing street
trees and planting at least 10 new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates;
and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the
intersection of Mission Street, which would accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north
side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic calming device since vehicles would be required to slow
down considerably prior to entering or exiting Laskie Street.

Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section 140 requires all dwelling units in all use
districts to face onto a public street at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width
or open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension
for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor immediately above it, with an
increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor.

Between five to seven units per floor for a total of 116 total units expose onto a side yard at the 2" floor
measuring approximately 25-feet wide. Although the side yard exceeds minimum rear yard
requirements, it does not technically adhere to a Code-compliant rear yard per Section 134, nor does
the side yard extend for the full width of the lot. Therefore, these units require a variance from Section
140. Six-feet of the side yard is dedicated to private terraces separated from common open space by a 2-
foot planter.

Active Frontages — Loading and Driveway Entry Width (Section 145.1(c)(2)). Section
145.1(c)(2) limits the width of parking and loading entrances to no more than one-third the
width of the street frontage of a structure, or 20 feet, whichever is less.
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The Project includes 18-foot entry for parking and loading along the Laskie Street frontage, less than
the 20-feet permitted by the Planning Code. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 145.1(c)(2).

Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Active Uses (145.1(c)(3)). Planning Code Section
145.1(c)(3) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, space for “active uses” shall
be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor.

The ground floor space along Laskie and Mission Street have active uses with direct access to the
sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth and is thus compliant with Section 145.1(c)(3). The
only non-active uses along public frontages are the parking and loading access, mechanical spaces, and
building ingress and egress which are specifically exempt from the active uses requirement. The
building lobby is considered an active use as it does not contain more than 40 feet (or 25 percent) of
building frontage per 145.1(b)(2)(C).

Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6)).
Planning Code Section 145.1(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts,
frontages with active uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with
transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the
ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building.

The Project complies with the Ground Floor Transparency requirements of the Planning Code.
Approximately 70 percent of the Project’s Laskie Street frontage is fenestrated with transparent
windows and doorways and approximately 100 percent of the Mission Street facade contains
transparent windows and doorways. Therefore, the Project exceeds requirements per Section
145.1(c)(6).

Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes
design requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight on
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c)
requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identified in Section 146(a),
shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if it can be done
without unduly creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development
potential.

Section 146(a) does not apply to the Project. With respect to Section 146(c), the Project would replace
a one-story commercial building and surface parking lot with a 21-story, 200-foot tall residential over
ground-floor retail structure. Although the Project would create new shadows on sidewalks and
pedestrian areas adjacent to the site, the Project’s shadows would not increase the total amount of
shading above levels that are commonly accepted in urban areas. The Project is proposed at a height
that is consistent with the neighborhood character. Further shaping to reduce substantial shadow
effects on public sidewalks without creating an unattractive design and would restrict development
potential. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 146.

Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Code Section 147 seeks to reduce
substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly accessible open spaces other
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than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good design and
without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller than 50 feet should be
shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In
determining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into
account: the area shaded, the shadow’s duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area
in question.

A shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast shadow on the nearest public open
spaces protected under Section 295 or publically accessible open spaces not under the jurisdiction of
the Department of Recreation and Parks. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 147.

L. Ground Level Wind (Section 148). Planning Code Section 148 requires that new construction
in Downtown Commercial Districts will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed
pedestrian comfort levels. This standard requires that wind speeds not exceed 11 miles per
hour in areas of substantial pedestrian use for more than 10 percent of the time year round,
between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. The requirements of this Section apply either when
preexisting ambient wind speeds at a site exceed the comfort level and are not being
eliminated as a result of the project, or when the project may result in wind conditions
exceeding the comfort criterion.

The existing conditions at the Project Site indicate that 9 of the 41 test points exceed the Planning
Code’s comfort criterion at grade level with average wind speeds at approximately 10 miles per hour
(mph). The 11 mph comfort criterion is currently exceeded 9 percent of the time. With the Project, one
additional comfort exceedance is created at grade level for a total of 10. Average wind speeds remain at
10 mph with the 11 mph comfort criterion exceeded approximately 9 percent of the time. Generally, the
wind conditions remain the same with the Project compared to existing conditions. A Section 309
exception is being sought because the Project would not eliminate the existing locations meeting or
exceeding the Planning Code’s comfort criterion. Exceptions from the comfort criterion may be
granted through the 309 process, but no exception may be granted where a project would cause wind
speeds at the site to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph for a single hour of the year. There are
no hazardous wind speeds caused by the Project. See Section 7, below, for 309 findings.

M. Parking (Sec. 151.1). Planning Section 151.1 allows up to one car for each two dwelling units
as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional use. For non-
residential uses, the Code does not provide a total number of permitted spaces, but instead
limits parking to an area equivalent to 7% of the total gross floor area of such uses.

The Project contains 299 dwelling units. Per Planning Section 151.1, 150 parking spaces are
principally permitted (299/2 = 150) for residential uses. The Project proposes a total of 73 parking
spaces for the residential use and no parking for the retail uses, which is less than the principally
permitted amount. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 151.1.

N. Off-Street Freight Loading (Sec. 152.1). Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in
the C-3 District that include the addition of 200,001-500,000 sq. ft. of residential space must
provide two off-street freight loading spaces within the project.
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The Project includes 286,150 gross square feet of development (241,875 square feet that counts
towards Floor Area Ratio), requiring two off-street loading spaces. One off-street loading space
meeting dimensional requirements pursuant to Section 154 is provided, and the second is being
substituted with two 8-foot by 20-foot service spaces as permitted by Planning Code Section 153.

O. Bicycle Parking (Section 155.2). For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning
Code Section 155.2 requires 100 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every four dwelling
units over 100, and one Class 2 space per 20 units. For the retail space, Section 155.2 requires
a minimum of two spaces.

The Project complies with Section 155.2 because it provides 200 Class 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking
spaces, exceeding the Planning Code requirement to provide 150 Class 1 spaces (100 + 199/4 = 50) =
150 spaces required) and 17 Class 2 spaces (299 units/20= 15 (for residential uses) + 2 (for commercial
uses) = 17 spaces required). All Class 1 spaces are located at the first level, accessible by elevator from
the Jones Street entrance, and Class 2 spaces are located on each of the Projects street frontages;
Market Street includes 10 Class 2 spaces, Jones Street provides 4 spaces and Golden Gate Avenue
provides another 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for a total of 18.

P. Car Share (Section 166). Planning Code Section 166 requires two car share parking spaces for
residential projects with between 201 or more dwelling units plus an additional parking
space for every 200 dwelling units over 200.

The Project complies with Section 166 because it provides two off-street car share parking space within
the garage.

Q. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3
Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks,
exposure, and open space of each development lot.

The Project contains 299 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-G District. The elimination of
density controls in the C-3 Districts was approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File No.
141253); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unit per 125 sf of lot area and
conditionally permitted above that amount.

R. Height (Section 260). The property is located in a 120-X Height and Bulk District, thus
permitting structures up to a height of 120 feet. However, with adoption of the Mission and
9th Street Special Use District the property would be rezoned to a 200-X Height and Bulk
District permitting structures up to a height of 200 feet.

The Project would reach a height of approximately 200 feet to the roof of the building, with various
features such as elevator/stair penthouses, mechanical structures, an enclosed roof terrace, and
parapets extending above the 200-foot height limit in accordance with the height exemptions allowed
through Planning Code Section 260(b).
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S. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). Section 295 requires any project proposing a structure
exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis in order to determine if the
project would result in the net addition of shadow to properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Department.

A shadow analysis was conducted and determined that the Project would not shade any properties
under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Department.

T. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415 and Section 249.15). The Mission
and 9th Special Use District and Planning Code Section 415 set forth the requirements and
procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program within the SUD. Under
Planning Code Section 415.3, inclusionary housing requirements apply to projects that
consist of 10 or more units. Under the provisions of the SUD, for projects of 120 feet or less,
the applicable affordable housing percentage is dependent on the number of units in the
project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application
was submitted on October 17, 2014; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing
Alternative is to provide 13.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable if the building is
120 feet or less. For buildings above 120 feet, however, the Mission and 9% Street Special Use
District requires that residential buildings provide at least 21.5% of the proposed dwelling
units on-site, and affordable at the following levels: a minimum of 13.5% affordable to
households earning no more than 55% AMI; 4% affordable to households earning no more
than 70% AMI and 4% to households who earn no more than 90% AMI.

The Proposed Project, which is taller than 120 feet, includes 299 units, 64 units or 21.5%, of which
would be affordable, in accordance with the provisions of the proposed Mission and 9" Street Special
Use District, (16 studios, 12 junior one-bedroom, 21 one-bedroom, 12 two-bedroom, and 3 three-
bedroom). The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted an ‘Affidavit of
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415, to
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable
housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project
Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project Sponsor must
submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning
Code Section 415,” to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site
units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project or
submit to the Department a contract demonstrating that the project’s on- or off-site units are not
subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1954.50 because,
under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered into an agreement with a public entity in
consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in California
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. All such
contracts entered into with the City and County of San Francisco must be reviewed and approved by
the Mayor’s Office Housing and Community Development and the City Attorney’s Office. The
Project Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for a
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waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and
concessions provided by the City and approved by adoption of the Proposed SUD and height map
amendment. The Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on October 6, 2016.

Note that the Planning Department recommends that the proposed SUD be approved but modified to
require an additional 3.5% (at no more than 150%AMI), for a total of 25%, of the total proposed units
to be affordable.

U. Public Art (Section 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor
area in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing building in a C-3 District, Section 429 requires a
project to include works of art costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction
cost of the building.

The Project would comply with this Section by dedicating one percent of the Project’s construction
cost to works of art. The public art concept and location will be subsequently presented to the Planning
Commission at an informational presentation.

V. Signage (Section 607). Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the
Planning Department. Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of
the Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 of the Planning Code.

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Section 309. The Planning Commission has
considered the following exceptions to the Planning Code, makes the following findings and
grants each exception to the entire Project as further described below:

a. Section 134: Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal
to 25 percent of the lot depth to be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit,
and at every subsequent level. Per Section 134(d), exceptions to the rear yard
requirements may be granted provided that the building location and configuration
assure adequate light and air to the residential units and the open space provided.

The Project does not meet the Code’s rear year requirement and requests an exception in order to
provide a side yard amounting to approximately 3,120 square feet of open space on the 2" floor,
the first level containing residential uses. Section 134(d) allows for an exception to the rear yard
requirement pursuant to the Section 309 Downtown Project Authorization process so long as the
“building location and configuration assure adequate light and air to windows within the
residential units and to the usable open space provided.” The proposed side yard is adequate to
allow significant glazing per the Building Code on all units facing the side yard. Further, the
Project is located in the downtown area, where a pattern of rear yards does not exist. Providing a
Code-compliant rear yard or side yard extending the entire length of the lot would disrupt the
prevailing street wall on Mission or Laskie Street. Therefore, it is appropriate to grant an
exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134 on the subject property.
Rear yard exceptions are commonly granted and appropriate in Downtown locations given the lot
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configurations and urban design considerations informing the architecture of downtown
buildings.

Section 148: Ground-Level Wind Currents. In C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to
existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so
that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more than 10
percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas.

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements.
An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing
the building or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form and without
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is
concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded,
the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial.

Section 309(a)(2) permits exceptions from the Section 148 ground-level wind current
requirements. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26
miles per hour (mph) for a single hour of the year.

Independent consultants analyzed ground-level wind currents in the vicinity of the Project Site. A
wind tunnel analysis, the results of which are included in a technical memorandum prepared by
RWDI Consulting Engineers & Scientists, was conducted using a scale model of the Project Site
and its immediate vicinity. The study concluded that the Project would not result in any
substantial change to the wind conditions of the area.

Comfort Criterion
Based on existing conditions, 9 of the 41 sidewalk locations tested currently exceed the pedestrian

comfort level of 11 mph at grade level approximately 9% of the time. Average wind speeds
measured close to 10 mph.

With the Project, one additional comfort exceedance was created. The 11 mph comfort criterion is
expected to be exceeded 9% of the time as it is under existing conditions. Average wind speeds,
remained at approximately 10 mph. In conclusion, the Project does not result in substantial
change to the wind conditions. However, since one additional exceedance is created with the
Project, an exception is required under Planning Code Section 309.

14

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Hearing Date: October 27, 2016 1270 Mission Street

Hazard Criterion

The Wind Study indicated that the project does not cause any hazardous conditions. Therefore, the
Project would comply with the hazard criterion of Section 148. However, the Wind Study found
that one test point (#38) along 9t Street between the entrance of the Potter Hotel at 99 9" Street
and that of the adjacent building at 77-83 9™ Street that exceeds a hazard level of 26 mph. This
condition is expected to remain under the Project scenario.

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.8
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects.

The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project
proposes to demolish a one-story commercial garage and surface parking lot and construct a mixed-use
residential building above ground floor retail that contains 235 market rate units and 64 on-site affordable
units compliant with Section 415 of the Planning Code and the Mission and 9" Street Special Use District
(or 75 on site units if the Mission and 9th Street SUD is modified as recommended by the Department).
Additionally, 2,012 square feet of ground-floor retail use is proposed. The Property is an ideal site for new
housing due to its central, Downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current
development of this location, with a surface parking lot and on-story commercial building, represents an
under-utilized site within the Downtown core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use
within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Mission
Street frontage while activating the Laskie Street frontages.

Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central Downtown location of the
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project is
located along Mission Street, a major and bus-transit corridor, 1.5 blocks away from the Civic Center
BART and MUNI stations, and within one block of at least 6 MUNI bus lines. The Project provides 200
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Class 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces with a convenient and separate entrance designated for
bicyclists, encouraging the use of bikes as a mode of transportation.

OBJECTIVE 5:
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS.

Policy 5.4
Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents between unit
types as their needs change.

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 299 dwelling units, of which 75 (25%) are
studios, 59 (19%) are junior one-bedroom, 98 (33%) are one-bedroom, 56 (19%) are two-bedroom and 11
(4%) are three-bedroom units. The Project provides a range of unit types to serve a variety of needs, and
will provide 21.5 percent on-site affordable units comprising of the similar dwelling unit mix, namely 25%
studios, 19% junior one-bedroom, 33% one-bedrooms, 19% two-bedroom and 11% three-bedroom units.

OBJECTIVE 7:

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

In compliance with this policy, the Project includes an SUD that requires the provision of 21.5% on-site
affordable housing for projects that are 120 feet or taller, thereby enhancing the City’s affordable housing.

Further, the Planning Department recommends that for projects of 120 feet or taller, an additional 3.5%
(at no more than 150%AMI) for a total of 25% of the total constructed units be affordable. .

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals

Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

SAN FRANGISCO 16
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Hearing Date: October 27, 2016 1270 Mission Street

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.7
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring
consistency with historic districts.

The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 299 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity
of existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use,
height, and density. The Project’s design respects the architectural design of adjacent historic resources,
with a traditional tripartite facade containing defined base, shaft and top. This new development will
enhance the character of the existing neighborhood and is an ideal site for new housing due to its central,
Downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current development of this location, with
a surface parking lot and underutilized commercial building, represents an under-utilized site within the
Downtown core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use within the building, the
Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Mission and Laskie Street frontages.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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.

Policy 3.6
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or
dominating appearance in new construction.

The Project uses design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by
mid- to high-rise, mixed-use buildings are characterized by more classical designs typically expressed by
tripartite design, vertical expression, punched windows, decorative brickwork and modillion cornices. The
proposed Project would replace a one-story commercial building and surface parking lot with a building
that respects its context by providing a high-rise, mixed-used building of tripartite design, separated with

SAN FRANGISCO 17
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Motion CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Hearing Date: October 27, 2016 1270 Mission Street

cornices, and articulated with traditional materials, such as brick and metal. The proposed structure
complies with land use and development controls of the Planning Code and the surrounding development.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING 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 Project would add approximately 2,012 square feet of new commercial space that is intended to serve
residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. Retail is encouraged and principally permitted on
the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown General District, and is thus consistent with activities in
the commercial land use plan.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.2:
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project
Site that encourages walking as a principal means of transportation. Proposed improvements to the
sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety and adhere to the Better Streets Plan. The pedestrian right of
way on Mission Street would be repaved and include four new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet
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apart from one another) with tree grates and 18 new Class 2 bicycle spaces. Additional improvements
along Laskie Street would include a single-surface “shared street” from Mission Street to immediately
north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising the elevation of Laskie Street to
meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing the existing raised concrete sidewalks
along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide visual/tactile detection strip to delineate
pedestrian and vehicular zones; removing the existing street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees
(spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also
include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the intersection of Mission Street, which would
accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic
calming device since vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering or exiting
Laskie Street.

Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs particularly those of commuters.

Policy 1.6:
Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when and where it is most
appropriate.

The Project would promote Objective 1 and its associated policies by providing for an amount of parking
that is sufficient to meet the needs of the future residents so as to not overburden the surrounding
neighborhood parking. However, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial
traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the
Project site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. The
Project would provide a merely sufficient rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate
the parking needs of the future residents of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and
encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit use.

OBJECTIVE 2:
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 2.1:
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for
desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Core, which is the most transit rich area of the City. The Project
would provide only 0.24 parking spaces per dwelling and will not provide any parking for the proposed
retail use. All of these parking spaces would be shielded by active uses or located underground, and thus be
less intrusive to the surrounding pedestrian realm.
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OBJECTIVE 11:

ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY.

Policy 11.3:
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems.

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people occupying the
building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the majority of their daily
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 218 bicycles (200 Class 1, 18 Class 2). Within a few blocks
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including MUNI bus lines,
MUNI Metro rail lines and BART. Additionally, such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit
(Transbay Terminal) and Cal Train.

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1.1

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

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 1270
Mission Street is a one-story commercial space and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the
existing character of the neighborhood by removing the surface parking lot and one-story commercial space
currently occupied by a pizza shop doing business as SF Pizza. The proposed retail space, which includes
ground floor retail space, is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and the Downtown core.

The Project therefore creates substantial net benefits for the City with minimal undesirable consequences.

OBJECTIVE 7:
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.

Policy 7.1.1
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments.
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Policy 7.2
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use.

The Project would demolish an underutilized commercial space and surface parking lot and construct a
200-foot tall, 21-story-over-basement, 299-unit residential building over ground floor retail, within easy
commuting distance of jobs located within the Downtown core, other neighborhoods of the City as well as
other areas in the Bay Area.

The Project includes approximately 2,012 square feet of ground floor commercial space with Mission and
Laskie Street frontages; these spaces would provide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would
create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on each of the two frontages.

OBJECTIVE 13:
CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRANCISCO’S
STATURE AS ONE OF THE WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES.

Policy 13.1
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing and proposed development (See Map 5).

The height of the proposed building will relate to the height and character of existing and proposed
development. Although the Project is located within a 120-X height and bulk district, it is surrounded by
parcels that are zoned for taller heights. The parcel immediately to the north is zoned 200-S and that across
Laskie Street is zoned 150-S. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment to amend Assessor’s Block
3701 Lots 020 and 021of Map 5 to 200-X, relating the building the height and character of existing and
proposed development.

OBJECTIVE 16:
CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATTRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES.

Policy 16.4
Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest.

The Project would promote Objective 16 by providing a shared street along Laskie Street which includes
streetscape improvements along both the sidewalk immediately adjacent to the property as well as that on
the opposite side of the street. The elevated roadway and crosswalk at Mission Street will meet sidewalk
grade along and include improved paving materials, landscaping and streetlights. The shared-street
coupled with ground floor retail along Mission Street that wraps the corner onto Laskie Street will create
pedestrian interest and better activate the block of Mission Street between 8™ and 9t Streets.

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 complies with said policies
in that:
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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 Project would preserve space for new neighborhood-serving retail, providing continued
opportunities for resident employment and ownership. In addition to 299 residential units, the Project
would include approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space. The Project would have a positive effect
on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it would bring additional residents to the
neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighborhood-serving retail. The Project
would enhance neighborhood-serving retail by adding new retail space, which could strengthen nearby
neighborhood retail uses by attracting pedestrians and passersby and broadening the consumer base
and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retail services. The addition of this new space would
also complement the pedestrian-friendly Downtown core and would continue the pattern of active
ground floor retail along the Mission Street frontage.

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

The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Project
would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 1270 Mission Street is an
underutilized commercial building and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the existing
character of the neighborhood by removing the one-story structure and surface parking lot. The
proposed retail space is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and the downtown
core.

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

There is currently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this
Project. The Project would enhance the City’s supply of affordable housing by providing 64 on-site
affordable dwelling units, (or, 75 if the SUD is modified to require 25% inclusionary unit as
recommended by the Department) in compliance with the affordable housing requirements of Planning
Code Section 249.15(b)(1).

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

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. The
Project is well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor and would promote rather
than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the Project could
access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART system. The Project also provides
a sufficient amount of off-street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking will not be
overburdened by the addition of new residents.
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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 would not negatively affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be
consistent with the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by
commercial office and mid- to high-rise residential buildings.

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

The Project will be consistent with the City’s goal to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to
protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The building will be constructed in compliance
with all current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic safety.

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Planning Department has determined that the one-story commercial space d.b.a SF Pizza and
surface parking lot, is not individually eligible for listing on the California Register, nor is it located in
an historic district. Accordingly, the Project has no impact on any landmarks or historic buildings.
The Project has been designed in a way that respects the existing neighborhood fabric with a traditional
tripartite facade and the use of more traditional materials, such as brick and metal.

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

The Project would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Parks and Recreation Department.

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 Downtown Project Authorization and Request

for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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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 Downtown Project
Authorization Application No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR subject to the following conditions
attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated October 6, 2016 and
stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and
the record as a whole and finds that there is no substantial evidence that the Project would 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 MND.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MND and the MMRP, attached to the CEQA Findings
Motion No. [ ]. All required improvement and mitigation measures identified in the 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 309
Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions 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 this Motion if
not appealed 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 in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room
304, San Francisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880.

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 constitutes 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 October 27, 2016.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a
Project that would demolish an existing one-story commercial structure and surface parking lot and
construct a new, 21-story-over-basement, approximately 200-foot tall, 286,150 square feet, containing
approximately 2,012 gross square feet of ground floor commercial space, and 299 dwelling-units located
at 1270 Mission Street, Assessor’s Block 3701, Lot 020 and 021, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309,
134 and 148 within the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District and a 200-X Height and Bulk
District; in general conformance with plans, dated October 6, 2016, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included
in the docket for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR and subject to conditions of approval
reviewed and approved by the Commission on October 27, 2016 under Motion No. [ ]. 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 October 27, 2016 under Motion No. [ ].

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. [ ] 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 Downtown
Project 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 Downtown Project Authorization.
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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

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

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

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs shall, at the Project Sponsor’s
request, be extended by 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

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.sf-planning.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from Section 140

because exposure requirements are not met as required by Section 140 of the Planning Code. The
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Project Sponsor must also obtain General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map
amendments to facilitate the creation of the Mission and 9t Street Special Use District.

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

Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to the proposed Mission and 9t Street Special Use
District, floor area ratio limits (FAR) per Sections 123 and 124 do not apply to projects meeting
the inclusionary housing requirements pursuant to Section 249.15(b)(1). Since the project
complies with inclusionary housing requirements set forth in the Mission and 9 Street Special
Use District, Section 249.15(b)(1), FAR limits do not apply and therefore, the project is not
required to purchase Transferrable Development Rights (TDR). Should the scope of the project
change such that inclusionary requirements set forth in Section 249.15(b)(1) are not met, the
Project Sponsor shall purchase the required number of units of TDR and secure a Notice of Use of
TDR prior to the issuance of an architectural addendum for all development which exceeds the
base FAR of 6.0 to 1, up to a maximum FAR of 9.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor area subject
to the fee shall be determined based on drawings submitted with the Building Permit
Application.

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

planning.org

Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in
the MMRP attached as Exhibit C to the CEQA Findings Motion associated with the Subject
Project are necessary to avoid potential significant impacts of the 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 - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

9.

10.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping (including roof deck
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,

Street Trees. Pursuant to 806 of the Public Works Department, the Project Sponsor shall submit a
site plan that includes the proposed (and existing if applicable) street trees to the Planning
Department prior to Planning approval of the Site Permit application indicating that street trees,
at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for every 20 feet of street frontage along public
or private streets bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage
requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be evenly spaced along the street
frontage except where proposed driveways or other street obstructions do not permit. The exact
location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW).
In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-
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11.

12.

13.

way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, interference with utilities or other reasons
regarding the public welfare, and where installation of such tree on the lot itself is also
impractical, the requirements of this Section 806 of the Public Works Code may be modified or
waived by the Director of the Public Works Department.

All street trees must meet the standards per Article 16 of the Public Works Code, Section 806.
For information about compliance, contact the Department of Urban Forestry at 415-554-6700, www.sf-

planning.org

Streetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall
continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to
implement and refine the design and programming of the required Streetscape features, as
necessary, so that it generally meets the standards of the Better Streets and Downtown Plans, as
well as all applicable City standards. This includes, but is not limited the repaving and planting
four new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart from one another) with tree grates and
20 new Class 2 bicycle spaces along the Project’'s Mission Street frontage. Additional
improvements along Laskie Street would include a single-surface “shared street” from Mission
Street to immediately north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising the
elevation of Laskie Street to meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing the
existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide
visual/tactile detection strip to delineate pedestrian and vehicular zones; removing the existing
street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree
grates; additional and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also include a raised crosswalk along
Laskie Street at the intersection of Mission Street, which would accommodate east-west
pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic calming device since
vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering or exiting Laskie Street.
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 Site 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.sf-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 architectural
addendum to the Site 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.

SAN FRANGISCO 29
PLANNING DEPARTMENT


http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/

Draft Motion CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR
Hearing Date: October 27, 2016 1270 Mission Street

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

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

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

15. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults,
in order of most to least desirable:

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;

c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fagade facing a
public right-of-way;

d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet,
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines;

e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;

f.  Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan
guidelines;

g. On-site, in a ground floor fagade (the least desirable location).

h. Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s
Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for
all new transformer vault installation requests.

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

16. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building
adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or
MTA.

For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco
Municipal Transit Agency (SEFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfmta.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

17. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more
than one parking space per two dwelling units as of right. With 299 dwelling units proposed,
there is a maximum of 150 off-street parking spaces allowed as-of-right. With 76 off-street
parking spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must design and designate 3 off-street parking
spaces for persons with disabilities.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

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 152.1, the Project shall provide one off-
street loading space and may substitute the second required loading space with two service
vehicles compliant with Sections 153 and 154 of the Planning Code.

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

Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no less than two 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 (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall provide no fewer than 150
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 17 Class 2 spaces - fifteen for residential and 7 for
commercial).

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

22.

23.

Street Tree In-Lieu Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 806 of the Public Works Code, the
Project Sponsor shall pay an in-lieu fee for one (1) street trees that is required under Planning
Code Section 138.1, but that according to the Department of Public Works, cannot be planted. The
in-lieu fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the first construction document. An in-lieu fee
must also be paid for any of the 13 street trees that cannot be planted according to the
Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact the Department of Urban Forestry, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-6700, www.sf-planning.org

Transit Sustainability Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411, the Project Sponsor shall pay
the Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) for the new residential and retail space based on drawings
submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the
first construction document.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

24. Art - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor must
provide on-site artwork, pay into the Public Artworks Fund, or fulfill the requirement with any
combination of on-site artwork or fee payment as long as it equals one percent of the hard
construction costs for the Project as determined by the Director of the Department of Building
Inspection. The Project Sponsor shall provide to the Director necessary information to make the
determination of construction cost hereunder. Payment into the Public Artworks Fund is due
prior to issuance of the first construction document. If the Project Sponsor elects to provide the
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth in Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern.

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

25. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b), the Project Sponsor shall provide a
plaque or cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion
date in a publicly conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the plaque
shall be approved by Department staff prior to its installation.

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

26. Art — Concept Development. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor and
the Project artist shall consult with the Planning Department during design development
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art. The final art concept shall be submitted for
review for consistency with this Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the
Planning Department in consultation with the Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director
shall report to the Commission on the progress of the development and design of the art concept
prior to the approval of the first building or site permit application.

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

27. Art - Installation. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install the public art generally as described in this Motion
and make it available to the public. If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to
install the work(s) of art within the time herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides
adequate assurances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning
Administrator may extend the time for installation for a period of not more than twelve (12)
months. For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org

Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in effect at the
time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the Project Sponsor shall
comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction document.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

Number of Required Units. The Project Sponsor will fulfill the requirements of the Mission and
9th Street SUD’s inclusionary housing requirements, set forth in Planning Code Section 249.15.
As introduced at the Board of Supervisors on October 4, 2016, the Mission and 9th Street SUD
(Section 249.15(b)(1)) required projects of 200 feet or more to provide 21.5% of the proposed
dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. The Planning Department recommended
that the SUD be modified to require buildings of 200 feet or more provide 25% inclusionary
housing. The Project contains 299 units; therefore, under the requirements of the SUD as
introduced on October 4, 2016, 64 affordable units would be required. If the SUD is modified to
require 25% affordable housing, a total of 75 affordable units would be required. The Project
Sponsor will provide the required number of units on-site. If the number of market-rate units
changes, the number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written
approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development (“MOHCD”).

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.

Unit Mix. The Project contains 75 studios, 59 junior one-bedroom, 98 one-bedroom, 56 two-
bedroom, and 11 three-bedroom units; therefore, if the Project is required to contain 21.5%
affordable housing, the required affordable unit mix is 16 studios, 13 junior one-bedroom, 21 one-
bedroom, 12 two-bedroom, and 2 three-bedroom units. However, if the SUD is modified per the
Planning Department’s recommendation to require a total of 25% inclusionary units a total of 75
affordable units would be required and the required affordable unit mix would be 19 studios, 15
junior one-bedroom, 25 one-bedroom, 14 two-bedroom, and 3 three-bedroom units. If the market-
rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with written approval
from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.

Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as a
Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
permit.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.

Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor
shall have designated not less than 21.5 percent (21.5%) (or 25% of the SUD is modified per the
Planning Department’s recommendation to require a total of 25% inclusionary units), of each
phase's total number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.
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32. Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6,
must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,
http:/[www.sf-moh.org

33. Other Conditions. Except as modified by Section 249.15, the Project is subject to the requirements
of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code
and the City and County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring
and Procedures Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time
to time, is incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning
Commission, and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of
approval and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual.
A copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or
on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at: http://sf-
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451.

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual
is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,
http://www.sf-moh.org

a. The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the
first construction permit by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable
unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2)
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project.
The interior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as
long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures
Manual.

b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to low-
income households, as defined in the Planning Code and Procedures Manual. The initial and
subsequent rent level of such units shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual.
Limitations on (i) occupancy; (ii) lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual.

c. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring
requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOHCD shall be
responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The Project
Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for
any unit in the building.
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d. Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable
units according to the Procedures Manual.

e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying
the requirements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor.

f. As required by Section 249.15(b)(1), the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible
for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of
payment of the Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department
stating the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for a waiver from the
Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and concessions
(as defined in California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) provided herein, as well as
the increased height providing by the General Plan Amendment, and Zoning Map
amendments. The Project Sponsor has executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and will
record a Memorandum of Agreement prior to issuance of the first construction document or
must revert payment of the Affordable Housing Fee.

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
requirements, including those set forth in Planning Code 249.15, the Director of DBI shall
deny any and all site or building permits or certificates of occupancy for the development
project until the Planning Department notifies the Director of compliance. A Project
Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code Section 415 et seq. and
Planning Code section 249.15 shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the
development project and to pursue any and all available remedies at law.

h. If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative,
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of
the first construction permit. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first
construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOHCD and pay
interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable.

OPERATION

34. 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 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
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35.

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

Streetscape Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
all sidewalks abutting the subject property and shared street that will be provided as part of the
project 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, www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

36.

37.

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

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
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Date: August 24, 2016

Case No.: 2014.0926ENV

Project Title: 1270 Mission Street

Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown-General Commercial)
120-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3701/020 and 021

Lot Size: 16,220 square feet (0.37-acre)

Project Sponsor:  AGI Avant Inc.

Brian Baker, (415) 775-7005

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Rachel Schuett - (415) 575-9030
rachel.schuett@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) project site is located at the northwest corner of Mission
and Laskie streets on the block bounded by Market Street to the north, Mission Street to the south, Eighth
Street to the east, and Ninth Street to the west, within San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa)
neighborhood. The proposed project would involve demolition and removal of the existing single-story
commercial building and surface parking lot and construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story mixed-use
residential building containing up to approximately 195 dwelling units and about 2,012 square feet of
ground floor retail/restaurant space.

A single basement level would include approximately 66 vehicle parking spaces (primarily in stackers),
two car-share spaces, three Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-accessible parking spaces, one service
vehicle loading space, and four standard parking spaces (in the rear portion of the ground floor), for a
total of 76 parking spaces. In addition, the rear portion of the ground floor would contain bicycle storage
areas that would accommodate at least 200 secure Class 1 bicycle spaces. As proposed, the residential
entrance and the parking ingress/egress would both be accessible from Laskie Street, the alley that
borders the eastern property line, with an additional entrance to the bicycle storage area accessible from
Mission Street. The proposed project and variant would entail excavation to a depth of approximately
20 feet to accommodate the below-grade parking level and foundation, and a small area of an additional
four feet of excavation to accommodate the proposed elevator pit. Total excavation would be up to about
12,000 cubic yards.

The project sponsor is also considering a potential variant (Variant 1) that would be larger (in terms of
both the height/building envelope and density) than the proposed project. Variant 1 would entail
construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would include up to approximately 299 dwelling
units. The basement and ground floor would be similar to that under the proposed project, with
comparable parking, retail/restaurant space, and other uses. The basement level would contain
approximately 66 vehicle parking spaces (mostly in stackers), and the ground floor would provide two
car-share spaces, three ADA-accessible parking spaces, and two service vehicle loading spaces, for a total
of 71 parking spaces, and one 35" x 12’ loading space. Similar to the proposed project, Variant 1 would

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



Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration Case No. 2014.0926ENV
August 24, 2016 1270 Mission Street

include 200 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The building height for Variant 1 would exceed the allowable
height limit for the project site under the existing 120-X Height and Bulk District and, therefore, would
require approval of an amendment to the Height and Bulk District Zoning Map. As part of Variant 1, the
project sponsor proposes a Special Use District (SUD) that would increase the requirement for on-site
affordable rental units to 20 percent, of which 12 percent would be affordable to households earning up
to 55 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), 4 percent to households earning up to 70 percent AMI, and 4
percent earning up to 90 percent AMI, which exceeds the current Planning Code requirement that
13.5 percent of the project dwelling units be affordable units. The specific percentage of affordable units
may be changed by the Board of Supervisors as part of its deliberations on approval of the SUD.

FINDING:

This proposed project and Variant 1 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), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative
Declaration), and the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project,
which is attached. Mitigation measures are included as part of the proposed project and Variant 1 to avoid
potentially significant effects. See Section F on page 139.

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
project could have a significant effect on the environment.

Yire M At 2/24 /14

4
LISA M. GIBSON Date of Adoption of Final Mitigated
Acting Environmental Review Officer Negative Declaration

cc: Brian Baker, AGI Avant, Project Sponsor
Tina Chang, San Francisco Planning Department-Current Planmng

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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INITIAL STUDY

1270 Mission Street Project
Planning Department Case No. 2014.0926ENV

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location and Site Characteristics

The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) project site (Assessor’s Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21) is
located on the northwest corner of Mission and Laskie streets,! within a portion of San Francisco’s SoMa
neighborhood and also within the Downtown Area Plan identified in the San Francisco General Plan (General
Plan). The project site is located on a block bounded by Market Street to the north, Mission Street to the
south, Eighth Street to the east, and Ninth Street to the west. Laskie Street, a dead-end alley that extends
north from Mission Street, forms the eastern boundary of the project site (see Figure 1, p. 2). The project
site is located within the C-3-G (Downtown-General Commercial) Use District and the 120-X Height and
Bulk District, which allows a 120-foot maximum height with no bulk limits.

The project site is partially occupied by an approximately 1,200-square-foot, one-story, 12-foot-tall
commercial building that is currently occupied by a pizza shop. A surface parking lot occupies the
remainder of the project site. There are four existing street trees along both the Mission Street and Laskie

Street frontages of the project site (eight trees total).

According to the Assessor’s data, the existing building was constructed in 1975.2 Given that the existing
building is not 45 years old, or older, it is not age-eligible to be a historical resource. The project site is flat
and generally rectangular in shape, with 92.5 feet of frontage on Mission Street and 176 feet of frontage on
Laskie Street. Three buildings adjoin the project site to the west: a four-story residential hotel with ground-
floor retail space (Hotel Potter, 1284-1288 Mission Street); a six-story residential building with ground-floor
retail at 77-83 Ninth Street; and a two-story commercial building at 65 Ninth Street, currently occupied by
the American Friends Service Committee as a Quaker Meeting House. Adjacent to the project site to the

north is a newly constructed 17-story residential building at 55 Ninth Street, known as the Ava building.

Following San Francisco convention, Mission Street and streets parallel to it are considered to run east-west, while 9th
Street and streets parallel to it are considered to run north-south.

San Francisco Property Information Map, 1270 Mission Street. Available online at http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/,
accessed May 30, 2016.

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 1 1270 Mission Street Project
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Initial Study

Proposed Project and Variant 1

The proposed project would include construction of a 120-foot-tall, 13-story building containing 195
dwelling units and a retail/restaurant space on the ground floor. Variant 1 would include construction of a

200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would contain up to 299 dwelling units (see Figure 2, p. 4).

120-Foot-Tall Building (Proposed Project)

The proposed project would involve the demolition of the existing building and surface parking lot on the
project site and the construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story building containing 195 dwelling units
and about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant space along Mission Street. The project sponsor intends

that the proposed dwelling units would be rental (apartment) units.

A single basement level and a portion of the ground floor would provide for approximately 76 vehicle
parking spaces (mostly in stackers), including two car-share spaces, three ADA-accessible spaces, and one
service vehicle loading space. Bicycle storage areas on the ground floor would accommodate a minimum of
200 Class 1 bicycle spaces, which would exceed the requirements of Planning Code Section 155.2. Eight
bicycle racks would be provided on the Mission Street sidewalk to accommodate 16 Class 2 bicycle spaces,
which would comply with Section 155.2 of the Planning Code. The residential entrance and the automobile
parking ingress and egress would both be from Laskie Street. Access to the bicycle room would be through
the pedestrian entrance to the building garage and via an additional entrance located on Mission Street. In
addition to the retail/restaurant space, the ground floor would include a residential lobby and mail room,
leasing offices, the parking ramp, a recycling/trash room and mechanical space, and the bicycle storage
areas. Figure 3, p. 5 depicts the proposed ground floor plan and Figure 4, p. 6 shows the proposed basement
plan.

The second floor would contain eight residential units. However, the portion of the second floor closest to
Mission Street would be open to the lobby and retail/restaurant space on the ground floor below and
would contain common amenities for use by the residents including a gym, a kitchen and bar, and a tech-
lounge area (see Figure 5, p. 7). Floors 3 through 13 would each contain 17 residential units (see Figure 6,
p- 8). In total, the project would contain 195 dwelling units in a combination of studios and one- and two-
bedroom units, including a minimum of 26 on-site affordable inclusionary units (13.5 percent of the total
units, as required by Planning Code Section415.3).3 The residential unit mix would consist of
approximately 47 studios (24 percent of the total), 104 one-bedroom units (inclusive of 23 junior one-
bedroom units; 53 percent of the total),* and 44 two-bedroom units (23 percent).

Although San Francisco voters in June 2016 approved an increase in affordable housing requirements for new projects through
passage of Proposition C, Planning Code provisions adopted by the Board of Supervisors and signed by the mayor in May 2016
provide for the graduated application of increased affordable housing requirements for projects with applications already on
file. Because the environmental evaluation application for the proposed project and Variant 1 was submitted in 2014, the project
and Variant 1 would be required to provide 13.5 percent of on-site housing units as affordable units, absent the provisions of the
proposed SUD.

Unlike a studio unit, a junior one-bedroom unit contains a separate bedroom, although without a window in the
bedroom and not necessarily with a door; the window is typically in a larger living/dining room.

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 3 1270 Mission Street Project
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Initial Study

The proposed structure would be approximately 120 feet in height to the roof, with the parapet extending
an additional 4 feet above the roofline, and mechanical and stair/elevator penthouses extending up to

20 feet above the roof height.® Figure 7, p. 10 depicts the proposed project elevations.

The proposed building would be constructed using reinforced, poured-in-place concrete with post-
tensioned slabs in a contemporary architectural style, employing precast concrete, brick, metal, and glass as
the primary building materials. Along the primary facades on Mission and Laskie streets, the proposed
design would include a predominately brick base of five stories. The two-story, ground-floor
retail/restaurant space and residential lobby would be differentiated with stone tile and articulated by a
horizontal belt coursing separating the ground floor uses from the residential uses above. The ground floor
level would include large glass storefronts, framed in aluminum, with each retail space separated by stone

tile-clad piers. A canopy would hang over the residential entryway, along the Laskie Street facade.

Architecturally, the building would be composed of a classic base, middle, and top with differentiating
materials of brick and precast concrete with horizontal belt coursing and a terminating cornice. The
primary facades for the residential floors of the building, including the more transparent corner at
Mission and Laskie streets, would be composed of three fagade systems including a precast wall system
with a combination of brick and opaque panels, glass and aluminum bay windows, and ornamental Juliet
balconies. Operable windows would be located throughout the facades for light, air, and rescue. A

precast concrete parapet would extend above the roof line around the perimeter of the building.

200-Foot-Tall Building (Variant 1)

As a variant to the proposed project described above, the project sponsor is also considering a taller
building. Variant 1 would entail construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would contain up to
approximately 299 dwelling units in a combination of studios and one-, two-, and three-bedroom units.
The residential unit mix would consist of approximately 75 studios (25 percent of the total), 157 one-
bedroom units (inclusive of 59 junior one-bedroom units; 53 percent of the total), 56 two-bedroom units

(19 percent), and 11 three-bedroom units (4 percent).

As part of Variant 1, the project sponsor proposes both an amendment to the existing 120-X Height and
Bulk District, which allows a 120-foot maximum height with no bulk limits, to allow building heights up to
200 feet, and the creation of the Mission/Ninth Street Affordable Housing Special Use District (SUD). The
SUD would permit building heights greater than 120 feet for projects, such as Variant 1, that provide
affordable housing at a rate of 20 percent of units on-site, of which 12 percent would be affordable to
households earning up to 55 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), 4 percent to households earning up
to 70 percent AMI, and 4 percent earning up to 90 percent AMI. This would be in excess of the
requirement of Planning Code Section 415.3 that 13.5 percent of on-site dwelling units be affordable units.
The specific percentage of affordable units may be changed by the Board of Supervisors as part of its
deliberations on approval of the SUD. The SUD would also permit a certain portion of the usable open

space required pursuant to Planning Code Section 135 to be provided off-site, either within the SUD or

5 These roof-top features are exempt from the height limit, pursuant to Planning Code Sec. 260(b)(1)(F).

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 9 1270 Mission Street Project
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Initial Study

within 900 feet of the project site, and would waive the floor area ratio (FAR) limits otherwise applicable
for projects that comply with the SUD’s affordable housing requirements. As under the proposed project,
Variant 1 would have a parapet extending an additional 4 feet above the roofline and mechanical and
stair/elevator penthouses extending up to 20 feet above the roof height.® The ground floor would be similar
to that under the proposed project, with comparable retail/restaurant space and other uses. As with the
proposed project, 200 Class 1 bicycle spaces would be provided on the ground floor to accommodate the
units, and 10 Class 2 bicycle racks to accommodate 20 bicycle parking spaces would be provided on the
Mission Street sidewalk; these bicycle spaces would exceed Planning Code requirements. Vehicle parking

would be slightly less than that under the proposed project, with 76 off-street spaces.

Figure 8, p. 12, depicts proposed elevations for Variant 1. Variant 1 would provide open space in the
same amount and configuration as the proposed project. Because the greater number of residential units
under Variant 1 would require more usable open space pursuant to Planning Code Section 135 , Variant 1
would provide improvements on the adjacent Laskie Street right-of-way to meet the portion of the

additional usable open space required, as permitted under the SUD that is being requested for Variant 1.

The proposed project and Variant 1 are subject to CEQA Section 21099(d), which eliminates aesthetics as an
impact that can be considered in determining the significance of physical environmental effects for projects
meeting certain criteria. Accordingly, this Initial Study does not contain a separate discussion of the topic of
aesthetics. Photo simulations of the proposed project and Variant 1 are provided, herein, for informational
purposes only. These visual simulations were prepared by the project architect to illustrate the proposed
project and Variant 1 from the most prominent public vantage points once implemented (see Figure 9, p. 13,

and Figure 10, p. 14). See p. 30 for further discussion of Section 21099.

Common Elements of the Proposed Project and Variant 1

Open Space

Open space for project residents under both the proposed project and Variant 1 would be provided atop
the building in the form of a commonly-accessible roof deck of approximately 10,025 square feet for the
proposed project and approximately 8,380 square feet for Variant 1 (see Figure 11, p. 15). Variant 1 also
would have an approximately 1,445 square-foot terrace on the 10th floor, of which 1,380squarefeet would
count towards the project’s open space requirements. The proposed project and Variant 1 would have
additional commonly-accessible open space on the second floor (first residential level); the former with
approximately 2,683 square feet and the latter with approximately 2,292 square feet, which would allow
for light and air to reach the residential units on the south side of the building (see Figure 5, p. 7).
However, because the second-floor open space would not comply with the exposure requirements of the
Planning Code, a variance from Section 135(g)(2) is required to allow the second-floor open space to be
counted as usable open space. As only 9,360 square feet of commonly-accessible open space is required
for the proposed project (at 48 square feet per unit), the roof deck on the proposed project would meet the

Planning Code requirement.

6 These roof-top features are exempt from the height limit, pursuant to Planning Code Sec. 260(b)(1)(F).

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 1" 1270 Mission Street Project
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Initial Study

For Variant 1, only the commonly-accessible roof deck and 10th floor terrace would count towards the
Planning Code commonly-accessible open space requirement of 14,016 square feet (at 48 square feet per
unit minus the 2 units with private balconies on the 21st floor and 5 units with private terraces on the
second floor). As the approximately 9,760 square feet of commonly-accessible open space (8,380 square
feet for the roof deck and 1,380 square feet for the 10th floor terrace) proposed for Variant 1 would not
meet the Planning Code requirement, per Section 135(f)(2), a Special Use District permitting the open space
improvements constructed on Laskie Street to offset a portion of the amount of required residential open

space would be sought for Variant 1.7
Table 1, p. 17, summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and Variant 1.

Parking, Loading, and Bicycle Facilities

The existing surface parking on the project site contains 33 publicly-accessible off-street parking spaces. This
lot would be removed as part of the proposed project and Variant 1. The proposed project and Variant 1
would create a curb cut and garage door opening of 15 feet in width along Laskie Street, which would be
used to provide access to a vehicular ramp into the parking garage. (The existing driveway on Laskie Street
that currently serves the surface parking lot is about 25 feet wide.) Under the proposed project the garage
would contain 76 vehicle parking spaces, and under Variant 1 the garage would contain 73 parking spaces.
Both the proposed project and Variant 1 would include three ADA-accessible parking spaces and two car-
share spaces, and most of the standard parking would be provided in driver-activated stackers in the
basement. Three on-street commercial (yellow zone) loading spaces are proposed on Mission Street for both
the proposed project and Variant 1. In addition, the proposed project would provide one service vehicle
loading space in the garage, and Variant 1 would provide one freight loading space and two service vehicle

loading spaces in the garage.

A minimum of 200 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in ground-floor bicycle storage
areas for both the proposed project Variant 1, with access from the pedestrian entrance on Laskie Street as
well as a door located on Mission Street. These vehicle and bicycle parking spaces would be available to
building residents and employees of the proposed ground-floor retail/restaurant space. Sixteen Class 2
bicycle parking spaces for the proposed project and 20 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for Variant 1 would
be provided in the form of bike racks on the Mission Street sidewalk.

During the construction phase of the proposed project and Variant 1, worker parking would occur off-
site. No designated parking for construction workers would be provided and they would be expected to

park on the street or in nearby garages, or to use transit.

7 Even if a Variance from Section 135(g)(2) is sought to allow the second floor open space to be counted as usable open space, the

project would still fall short of the total open space requirements.

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 16 1270 Mission Street Project
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TABLE 1

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANNING CODE COMPLIANCE

Project Component

Proposed Project:
Gross Building Area

Variant 1:
Gross Building Area

Residential 127,225 sq. ft. 198,227 sq. ft.
Retail 2,012 sq. ft. 2,012 sq. ft.
Lobby 1,305 sq. ft. 1,314 sq. ft.
Vehicle Parking 2 19,484 sq. ft. 19,042 sq. ft.
Bicycle Parking 1,635 sq. ft. 1,635 sq. ft.

Bldg. Services P

36,935 sq. ft.

51,454 sq. ft.

TOTAL 188,596 sq. ft. 273,684 sq. ft.
Residential Open Space 10,025 sq. ft. © 9,560q ft.4
(common)
Required Residential Open Space © 9,360 sq. ft. 14,352 sq. ft.f
(common)
Project Component Proposed Project Variant 1
Dwelling Units (total) 195 299
Studios 47 75
Jr. one-bedroom units 23 59
One-bedroom units 81 98
Two-bedroom units 44 56
Three-bedroom units 0 11
Parking Spaces
Auto 8 76 (98 principally permitted) 76 (150 principally permitted)
Bicycle (Class 1) 200 (124 required) 200 (150 required)
Bicycle (Class 2 sidewalk bike spaces) 16 (10 required) 20 (15 required)
Height of Buildingh 120 feet 200 feet
Number of Stories 13 21

Includes common areas and back of house services.

o0 oo

]

Per Planning Code Section 138(b).

-~

Includes ramp to garage and garage circulation space in the basement.

of-way, in accordance with the proposed special use district.

SOURCE: Architecture International, 2016.

& Includes two car-shares space and three ADA-accessible spaces.
Excludes elevator/stair penthouse, parapet, and various rooftop elements.

The commonly-accessible residential open space provided includes only the Planning Code-compliant roof deck.
The commonly-accessible residential open space provided includes only the Planning Code-compliant roof deck and 10th floor
terrace (8,380 square feet for the roof deck and 1,380 square feet for the 10th floor terrace).

Remainder of Variant 1 open space requirement would be provided off-site, in form of improvements to the Laskie Street right-

Streetscape Plan

Both building options include proposed streetscape improvements that would adhere to the Better Streets

Plan. The pedestrian right of way on Mission Street would include four new street trees (spaced

Case No. 2014.0926ENV
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approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; 16 new Class 2 bicycle spaces (8 bike racks) for the
proposed project and 20 new Class 2 bicycle spaces (10 bike racks) for Variant 1; and repaving of the
sidewalk. Specific improvements along Laskie Street would include a single-surface “shared street” from
Mission Street to immediately north of the project garage driveway. This “shared street” would entail
raising the elevation of Laskie Street to meet the elevation of the existing sidewalks; removing and
replacing the existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot by 3-inch-
wide visual/tactile detection strip to delineate pedestrian and vehicular zones; removing the existing
street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates;
potentially relocating existing light poles, and adding pedestrian lighting along the roadway. In addition,
these plans would include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the intersection of Mission Street,
which would accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve
as a traffic calming device since vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering

or exiting Laskie Street.

Landscaping

As part of the proposed project and Variant 1, the eight existing street trees would be removed and at
least 14 new trees would be planted along Mission and Laskie streets in accordance with Planning Code
Section 138.1(c)(1). On the Laskie Street frontage, the project sponsor would plant at least ten new street
trees on both sides of Laskie Street (five on each side) starting up to 75 feet from Mission Street. In
addition, four new street trees would be planted along the Mission Street frontage, replacing four existing
trees. All of the new street trees would have decorative metal grates covering the soil and surrounding
the tree trunk. Decorative paving would also be installed along the curb line of the Mission Street

frontage, between the street trees.

Foundation and Excavation

The proposed project and Variant 1 would entail excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet to
accommodate the below-grade parking level and foundation, and a small area of an additional four feet
of excavation to accommodate the proposed elevator pit. Total excavation would be up to about 12,000
cubic yards. The proposed project and Variant 1 would likely be constructed on a mat foundation;
depending on the soil conditions identified beneath the site when soil borings are conducted, soil
improvement (e.g., deep soil mixing or drilled displacement columns) may be required to improve the
bearing capacity of a relatively thin liquefiable layer of sand that other nearby geotechnical explorations

have identified may exist not far beneath the proposed foundation depth.

Construction Schedule

Demolition and construction of the proposed project is estimated to take approximately 22 months and

construction of Variant 1 is estimated to take approximately 24 months.

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 18 1270 Mission Street Project
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Approvals Required for the Proposed Project and Variant 1

Planning Commission

e Approval of a Downtown Project Authorization from the Planning Commission per Planning
Code Section 309 for projects within a C-3 zoning district over 50,000 square feet in area or over
75 feet in height, and for granting exceptions to the requirements of certain sections of the
Planning Code.

e Approval of an exception, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, from requirements of Planning
Code Section 134(e) governing the configuration of rear yards, to provide open space in a
configuration other than a rear yard (i.e., resident-only accessible open spaces on the roof and at
the second story).

e Approval of an exception, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, from the pedestrian wind
comfort requirements of Planning Code Section 148.

e Approval of Conditional Use authorization from the Planning Commission under Planning Code

Section 124(f) to exclude the on-site affordable units from the calculation of gross floor area.

Zoning Administrator

e Variance from the dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Section 140(a)(2) for
those units that would have only windows facing onto the second-floor outdoor terrace.

e Variance from open space requirements of Planning Code Section 135(g)(2) for the proposed
second floor terrace that does not meet exposure requirements.
Department of Building Inspection

e Review and approval of demolition and building permits.

e If any night construction work is proposed that would result in noise greater than five dBA above
ambient noise levels, approval of a permit for nighttime construction.

Department of Public Works

e Approval of a subdivision map to combine the two on-site parcels into a single parcel, pursuant
to the City’s Subdivision Code.

o If sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the
curb lane(s), approval of a street space permit from the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping.

e Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., bulb-outs and sidewalk extensions)
to ensure consistency with the Better Streets Plan.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

e Approval of the placement of bicycle racks on the sidewalk, and of other sidewalk
improvements, by the Sustainable Streets Division.

o If sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the
curb lane(s), approval of a special traffic permit from the Sustainable Streets Division.

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 19 1270 Mission Street Project
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e Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., bulb-outs and sidewalk extensions)
to ensure consistency with the Better Streets Plan.

e Approval of the three on-street commercial (yellow zone) loading spaces proposed on Mission
Street.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

e Approval of any changes to sewer laterals (connections to the City sewer).

e Approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, in accordance with Article 4.1 of the
San Francisco Public Works Code

e Approval of post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control
plan that complies with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines.

Additional Approvals Required for Variant 1

Actions by the Board of Supervisors

o Planning Code Amendments for Height District Reclassification: The building height of Variant 1
would exceed the height limit of the existing 120-X Height and Bulk District. The Board of
Supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts
(Sheet HTO01) pursuant to Planning Code Section 302.

e Approval of a Special Use District (i) requiring that buildings in excess of 120 feet in height
include a number of on-site inclusionary affordable units greater than the current 13.5 percent on-
site requirement of Planning Code Section 415.3; (ii) permitting open space improvements
constructed off-site on Laskie Street to meet a portion of Planning Code-required residential open
space for Variant 1 (Section 135(f)(2)); and (iii) permitting FAR in excess of the 6.0 to 1 otherwise
established in Planning Code Section 210.2 for residential projects, such as Variant 1, that comply
with the SUD’s affordable housing requirements.

Actions by the Planning Commission

e Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to Approve Amendments for Height District
Reclassification and a Special Use District, described above.

B. PROJECT SETTING

As noted above, the project site is located within the SoMa neighborhood, which is generally bounded by
Market to the north, Highway 101 to the west, 16th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east.
The project site is bounded by Mission Street to the south, three existing buildings abutting the lot line to the
west, a new 17-story mixed-use building to the north, and Laskie Street to the east. The project site also is
within the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. The SoMa neighborhood is a densely built area that
contains a variety of uses including neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground level of residential
buildings, as well as public utility buildings, hotels, community facilities, commercial and office buildings,
production, distribution, and repair uses—including but not limited to light industrial, auto repair,

trucking, wholesaling, and arts activities, such as performance spaces, studios, and workshops—and a few
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public parks. The SoMa neighborhood is relatively large and contains a mix of low- to high-rise buildings.
While the project site is located adjacent to a mix of 2- to 6-story buildings, the project block includes the
recently constructed, 17-story, approximately 130-foot-tall residential building located at 55 Ninth Street,

known as the Ava building.

Land uses immediately surrounding the project site consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses
on the ground level with residential above, as well as hotel, office, community facility, and public utility
land uses. The nearest residential buildings include the Ava building, noted above, as well as the recently
completed Panoramic, an 11-story, approximately 120-foot-tall mixed-use residential building located one-
half block west of the project site at 1321 Mission Street. Additional recently constructed nearby residential
buildings one block east of the project site include the Soma Grand, a 22-story building with ground-floor
retail located at 1160 Mission Street, and two of the proposed four residential towers for the Trinity Place
development, one of which is the 24-story building located at 1188 Mission Street and the 19-story building
located at 1190 Mission Street.

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and open spaces include
U.N. Plaza, about 0.19 miles north of the project site; Civic Center Plaza, also about 0.19 miles north of the
project site; Boeddeker Park, about 0.52 miles northeast of the project site; Howard & Langton Mini Park,
about 0.24 miles southeast of the project site; Victoria Manalo Draves Park, about 0.41 miles southeast of

the project site; and the Gene Friend Recreation Center, about 0.44 miles southeast of the project site.

The closest state highway to the project site is U.S. Highway 101, located three blocks west. Interstate 80 is
located about four blocks south of the project site. The Western SoMa Special Use District lies one-half block
south of the project site, while the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District lies
one-half block west of the project site. Lastly, the project site is located one-half block north of the Western
SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District, which is pending listing on the State and National

Register of Historic Places (S/NR), and one block south of the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District.?

Cumulative Setting

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects within the vicinity of the
project site are listed below in Table 2: Cumulative Projects in Vicinity of Project Site and mapped on
Figure 12. These cumulative projects, several of which are associated with the Market Street Hub
Project—a transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use neighborhood around the intersections of Market
Street and Van Ness Avenue—are either under construction or the subject of an Environmental

Evaluation Application on file with the Planning Department.

In addition to the cumulative projects identified in Table 2, the following transportation infrastructure

project is also considered part of the cumulative setting:

8 The San Francisco Civic Center Historic District is a locally designated Landmark District, is listed on the State and
National Registers of Historic Places, and is a designated National Historic Landmark.
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¢ Van Ness Avenue BRT Project: This project will implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
improvements along a two-mile stretch of Van Ness Avenue from Mission Street to North Point
Street, including replacing the overhead wire system, constructing dedicated bus lanes, and

building new bus stations. Additional components of the project include pedestrian safety

improvements, utility replacement and street repaving, and new landscaping and lighting.

TABLE 2
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN VICINITY OF PROJECT SITE

Dwelling Office Commercial Hotel
Address Case File No. Units (gsf) (gsf) (rooms)
1 | 30 Van Ness Avenue? 2015-008571GPR
2 | 22 Franklin Street 2013.1005E 24 2,120
3 g?eeegzl;iterteet (formerly 1510-1540 Market 2009.0159E 30 12,970
4 | 1546-1564 Market Street 2012.0877E 109 4,900
5 | 1629 Market Street 2015-005848ENV 584 27,300 9,275
6 | 1699 Market Street 2014-0484E 162 3,937
7 | 1700 Market Street 2013.1179E 42 1,753
8 | 1740 Market Street 2014.0409E 100 4,385
9 | 1390 Market Street (Fox Plaza Expansion) 2005.0979E 230 449,818 17,500
10 | 10 South Van Ness (Honda Site) 2015-004568ENV 767 20,400
11 | 1500-1580 Mission Street (Goodwill site) ? | 2014-000362ENV 560 454,195 31,447
12 | 30 Otis Street® 2015-010013PPA 354 4,600
13 | 1601 Mission Street (Tower Car Wash) 2014.1121ENV 220 7,336
14 | 1563 Mission Street 2014.0095E 40,600
15 | 1532 Howard Street 2013.1305 15
16 | 1298 Howard Street 2014.0011E 125 12,000 2,000
17 | 1228 Folsom Street 2014.0964E 24 1,145
18 | 1125 Mission Street 2014-002628ENV 36,000
19 | 1125 Market Street 2013.0511E 19,510 5,560 160
20 | 150 Van Ness Avenue 2013.0973E 420 9,000 3
21 | Trinity Place (Phase III)d 2014.1014E_3 541
22 | 101 Polk Street 2011.0702E 162
Totals 4,759 1,039,423 138,328 163
NOTES:

a
b
c

rogram.
d prog

Although there is no current development program for 30 Van Ness Avenue, the project site is slated for future development.
This project includes an approximately 4,377 square foot child care facility.
This project includes approximately 13,125 sf for a ballet school that already exists on the site; therefore, it has not been included in the development

Documents available in PIM for Phase III of the Trinity Place development do not identify the retail sf for the project.

SOURCE: Unless otherwise specified, information obtained from San Francisco Planning Department Property Information Database and Active
Permits in My Neighborhood Map. Available online at http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/. Accessed May 30, 2016.
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C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

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

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

San Francisco Planning Code

The Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s Zoning Maps, governs permitted uses,
densities, and the configuration of buildings in San Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter
or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless either the proposed action conforms to the Planning

Code, or an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code.

The proposed project would comply with the existing height limit of the 120-X Height and Bulk District.
However, the building height of Variant 1 would exceed the height limit of the existing 120-X Height and
Bulk District; therefore, the Board of Supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the Zoning
Map Height and Bulk Districts (Sheet HT01) pursuant to Planning Code Section 302 and the proposed
Mission/Ninth Street Affordable Housing SUD in order for Variant 1 to be approved.

Allowable Uses

The project site is located in the C-3-G (Downtown — General) Zoning District, which covers the western
portions of Downtown. As stated in Planning Code Section 210.2, the C-3-G Zoning District is composed of
a variety of uses, including retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-density
residential. Many of these uses have a citywide or regional function, although the intensity of

development is lower here than in the downtown core area further to the east.

The requirements associated with the C-3-G Zoning District are described in Section 210.2 of the Planning
Code with references to other applicable articles of the Planning Code as necessary (for example, for
provisions concerning parking, rear yards, street trees, etc.). As in the case of other Downtown districts, no
off-street parking is required for individual residential or commercial buildings. In the vicinity of Market
Street, the configuration of this district reflects easy accessibility by rapid transit. Any resulting potential
impacts of the proposed project or Variant 1 and applicable Planning Code provisions are discussed below
under the relevant topic headings.
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Within the C-3-G district, retail uses (except formula retail, which requires Conditional Use
authorization) on the ground floor and residential uses above the ground floor, as proposed by the

project and Variant 1, are principally permitted.’

Affordable Housing

The proposed project would comply with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning
Code Section 415 et seq.) requirements by including 26 below-market-rate units on-site (13.5 percent of the
total units, as required by Planning Code Section 415.3). Variant 1 would exceed the affordable housing
requirements by providing 60 below-market-rate units on-site (20 percent of total units) more than
13.5 percent of the total number of units within the project as affordable. The final amount of below
market rate units is subject to change by the Board of Supervisors in connection with approval of the

proposed SUD that would accommodate Variant 1.

Height and Bulk

The project site is located within a 120-X Height and Bulk District. This district allows a maximum building
height of 120 feet and has no bulk limit. The proposed project would be 120 feet tall, as measured from the
ground level to the top of the roof. Various rooftop elements under the proposed project would extend up
to 20 feet above the top of the roof including a parapet extending approximately 4 feet beyond the height
limit, as allowable under Section 260(b)(2)(A); stair and elevator penthouses that are exempt from the
building height limit by up to 16 feet, as allowable under Section 260 (b)(1)(A); and additional building
features to screen mechanical equipment from view that are exempt from the building height limit by up to
20 feet, as allowable under 260 (b)(1)(F) of the Planning Code. Similarly, Variant 1 also would have various
rooftop elements, including a parapet extending approximately 4 feet beyond the height limit and
additional building features to screen mechanical equipment from view that would extend 20 feet above the
top of the roof. Since the building height of Variant 1 would exceed the height limit of the existing 120-X
Height and Bulk District, an amendment to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts would be required
for Variant 1, as would the proposed Mission/Ninth Street Affordable Housing SUD, which would provide
for exceptions to the 120-foot height limit for residential projects that comply with the SUD’s affordable

housing requirements.

Street Trees

Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(1) requires that for every 20 feet of property frontage along each street, one
24-inch box tree be planted, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an
additional tree. The proposed project and Variant 1, which would include a combined total of 268 feet of
property frontage along Laskie and Mission Streets (175 feet and 93 feet of frontage, respectively), would
comply with Section 138.1(c)(1) by planting four new street trees along Mission Street and 10 new street
trees along Laskie Street (five on each side of the street).

9 Planning Code Section 210.2.
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Open Space

The proposed project would provide an approximately 10,025-square-foot, commonly-accessible open
space on the roof of the building. This would exceed the 9,360 square feet of common usable residential
open space required under Planning Code Section 135. Variant 1 would provide an approximately 8,380-
square-foot, commonly-accessible open space on the roof, as well as an approximately 1,380-square-foot,
commonly-accessible terrace on the 10th floor. Together, these spaces would not meet the Planning Code
requirement for approximately 14,000 (8 units provide private open space, therefore the remaining 291
units require at least 48 square feet of common usable open space). Accordingly, the project sponsor is
proposing a Special Use District that, among other things, would allow for a portion of the Planning Code
residential open space requirement to be provided off site. In the case of Variant 1, the proposed Laskie
Street streetscape improvements would fulfill the remainder of the Planning Code open space
requirement. Both the proposed project and Variant 1 would have additional commonly-accessible open
space on the second floor that would be open to the sky but that would not meet Planning Code exposure
standards and thus would require a Variance to be counted towards the Planning Code open space

requirement.

Rear Yard Requirements

Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equivalent to 25 percent of total lot depth at all residential
levels. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not provide open space within a rear yard and,
therefore, the project applicant is requesting an exception to the rear yard requirements of Planning Code
Section 134(e), pursuant to the procedures of Section 309, to allow for open space in a configuration other

than a rear yard.

Parking and Loading

According to Planning Code Sections 151.1 and 210.2, off-street parking for residential or commercial uses
in the C-3-G district is not required; however, for residential uses, up to 0.5 parking spaces per unit are
principally permitted, which would allow a maximum of 98 parking spaces for the proposed project and
150 parking spaces for Variant 1. With a Conditional Use authorization, up to 0.75 parking spaces per unit
is permitted. For retail uses, according to Planning Code Section 151.1, parking may not exceed seven
percent of the gross floor area of the retail space. The proposed project would include 76 parking and
loading spaces for the residential units, including two car-share spaces'’, three ADA-accessible spaces,
and one service vehicle loading space. Variant 1 would include 76 parking and loading spaces for the
residential units, including two car-share spaces, three ADA-accessible spaces, and two service vehicle
loading spaces. Therefore, both the proposed project and Variant 1 would comply with Section 151.1. No

parking is proposed for the retail use.

For new residential buildings containing more than 100 dwelling units, Planning Code Section 155.2
requires 100 Class 1 bicycle spaces (bicycle locker or space in a secure room) plus one Class 1 bicycle

space for every four dwelling units over 100, and one Class 2 bicycle space (publicly-accessible bicycle

10" Car-share spaces do not count towards parking maximums, per Planning Code Section 151.1(d).
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rack) for each 20 units. Therefore, the requirements for the residential use component of the proposed
project would be 124 Class 1 bicycle spaces and 10 Class 2 bicycle spaces, and the requirements for
Variant 1 would be 150 Class 1 bicycle spaces and 15 Class 2 bicycle spaces. Section 155.2 also requires
one Class 1 bicycle space for each 7,500 square feet of occupied retail space and a minimum of two Class 2
bicycle spaces or one for each 750 square feet of occupied restaurant space. As only 2,012 square feet of
retail/restaurant is provided for both the proposed project and Variant 1, no Class 1 and three Class 2
bicycle parking spaces are required for the retail/restaurant use. Therefore, the proposed project would be
required to provide 125 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces (125 for residential use and none for the
retail/restaurant use), and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (11 for the residential use and three for the
retail/restaurant use, assuming restaurant use), while Variant 1 would be required to provide 154 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces (154 for residential use and none for the retail/restaurant use), and 18 Class 2
bicycle parking spaces (15 for the residential use and three for the retail/restaurant use, assuming
restaurant use). The proposed project and Variant 1 would provide 200 Class 1 bicycle spaces in secure
ground-floor bicycle storage areas for the residential use. In addition, 16 Class 2 spaces for the proposed
project and 20 Class 2 spaces for Variant 1 also would be provided on the sidewalk. Therefore, both the

proposed project and Variant 1 would exceed the Section 155.2 requirements.

Planning Code Section 152.1 requires one off-street freight loading space for residential buildings greater
than 100,000 square feet and less than 200,000 square feet, and two off-street freight loading spaces for
residential buildings greater than 200,000 square feet and less than 500,000 square feet. The proposed
project would provide one service vehicle loading space in the garage, which can be substituted for the
freight loading space per Section 153(a) and 154(b) of the Planning Code. Variant 1 also would provide one
freight loading space and two service vehicle loading spaces in the ground floor parking area, the latter of
which is allowed per Section 153(a) and 154(b) of the Planning Code. Therefore, both the proposed project
and Variant 1 would comply with Section 152.1 of the Planning Code. In addition, for the proposed project
and Variant 1, the project sponsor would seek approval from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) to convert the three existing on-street metered parking spaces adjacent to the project site
on the north side of Mission Street to an approximately 66-foot-long yellow zone for unmetered freight

loading.

Plans and Policies

San Francisco General Plan

In addition to the Planning Code, the project site is subject to the General Plan. The General Plan provides
general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The General Plan contains 10 elements
(Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design,
Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals,
policies, and objectives for the physical development of the city. In addition, the General Plan includes
area plans that outline goals and objectives for specific geographic planning areas, such as the Van Ness

Avenue Area Plan, which includes the project site.
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A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant
effect on the environment within the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any
physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts are analyzed in this Initial Study. In
general, potential conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decisions-makers (normally the
Planning Commission) independently of the environmental review process. Thus, in addition to
considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the Planning Commission considers other
potential inconsistencies with the General Plan, independently of the environmental review process, as
part of the decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in
this environmental document would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical

environmental effects of the proposed project that are analyzed in this Initial Study.

The aim of the Downtown Area Plan is to encourage prime downtown office activities to grow, increase
employment, retain a diverse base of support commercial activity in and near downtown, expand the
supply of housing in and adjacent to downtown, create and maintain a comfortable pedestrian
environment, create building forms that are visually interesting and harmonize with surrounding
buildings, and create attractive urban streetscapes. Centered on Market and Mission Streets, the Plan
covers an area roughly bounded by Van Ness Avenue to the west, Washington Street to the north, the
Embarcadero to the east, and Folsom Street to the south. The Plan contains objectives and policies that

address housing, urban form, safety and livability, streetscape, preservation, and transportation.

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not obviously or substantially conflict with any goals, policies,
or objectives of the General Plan, including those of the Downtown Area Plan. The compatibility of the
proposed project and Variant 1 with General Plan goals, policies, and objectives that do not relate to
physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision whether to
approve or disapprove the proposed project and Variant 1. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the

process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed project and Variant 1.

Priority Policies

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority Policies. These policies,
and the subsection of Section E of this Initial Study addressing the environmental issues associated with the
policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of
neighborhood character (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Questions 1la, 1b, and 1c);
(3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Topic 2, Population and Housing, Question 2b,
with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles
(Topic 4, Transportation and Circulation, Questions 4a, 4b, and 4f); (5) protection of industrial and service
land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business
ownership (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c); (6) maximization of earthquake
preparedness (Topic 13, Geology and Soils, Questions 13a through 13d); (7) landmark and historic building
preservation (Topic 3, Cultural Resources, Question 3a); and (8) protection of open space (Topic 8, Wind
and Shadow, Questions 8a and 8b; and Topic 9, Recreation, Questions 9a and 9c).
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Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or
change of use, and prior to taking any action which requires a finding of consistency with the General
Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority
Policies. As noted above, the consistency of the proposed project and Variant 1 with the environmental
topics associated with the Priority Policies is discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects,
of this Initial Study, providing information for use in the case report for the proposed project and Variant
1. The case report and approval motions for the proposed project and Variant 1 will contain the
Department’s comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding consistency of the proposed project

and Variant 1 with the Priority Policies.

Regional Plans and Policies

The principal regional planning documents and the agencies that guide planning in the nine-county Bay
Area are Plan Bay Area, the region’s first Sustainable Communities Strategy, developed in accordance
with Senate Bill 375 and adopted jointly by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD)'’s 2010 Clean Air Plan; the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco
Basin Plan; and the San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission. Due to the relatively small size and infill nature of the proposed project and

Variant 1, there would be no anticipated conflicts with regional plans.

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below, for which
mitigation measures would be required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant.

The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

Land Use Greenhouse Gas Emissions Geology and Soils

Population and Housing Wind and Shadow Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural Resources Recreation Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Circulation Utilities and Service Systems Mineral/Energy Resources

Noise Public Services Agricultural/Forest Resources

XOOXOO
ODooodg
ODooodg

Air Quality Biological Resources Mandatory Findings of Significance
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E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

All items on the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated,” “Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon
evaluation, staff has determined that the proposed project could not have a significant adverse
environmental effect relating to that topic. A discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” and “Less than Significant Impact” and for most items checked
with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “Not Applicable” or “No Impact”
without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects are
based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, and/or standard
reference material available within the Planning Department, such as the Department’s Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and
maps, published by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the
evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project and Variant 1 both individually and

cumulatively.

Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Section 21099

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

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis

CEQA Section 21099(d) states that, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential,
or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment.”!3 Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be
considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for

projects that meet all of the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area, !4
b) The project is on an infill site,

c) The project is residential, ixed-use residential, or an employment center.!®

13 See CEQA Section 21099(d)(1).

14 CEQA Section 21099(a)(7) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major
transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in CEQA Section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by
either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval
of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.

CEQA Section 21099(a)(4) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously
developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an
improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.

CEQA Section 21099(a)(1) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses
with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.

15

16
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The proposed project and Variant 1 meet each of the above three criteria because they (1) are located
within one-half mile of several rail and bus transit routes, (2) are located on an infill site that is already
developed with an approximately 1,200-square-foot building and a surface parking lot that is surrounded
by other urban development, and (3) would be a residential project with ground-floor retail/restaurant
space.!” Thus, this Initial Study does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining

the significance of project impacts under CEQA.

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be interested
in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and Variant 1 and may desire that
such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some information
that would have otherwise been provided in an aesthetics section (i.e., “before” and “after” visual
simulations) has been included in Section A, Project Description, of this Initial Study. However, this
information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine the significance of

the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA.

In addition, CEQA section 21099(d)(2) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider
aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that
aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources (e.g., historic architectural
resources). As such, the Planning Department does consider aesthetics for design review and to evaluate

effects on historic and cultural resources.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

In addition, 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, 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

OPR’s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation

17" San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis,
1270 Mission Street (2014-0926ENV), March 18, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless
otherwise noted), is available for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2014-
0926ENV.

18 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php.
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impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of impacts

on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.)

Accordingly, this Initial Study does not contain a discussion of automobile delay impacts. Instead, a VMT
and induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in Topic 4, Transportation and Circulation.
The topic of automobile delay, nonetheless, may be considered by decision-makers, independent of the
environmental review process, as part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed

project and Variant 1.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
1.  LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING —
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O] O] O] X O]
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or O] O] X O] O]
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?
¢) Have a substantial impact upon the existing character O] O] X ] ]

of the vicinity?

Impact LU-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not physically divide an established
community. (No Impact)

The division of an established community would typically involve the construction of a physical barrier
to neighborhood access, such as a new freeway or the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or a
roadway. The proposed project and Variant 1 would be incorporated into the existing street configuration
and would not alter the established street grid or permanently close any streets or impede pedestrian or
other travel through the neighborhood. Although portions of the sidewalks adjacent to the project site
would likely be closed for periods of time during project construction, these closures would be temporary
and sidewalk access would be restored. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not construct a
physical barrier to neighborhood access or remove an existing means of access, such as a bridge or
roadway; thus, it would not physically divide the established community. Accordingly, the proposed
project and Variant 1 would not disrupt or physically divide an established community. Therefore, the
project would have no impact with respect to physically dividing an established community, and no

mitigation measures are necessary.
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Impact LU-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict with any applicable land use
plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not obviously or substantially conflict with applicable plans,
policies, or regulations identified under Section C, Plans and Policies, such that an adverse physical
change would result. In addition, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not obviously or
substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy, such as the BAAQMD 2010
Clean Air Plan, which directly addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that
must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s physical environment. Therefore,
the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts

with existing plans and zoning and no mitigation measures are necessary.!?

Impact LU-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not have a substantial impact upon the
existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project and Variant 1 would be constructed on an already developed site in a dense urban
environment, and the proposed mixed-use (residential and retail/restaurant) land uses for the proposed
project and Variant 1 would be compatible with other mixed-use buildings in the area. Although the
proposed project and Variant 1 would intensify the use of the project site, the proposed project and
Variant 1 would not alter the general land use pattern of the immediate area, which already includes nearby
low- to mid-rise commercial buildings and mid- to high-rise residential buildings with commercial uses on

the ground floor.

The buildings in the project area are varied in height with most ranging from two to 25 stories. The
proposed 13-story, 120-foot-tall building would be similar to other tall buildings in the area, such as the 11-
story, approximately 120-foot-tall recently completed Panoramic residential building located one-half block
west of the project site and the 17-story Ava building located north of the project site. Variant 1 also would
not alter the general land use pattern of the immediate area, and would be comparable in height to other tall
buildings such as the 22-story Soma Grand located one block east of the project site on Mission Street, as

well as the 19- and 24-story Trinity Place towers located one-half block north of the project site.

The proposed project and Variant 1 would establish a mixed-use building within proximity to other
similar mixed-use buildings, and therefore would contain land uses that are consistent and compatible
with surrounding land uses. The height and massing of the proposed project and Variant 1 also would be
in keeping with the existing character of the urban fabric of the neighborhood. Therefore, the proposed
project and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact upon the existing character of the vicinity

and no mitigation measures are necessary.

19" Per CEQA Section 21099, this analysis section reflects the exclusion of aesthetics-related impacts.
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Impact C-LU: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative significant land use impacts. (Less than Significant)

Cumulative development projects located in the vicinity of the project site are identified in Table 2, p. 22
and mapped on Figure 12, page 23. These cumulative development projects primarily include mixed-use
residential buildings with ground-floor retail, several of which are associated with the Market Street Hub
Project. These projects would result in the intensification of land uses in the project vicinity and would be
similar to the land uses envisioned under the proposed project and Variant 1. None of the cumulative infill
projects would physically divide an established community by constructing a physical barrier to
neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or remove a means of access, such as a bridge or roadway. The
transportation infrastructure project, the Van Ness BRT, also would not physically divide an established
community or remove a means of access to the neighborhood. In addition, the cumulative projects would
not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. Although these development projects would introduce new infill
residential, commercial, and office uses in the project vicinity, these uses currently exist; therefore, the
cumulative development projects would not introduce new incompatible uses that would adversely impact
the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable cumulative land

use impact and no mitigation measures are necessary.

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
2. POPULATION AND HOUSING —
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in 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 housing units |:| |:| & |:| |:|
or create demand for additional housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating |:| |:| & |:| |:|

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Impact PH-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not induce substantial population growth
either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant)

Plan Bay Area, which is the current regional transportation plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
that was adopted by MTC and ABAG in July 2013, contains housing and employment projections
anticipated to occur in San Francisco through 2040. Plan Bay Area calls for an increasing percentage of Bay
Area growth to occur as infill development in areas with good transit access and where services

necessary to daily living are provided in proximity to housing and jobs. With its abundant transit service
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and mixed-use neighborhoods, San Francisco is expected to accommodate an increasing share of future
regional growth. Additionally, the project site is in the Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority Development
Areas identified in Plan Bay Area.?0 In the last few years the supply of housing has not met the demand
for housing within San Francisco. In July 2013, ABAG projected regional housing needs in the Regional
Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. In 2013, ABAG projected housing needs in
San Francisco for 2014-2022 is 28,869 dwelling units, consisting of 6,234 dwelling units within the very
low income level (0-50 percent), 4,639 within the low income level (51-80 percent), 5,460 within the
moderate income level (81-120 percent), and 12,536 within the above-moderate income level (120 percent
plus).?! As noted above, as part of the planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Francisco identified
Priority Development Areas, which are existing neighborhoods near transit that are appropriate places to
concentrate future growth, and the project site is in the Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority

Development Area.

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in
substantial population increases and/or new development either directly or indirectly. The proposed
project and Variant 1 would demolish the existing parking lot and retail building and construct an infill
development containing retail/restaurant spaces on the ground floor with dwelling units above. The
proposed project and Variant 1 would be located in an urbanized area and would not be expected to

substantially alter existing development patterns in the SoMa neighborhood, or in San Francisco as a whole.

Under the proposed project, the addition of 195 new residential units would increase the residential
population on the site by an estimated 333 persons. Under Variant 1, the addition of 299 residential units
would increase the residential population on the site by an estimated 511 persons.?? The addition of 333 or
511 residents would not result in a substantial increase to the population of the larger neighborhood or the
City and County of San Francisco. The 2010 U.S. Census indicates that the population of the census tract in
which the project site is located is approximately 7,630 persons.? The proposed project and Variant 1 would
increase the population in the Census Tract by approximately 4 percent and 6.5 percent, respectively. The
proposed project and Variant 1 would increase the overall population of San Francisco by approximately

0.04 percent and 0.06 percent, respectively.?*

The population of San Francisco is projected to increase by approximately 280,490 persons for a total of
1,085,730 persons by 2040.2°> The residential population introduced as a result of the proposed project or

Variant 1 would constitute approximately 0.12 or 0.18 percent of this population increase, respectively.

20 ABAG, Plan Bay Area, Priority Development Area Showcase. Available online at http:/gis.abag.ca.gov/website/
PDAShowcase/, accessed May 20, 2016.

21 ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. Available online at http://planbayarea.org/pdf/

final_supplemental_reports/Final_Bay_Area_2014-2022_RHNA_Plan.pdf, accessed May 20, 2016.

The project site is located in Census Tract 176.01, which is generally bounded by Market Street to the north, Howard

Street to the south, 4th Street to the east, and 11th Street to the west. The population calculation is based on Census 2010

data, which estimates 1.71 persons per household in Census Tract 176.01. It should be noted that this census tract has

somewhat smaller households than the citywide average of 2.32 persons per household.

The population estimate is based on data from the 2010 Census for Census Tract 176.01.

This calculation is based on the estimated Census 2010 population of 805,235 persons in the City and County of

San Francisco.

25 ABAG, Plan Bay Area, p. 40. Available online at http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/Plan_Bay_Area.pdf,
accessed May 20, 2016.
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Therefore, the population introduced on the project site as a result of the proposed project or Variant 1
would be accommodated within the planned growth for the neighborhood and San Francisco, as a whole.
Overall, implementation of the proposed project and Variant 1 would not directly induce substantial
population growth. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not indirectly induce substantial population
growth in the project area because the project site is an infill site in an urbanized area and the proposed
project and Variant 1 would not involve any extensions to area roads or other infrastructure that could

enable additional development in currently undeveloped areas.

Based on the total size of the proposed retail/restaurant uses on the project site, the new businesses would
employ a total of approximately 14 staff under both the proposed project and Variant 1.2 The
retail/restaurant employment in the proposed project would not likely attract new residents to
San Francisco as these jobs would typically be filled by existing area residents. Therefore, it can be
anticipated that most of the employees would live in San Francisco (or nearby communities), and that the
proposed project and Variant 1 would not generate demand for new housing for the potential
retail/restaurant employees. Furthermore, employment in San Francisco is projected to increase by 34
percent (191,740 jobs) between 2010 and 2040.%” As employees generated by the proposed project and
Variant 1 would constitute a negligible increase in the number of jobs in the project vicinity, this increase

would be accommodated within the planned employment growth in San Francisco.

There would be an overall increase in the number of residents and employees on the project site as a
result of the proposed project and Variant 1; however, the project-related population and employment
increases would not be substantial relative to the existing number of residents and employees in the
project vicinity, nor would the increase in residents and/or employees exceed the projections for growth
and employment promulgated in the ABAG projections, the San Francisco Housing Element, or Plan Bay
Area. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth and would have a less-than-significant impact related to population growth and no

mitigation is necessary.

Impact PH-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not displace a substantial number of existing
housing units, people, or employees, or create demand for additional housing elsewhere. (Less than
Significant)

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not displace any residents or housing units, since no residential
uses or housing units currently exist on the project site. As noted above, the project site is occupied by a
parking lot and a commercial building containing a pizza restaurant, both of which employ a total of 14

people (4 for the ABC parking lot and 10 for the restaurant).?® Thus the proposed project and Variant 1

26 The estimated number of employees is based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review (October 2002) (SF Guidelines) and assumes an average of one employee per 350 square feet of
retail and restaurant, yielding approximately six employees. The residential use is estimated to generate an additional
eight employees for both the proposed project and Variant 1 (estimate provided by the project sponsor).

27 ABAG and MTC, Jobs-Housing ~ Connection ~ Strategy, revised May 16, 2012, p. 49. Available online at
http://www.planbayarea.org/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Main_Report.pdf. Accessed May 20,
2016.

28 Information provided by ABC Parking and SF Pizza.
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would not result in a substantial loss of employment. Further, an estimated 6 new jobs would be created
with the establishment of approximately 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant uses on the project site, and an
estimated 8 new employees would be generated by the residential use, for a total of 14 employees generated
by the proposed project and Variant 1. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-
than-significant impact related to the displacement of housing or employees, and the creation of demand for

new housing elsewhere. No mitigation is necessary.

Impact C-PH: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative significant effects related to population or housing. (Less than Significant)

As noted above, Plan Bay Area is the current regional transportation plan and Sustainable Communities
Strategy that was adopted by MTC and ABAG in July 2013, and contains housing and employment
projections anticipated to occur in San Francisco through 2040. Therefore, the Plan Bay Area projections

provide context for the population and housing cumulative analysis.

As described above, the proposed project would not induce substantial direct or indirect population
growth or displace a substantial number of existing housing units, people, or employees, or create

demand for additional housing elsewhere.

The approved and proposed projects identified in Table 2 and mapped on Figure 12 would add
approximately 11,041 new residents within 4,759 dwelling units in the vicinity of the project site.?
Overall, these approved and proposed projects, when combined with the proposed project and Variant 1,
would add 11,374 and 11,552 new residents in the project vicinity (generally within Y4-mile of the project
site), respectively, which would represent a residential population increase of approximately 49 percent.
These projects would be required to comply with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program (Planning
Code Sec. 415 et. seq.) and, therefore, would result in the creation of affordable housing in addition to

market-rate housing.

As noted above, recently the supply of housing has not met the demand for housing within San
Francisco. Therefore, San Francisco identified Priority Development Areas as part of the planning process
for Plan Bay Area to identify existing neighborhoods near transit that are appropriate places to concentrate
future growth, such as the Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority Development Area in which the project
site is located. In addition, several cumulative projects identified in Table 2 are located within the Market
Street Hub Project boundaries, which is an area located in the eastern portion of the Market and Octavia
Area Plan envisioned to become a new vibrant, mixed-use neighborhood. The Market and Octavia Area
Plan also created the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, which encourages
the development of a transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use residential neighborhood around the
intersections of Market Street, Mission Street, Van Ness Avenue, and South Van Ness Avenue. Projects in

this area would consist of mixed-use towers ranging from 250 to 400 feet in height constructed on large

29 Assumes the City of San Francisco average of 2.32 persons per unit. Available online at https://www.census.gov/
quickfacts/table/PST045214/06075, accessed May 30, 2016
The population estimate of 23,168 persons is based on data from the 2010 Census for the Census Tracts in which the
cumulative projects are located: 124.02, 176.01, 177, 201, and 168.02.
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sites around transportation hubs.3! Thus, although the proposed project or Variant 1, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the
vicinity of the project site, the 49 percent increase would not constitute substantial unplanned growth.
This population growth has been anticipated and accounted for in ABAG’s and the City’s projections
and, therefore, would accommodate planned population growth that, in and of itself, would not result in
a significant impact on the physical environment. Other sections of this document that address physical
environmental impacts related to cumulative growth with regard to specific resources can be found in
Section E, Topic 4—Transportation and Circulation; Topic 5—Noise; Topic 6—Air Quality; Topic 9—

Recreation; Topic 10— Ultilities and Service Systems; and Topic 11 —Public Services.

Furthermore, the proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in substantial numbers of housing units or people being
displaced because the majority of the approved and proposed cumulative projects would be constructed
on underutilized lots. For these reasons, the proposed project or Variant 1, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative significant
impacts to population or housing, and therefore neither the proposed project nor Variant 1 would result
in a cumulatively considerable impact on population and housing and no mitigation measures are

necessary.

Based on the conservative assumption that all new employees would be new San Francisco residents, an
estimated 4,322 new employees (including the 14 new employees associated with the proposed project and
Variant 1) would be added within the vicinity of the project site.3? The 4,322 new employees would generate
a potential demand for approximately 3,403 new dwelling units.3® Based on ABAG’s projected housing
needs in San Francisco, the employment-related housing demand associated with the proposed project and
Variant 1, as well as nearby cumulative development projects could be accommodated by the City’s
projected housing growth of 28,869 units.3* Furthermore, the proposed project or Variant 1, as well as
nearby cumulative development projects would add to the city’s housing stock and could potentially
accommodate some of the new employment-related housing demand. In combination with the past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, the estimated employment growth would account for only

approximately 11.8 percent of projected citywide household growth.

For these reasons, the proposed project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable population and housing

impact.

31 City and County of San Francisco, The Market Street Hub Project, http://sf-planning.org/market-street-hub-project, accessed June

8, 2016.

The estimated number of employees is based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for

Environmental Review (October 2002) (SF Guidelines) and assumes an average of one employee per 276 square feet for

office and 350 square feet of retail and restaurant. Total number of employees for cumulative projects is 4,308, plus 14

employees for proposed project and Variant 1, equals 4,322 new employees in project vicinity.

33 Assumes the 2014 Housing Element figure of 1.27 workers per household for San Francisco in 2015.

34 ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. Available online at
http://planbayarea.org/pdf/final_supplemental_reports/Final_Bay_Area_2014-2022_RHNA_Plan.pdf, accessed May 20, 2016.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
3. CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a | | | X |
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 significance of
an archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
¢)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?
d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a |:| |z |:| |:| |:|
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources
Code §21074?

Impact CR-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historic architectural resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources
listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (No Impact)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on historical
resources. A historical resource is defined as a building, structure, site, object, or district (including
landscapes) listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, included in a local register or identified as significant in an historical resource survey, or
determined by a lead agency to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic,
agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California. The following discussion will
focus on architectural resources. Archeological resources, including archeological resources that are

potentially historical resources according to Section 15064.5, are addressed below.

The project site contains a surface parking lot and an approximately 16,220-square-foot, one-story,
commercial building, constructed in 1975, at the corner of Mission and Laskie streets. The concrete-block
building has a shingled mansard roof and is parged with concrete, with brick veneer underneath the
storefront windows on the Mission Street facade. The existing building is less than 45 years old and is not
located in or near a historic district. Thus the building is not considered a historic resource for the
purposes of CEQA.

Development of the proposed project or Variant 1 would not result in substantial adverse changes to the
historic architectural resources near the project site.3> The Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential

35 Article 11, adopted in 1985 as part of the implementation of the Downtown Plan, divides all buildings in the C-3 Zoning
Districts (generally, downtown) into five categories according to the Building Rating Methodology as set forth and
explained in the “Preservation of the Past” section of the Downtown Plan (Planning Code Sec. 1102). Under Article 11,
Category I and II Buildings are buildings that are “judged to be Buildings of Individual Importance” Category III and IV
buildings are called out as “Contributory Buildings”; buildings in all four categories are presumed to be “historical
resources.”

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 39 1270 Mission Street Project



Initial Study

Historic District, which is pending listing on the State and National Register of Historic Places (S/NR), is
located one-half block south of the project site, and the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District is
located one block north of the project site.3¢ Construction of the proposed project and Variant 1 would
not appear to impact the integrity of setting of this eligible district, since the project site is located outside
of the district boundaries. Therefore, the construction of the proposed project or Variant 1 would not
result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of these known and potential historic resources.

In addition, given the distance of the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residential Historic District
(165 feet south) and the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District (470 feet north) from the project site,
no adverse changes in the significance of those historic districts would occur as a result of development of
the proposed project and Variant 1. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in no

impact on historical architectural resources and no mitigation is required.

Impact CR-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 could result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

This section discusses archeological resources, both as historical resources according to Section 15064.5, as

well as unique archeological resources as defined in Section 21083.2(g).

The potential for encountering archeological resources is determined by several relevant factors including
archeological sensitivity criteria and models, local geology, site history, and the extent of potential
projects soils disturbance/modification, as well as any documented information on known archeological
resources in the area. A San Francisco Planning Department archeologist completed a preliminary
archeological review (PAR) for the proposed project and Variant 1. The PAR (PAR Log February 22,
2016) determined that the proposed project and Variant 1 has the potential to adversely affect legally-
significant archeological resources due to proposed project- and Variant 1-related basement and
foundation excavations. Specifically, there is the potential to affect prehistoric archeological deposits
within the native sand dune deposits that underlie the artificial fill beneath the parking lot. There is also
moderate potential to affect historical archeological deposits that could be legally significant depending
on the informational integrity of the historical archeological deposit/feature and the associations with an

appropriate social unit.

Project construction would require excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet to accommodate the
below-grade parking level and foundation, with a small area of an additional 4 feet of excavation to
accommodate the proposed elevator pit; excavation would total up to about 12,000 cubic yards. The
proposed project and Variant 1 are anticipated to be constructed on a mat foundation; however,
depending on soil conditions identified beneath the site when soil borings are completed, soil
improvement (e.g., deep soil mixing or drilled displacement columns) may be required causing

additional ground disturbance below 20 feet.

36 The San Francisco Civic Center Historic District is a locally designated Landmark District, is listed on the State and
National Registers of Historic Places, and is a designated National Historic Landmark.
37 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning, 1270 Mission (2014-002953NV) - Preliminary Archeological
Review, February 22, 2016.
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Langan Treadwell Rollo prepared a geotechnical investigation (described in detail in Topic 13, Geology
and Soils)% and described the subsurface conditions at the project site consisting of fill, dune sand, marsh
deposits, and interbedded sands. Ground disturbance associated with the proposed project and Variant 1
would extend into fill and dune sand; potential soil improvements would also extend into the marsh
deposit. According to Planning Department archeological staff, there is a reasonable potential that
prehistoric archeological resources may be present within the project site because the project is within an
area that has a high degree of archeological sensitivity for prehistoric deposits. Proximate to the project
site are both a National Register-eligible prehistoric shell midden district consisting of several Late
Holocene period shell mounds with possibly ancillary occupation and workshop sites, and one of two
Middle Holocene (7700-3800 years before the present) prehistoric sites (CA-SFR-28) documented to date
within San Francisco, which was discovered 75 feet below existing grade. Commonly, prehistoric shell
midden sites have been found within native sand dune deposits, beginning at the dune base, or on the
lens of denser sand.® According to the City’s draft General Plan Preservation Element, even disturbed or
secondarily deposited prehistoric deposits are presumed to be significant for information, and therefore

significant under CEQA, until demonstrated to the contrary. 40

Additionally, there is a moderate potential for historical archaeological resources. Although ground
disturbance has occurred within the project site, portions remain sensitive for the presence of buried
historical archeological resources. The portions of the project site with sensitivity for historical
archeological resources are locations that: (1) have historically documented residential or commercial
occupation; and (2) did not experience deep excavation or fill during 20th century construction, and
therefore may contain subsurface archeological deposits associated with historically documented
residences or businesses. The 1869 U.S. Coast Survey map shows two residences on the northern side of
the project site. By 1886, the Sanborn Fire Insurance map shows eleven two-story residential buildings on
the project site, with a saloon on the corner of Mission and Laskie streets. The 1889 Sanborn map shows
the same residential buildings. Following the 1906 earthquake and fire, a two-story residential building
with eight flats was constructed on the northern side of the project site (shown on the 1913 Sanborn map).
By 1949, a reinforced concrete warehouse building was on the project site that housed a cabinet and metal
shop. Research issues relevant to 19th-century domestic and industrial archeological sites would be
applicable to the project site, including themes that specifically relate to differences in social and
economic class, ethnicity, race, and religious affiliation. Property types relevant to addressing consumer
behavior and social status/identity would include refuse features such as artifact-filled privies or wells.

Industrial features and artifact deposits associated with the 20th century industry could also be present.

In order to reduce the potential impact to undiscovered archeological resources to a less-than-significant
level, monitoring of the site is required to identify any archeological resources potentially present.
Therefore, per Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 below, the project sponsor would be required to engage an

archeologist from the Department Qualified Archeological Consultants List to develop and implement an

38 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, November 19,
2015.

39" San Francisco Planning Department, 1127 Market Street Mitigated Negative Declaration, October 24, 2012.

40 San Francisco Planning Department, DRAFT Preservation Element of the San Francisco General Plan, 2009.
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archeological resources monitoring plan. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 below would

reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeology Resources (Monitoring)

Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be present within the project
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified
Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant
shall undertake an archeological monitoring program. All plans and reports prepared by the
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.
Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and (c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site*! associated with
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative*? of the
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to
consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy
of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the
descendant group.

Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring program shall minimally
include the following provisions:

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

e The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of
the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected

41 By the term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or
evidence of burial.

42 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical
Society of America.
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resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological
resource;

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

e The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

e If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction crews and heavy equipment until the deposit is
evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource,
the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has
been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after
making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered
archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

e  Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.
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e Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.

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

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

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

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

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall
comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the Coroner of
the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec.
5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not
beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment
of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in
this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an
MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains
and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human
remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or,
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert
within the draft 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 Archeological Site Survey
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of
the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
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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.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a

less-than-significant impact on archeological resources.

Impact CR-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not disturb human remains, including those
interred outside formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

There are no known human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, located in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. In the event that construction activities disturb unknown human
remains within the project site, any inadvertent damage to human remains would be considered a
significant impact. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, as described above, the
proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact on previously unknown human

remains.

Impact CR-4: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

CEQA Section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural
resources. As defined in Section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are
listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of historical
resources. Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives, in San Francisco, prehistoric
archeological resources are presumed to be potential tribal cultural resources. A tribal cultural resource is

adversely affected when a project causes a substantial adverse change in the resource’s significance.

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.3.1(d), within 14 days of a determination that an application for a project
is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the Lead Agency is required to
contact the Native American tribes that are culturally or traditionally affiliated with the geographic area
in which the project is located. Notified tribes have 30 days to request consultation with the Lead Agency
to discuss potential impacts on tribal cultural resources and measures for addressing those impacts. On
September 29, 2015 the Planning Department contacted Native American individuals and organizations
for the San Francisco area, providing a description of the project and requesting comments on the

identification, presence, and significance of tribal cultural resources in the project vicinity.

During the 30-day comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted the Planning
Department to request consultation. As discussed under Impact CR-2, Mitigation Measure M-CR-2,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources, would be applicable to the proposed project as it
would result in below-grade soil disturbance of 5 feet or greater below ground surface. Unknown
archeological resources may be encountered during construction that could be identified as tribal cultural

resources at the time of discovery or at a later date. Therefore, the potential adverse effects of the
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proposed project on previously unidentified archeological resources, discussed under Impact CR-2, also
represent a potentially significant impact on tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-CR-4, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program, would reduce potential adverse
effects on tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure M-CR-4 would
require either preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources, if determined effective and feasible, or
an interpretive program regarding the tribal cultural resources developed in consultation with affiliated

Native American tribal representatives.
Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation
with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource
constitutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected by
the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect

on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), if in consultation with the affiliated Native American
tribal representatives and the Project Sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal
cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the Project Sponsor shall implement an
interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An
interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a
minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The
plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed
content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or
installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist
installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational

displays.

In the event that construction activities disturb unknown archeological sites that are considered tribal
cultural resources, any inadvertent damage would be considered a significant impact. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-2 and M-CR-4, as described above, the proposed project

and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact on previously unknown tribal cultural resources

Impact C-CR: The proposed project and Variant 1 in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to cultural resources.
(Less than Significant)

The proposed project and Variant 1 would demolish an existing structure that is not a historical resource.
Therefore, demolition of the existing building would have no impact on historical (historic architectural)

resources, and could not contribute to any significant cumulative effect on such resources.
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Project-related impacts on archeological resources and human remains are site-specific and generally
limited to a project’s construction area. For these reasons, the proposed project in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not have a significant cumulative impact

on archeological resources, tribal cultural resources, or human remains.

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION —
Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy U U X U O]
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 management |:| |:| |z |:| |:|
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?

¢)  Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including |:| |:| |:| |:| &
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location, that results in substantial safety risks?

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

e)  Resultin inadequate emergency access? D D

X X
O O

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

The project is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, Question 4c is not applicable to the project. A transportation study was prepared for the
proposed project.*3 The following discussion is based on the information provided in the transportation
study.

Setting

The project site is located in San Francisco’s SoMa neighborhood, bounded by Mission Street to the south,
Ninth Street to the west, and Laskie Street to the east, and abuts a recently completed mixed-use

residential building to the north. The project site has frontages on both Mission and Laskie streets. Access

43 CHS Consulting Group, 1270 Mission Street Mixed-Use Residential Project TIS, San Francisco, CA. March, 2016.
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to the project site by transit, foot, or bicycle is available through existing bus transit service, sidewalks,

streets, and crosswalks near the site.

The study area for the transportation analysis is generally bounded by Market Street to the north,
Howard Street to the south, Tenth Street to the east, and 7th Street to the west. Mission Street is a two-
way street that has two travel lanes in each direction, and on-street parking on both sides of the street that
is subject to tow-away regulations. The outer lane is designated as “bus only” in both travel directions.
Laskie Street extends from Mission Street to its terminus (dead end) about 300 feet north of Mission Street
at the Ava Building's gated open space area. The street includes one travel lane in each direction. There
are sidewalks along both sides of the street and on-street parking is only located along the west side of

the street.

The project site can be accessed by a number of Muni bus routes, including 6, 7, 7R, 9, 9R, 14, 14R, 19, and
83X, all of which run within one block of the project site. In addition, the project site is one block south of
the Muni Metro Civic Center station, which provides access to J, K/T, L, N, and M light rail lines. BART
service is also provided at the Civic Center station. Two SamTrans bus routes serve the project area, KX
and 292; Golden Gate Transit does not have any stops in proximity to the project site. The nearest Caltrain

station is located at 4th Street and King Street (about two miles southeast of the project site).

There is an existing 26-foot-wide curb cut for the driveway entrance and exit at the existing surface
parking lot on Laskie Street. The proposed project and Variant 1 would reduce the length of this curb cut
by 11 feet for access to the off-street parking garage driveway. There are three existing metered parking
spaces and one metered loading space (yellow zone) on the north side of Mission Street, adjacent to the

project site.

Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and the Bay Area

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 vehicle miles traveled (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. Transportation analysis zones 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.
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The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco
Chained Activity Model Process (SE-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 a project. 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

over-estimate VMT.4445

For residential development, the regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.4¢ For office and retail
development, regional average daily work-related VMT per employee are 19.1 and 14.9, respectively. See
Table 3, which includes the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) in which the project site is located, TAZ 620.

TABLE 3
DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED
Existing Cumulative 2040
Bay Area Bay Area
Bay 'Area Reglona.I TAZ 620 Bay.Area Reglona.I TAZ 620
Regional Average minus Regional Average minus
Land Use Average 15% Average 15%
Households
(Residential) 17.2 14.6 2.1 16.1 13.7 1.9
Employment
(Retail) 14.9 12.6 83 14.6 12.4 7.9

Vehicle Miles Traveled Impact Analysis Methodology

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant

impacts under the VMT metric.

4 To state another way: 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, both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip- based approach allows us
to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting.

45 Gan Francisco Planning Department, 2016. Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix F, Attachment A. March 3, 2016.

46 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development.
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Residential and Retail (and Similar) Projects

For residential projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional
household VMT per capita minus 15 percent.*” As documented in the California OPR Revised Proposal
on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (proposed
transportation impact guidelines), a 15 percent threshold below existing development is “both reasonably
ambitious and generally achievable.”*8 For retail projects, the Planning Department uses a VMT efficiency
metric approach for retail projects: a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the
regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent. This approach is consistent with CEQA Section
21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land uses recommended in OPR’s proposed
transportation impact guidelines. For mixed-use projects, each proposed land use is evaluated

independently, per the significance criteria described previously.

OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines provide screening criteria to identify types,
characteristics, or locations of land use projects that would not exceed these VMT thresholds of
significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land use proposed as part of a project meets any of the
following screening criteria, VMT impacts are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a
detailed VMT analysis is not required. The screening criteria applicable to the proposed project and how

they are applied in San Francisco are described as follows:

e Map-Based Screening for Residential and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas that
exhibit VMT less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the Transportation
Authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco for residential and
retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. The Planning Department
uses these maps and asso