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2011.1300EIA.

Kind regards,
Alana

Alana Callagy

Senior Environmental Planner

Environmental Planning

San Francisco Planning

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7540 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.


mailto:Alana.Callagy@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:richard.sucre@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/remotehearings
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

628.652.7600
www.sfplanning.org

MEMO TO FILE FOR THE ADDENDUM TO THE 901 16TH STREET
AND 1200 17TH STREET EIR

September 24, 2020

EIR Case Number: 2011.1300E

Modified Project Case Number: 2011.1300EIA

Project Address: 901 16th Street 1200 17th Street - Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project

Project Sponsor: 901 16th St Manager, LLC, Alexandra Stoelzle, 415.778.7776,
astoelzle@kilroyrealty.com

Staff Contact: Alana Callagy - 628.652.7540, alana.callagy@sfgov.org

Background

On September 23, 2020 the San Francisco Planning Department issued an addendum to the Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) for the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project, pursuant to the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The 901 16th
Street and 1200 17th Street project was the subject of an EIR certified on May 12, 2016 for a mixed-use residential
project, hereafter referred to as the “original project.”

This property was subsequently acquired by the current project sponsor for a new permanent location for the
San Francisco Wholesale Flower Market (“Wholesale Flower Market”). The Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart
Project, hereafter referred to as the “modified project,” would demolish the 5,800-square-foot modular office
building, but would retain and reuse all other existing buildings on the project site for use by the Wholesale
Flower Market. The interior of one of the reused warehouse buildings would be expanded to include a
mezzanine level and would open to the second level of the parking structure, expanding the total floor area on
the project site from approximately 106,100 square feet to approximately 125,000 square feet. The modified
project would also construct an approximately 84,900-square-foot parking structure containing 150 parking
spaces and 25 truck spaces on the site of the existing modular office building and surface parking lot. A modified
project variant would expand the parking structure to approximately 102,000 square feet to accommodate
approximately 180 parking spaces and 25 truck spaces. On-site parking would be reserved for vendors and
wholesale customers until 10 a.m., at which time the general public would also be allowed to park for a fee; the
facility would generally close to the general public at the completion of business hours, around 3 p.m.

Based on the information and analysis contained in the addendum, the San Francisco Planning Department
concluded that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR adopted on May 12,2016
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remained valid, and that no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the modified project or modified
project variant.

Current Proposal

The project sponsor is proposing that public parking hours be extended on a daily basis from 3 p.m. to about
midnight, in order to provide off-street parking to nearby land uses. Nearby land uses include, but are not limited
to, evening events at the Chase Center, Oracle Park, the California Center for the Arts, in addition to general
parking.

Subsequent Transportation Analysis

Attached to this memo is the 901 16th St. Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project - Extended Public Garage
Analysis. The analysis found that the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed extension of public
parking hours would still result in substantially fewer total vehicle trip than what was estimated for the original
project evaluated in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street FEIR. The analysis found that the extension of
public parking hours at the garage under the modified project or the modified project variant would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling or driving, or public transit operations; it would
not interfere with the accessibility of people walking or bicycling; or result in inadequate emergency access; it
would not substantially delay transit or induce automobile travel; and it would not affect commercial vehicle or
passenger loading at the site.

Conclusion

Extension of public parking hours would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the 901 16th Street
and 1200 17th Street Project EIR; would not result in significant impacts that would be substantially more severe
than those described in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project EIR; and would not require new
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts.

The San Francisco Planning Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in
the FEIR adopted on May 12, 2016 remain valid, and that no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the
modified project or modified project variant including the currently proposed extension of public parking hours.
The extension of public parking hours would not result in changes with respect to circumstances surrounding
the modified project or modified project variant that would cause significant environmental impacts to which
the project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward to demonstrate that
the modified project or modified project variant would cause new significant environmental impacts or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. Therefore, no further
environmental review is required.

Attachments:

Memorandum: 901 16th St. Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project - Extended Public Garage Analysis
Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study — Case No. 2011.1300ENV.

San Francisco
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Memorandum

To: Wade Wietgrefe, Ryan Shum, Alana Callagy — San Francisco Planning Department
Daniel Sheeter — SFMTA

From: José I. Farran — Adavant Consulting

Date: September 23, 2020

Re: 901 16t St. Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project — Extended Public Garage Analysis
Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study — Case No. 2011.1300ENV

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum represents an addition to the transportation and circulation assessment
conducted for the proposed permanent relocation of the San Francisco Wholesale Flower
Market (the Market) to 901 16t Street and 1200 17t Street (the proposed project).! This
document assesses potential project impacts on transportation and circulation related to
the possible extension of public parking activities at the site, after regular Market business
hours.

As currently defined, the proposed project would construct a two-level parking structure
containing 175 parking spaces at the site, consisting of six ADA-accessible spaces, 144
standard spaces, and 25 larger size spaces able to accommodate vans and trucks. On-site
parking would be reserved for vendors and wholesale customers until 10 a.m., at which
time the general public would also be allowed to park for a fee; the facility would generally
close to the public at the completion of Market business hours, around 3 p.m. A proposed
project variant would expand the parking structure in order to provide a total of 205
parking spaces, consisting of six ADA-accessible spaces, 142 standard spaces, 32 compact
spaces, and 25 larger size spaces.

The project sponsor is considering that public parking hours could be extended on a daily
basis from 3 p.m. to about midnight, in order to provide off-street parking to nearby land
uses. In addition, motorists attending evening events at the Chase Center, Oracle Park, the
California Center for the Arts, etc. could also park there.

L 901 16" Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project, Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study— Case No.
2011.1300ENV; prepared by Adavant Consulting; September 16, 2020.
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A driveway and loading operations plan (DLOP) to be developed and implemented as part
of the proposed project and the project variant would be expanded to address parking
operations after regular Market business hours. The expanded DLOP will include
additional operational and physical measures related to queue abatement and driveway
operations during the extended hours when public parking is offered at the Market (e.g., to
address event parking). The DLOP will be finalized and submitted along with the building
permit; approval will occur prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.

TRAVEL DEMAND

NO EXTENDED PUBLIC PARKING

The transportation and circulation assessment conducted on September 16, 2020 estimated
the daily, a.m. peak hour, and p.m. peak hour travel demand for the proposed project and
the project variant on a typical weekday, assuming that public parking would close after
regular Market business hours. In addition, consistent with the SF Guidelines and previous
environmental analyses, travel demand credits were applied, based on actual observations
of arriving and departing individuals and vehicles collected at the existing project site in
August 2012. A summary of the estimated net demand at the project site during the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours is provided in Table 1. As shown in the table, the proposed project or
the project variant would generate 173 additional total trips than the previously existing
uses during the a.m. peak hour, and two fewer trips during the p.m. peak hour.

Table 1
901 16t Street/1200 17t Street Project Site
Existing and Project/Variant Travel Demand

Number of Vehicle Trips
Scenario AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In Out Total
Existing 2l 18 13 31 5 15 20
Proposed Project/Variant ! 112 92 204 12 6 18
Net Travel Demand [ 94 79 173 7 9 -2
Notes:

a. Represents a vehicle trip credit; based on data presented in the 901 16t Street and 1200 17% Street
Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016; Data collected on August 2,

2012.

b. Assumes that the Market garage would close to the general public at the completion of business

hours, around 3 p.m.

c. Proposed Project/Variant minus Existing.
Sources: DKS Associates (2014), Adavant Consulting (2020)
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Similarly, the transportation assessment from September 16, 2020 also compared the
proposed project and variant travel demand with that of the previously proposed mixed-use
project presented in the 2016 FEIR, which included retail and residential uses for the site.2
The travel demand estimates for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2
901 16tk Street/1200 17t Street Project Site
2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project and Project/Variant Travel Demand

Number of Vehicle Trips
Scenario AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In Out Total
2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project [ 118 133 251 291 242 533
Proposed Project/Variant P! 112 92 204 12 6 18
Net Travel Demand [ -6 41 -47 -279 -236 -515

Notes:

a. Volumes for the p.m. peak hour are from 901 16% Street and 1200 17 Street Mixed-use Project
FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E. Estimates of the a.m. peak hour vehicle trips are from 901 16" Street
Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project, Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study, Case No.
2011.1300ENV; Adavant Consulting, September 16, 2020.

b. Assumes that the Market garage would close to the general public at the completion of business
hours, around 3 p.m.

c. Proposed Project/Variant minus 2016 FEIR.

Sources: DKS Associates (2014), Adavant Consulting (2020)

As shown in the table, the number of total vehicle trips generated by the proposed project or
the variant during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours would be less than those estimated by the
2016 FEIR, particularly during the p.m. peak hour with an over 95 percent reduction.

EXTENDED PUBLIC PARKING HOURS

As previously described, the Market is considering extending the public parking hours at
the proposed garage from 3 p.m. to about midnight on a daily basis. Among other uses, the
garage would serve those attending events at the Chase Center (located about a half mile
directly east of the proposed project site). Assuming that the Market garage would be
available for event center parking would be considered a high parking demand condition for
transportation analysis purposes.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16t Street and 1200 17" Street Final Environmental Impact Report,
Case No. 2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016.
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The potential use of the Market garage by Chase Center event attendees was estimated
based on the expect arrival/departure patterns of visitors to the event center, the capacities
of the proposed project and project variant garage, and an event start time of 7:30 p.m.
Table 3 provides a summary of the temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns
of attendees at a basketball game at the Chase Center; the data is based on information
presented as part of the environmental analyses conducted for the Chase Center.3

Temporal Distribution of Chase Center Attendees’
Arrivals and Departures at a GSW Basketball Game [8l

Percentage of

Time Period ™ Arrivals Departures

5:00 p.m. to 5:30 pm. 1.0%

5:30 p.m. to 6:00 pm. 4.0%

6:00 p.m. to 6:30 pm. 10.5%

6:30 p.m. to 7:00 pm. 19.5%

7:00 p.m. to 7:30 pm. 32.5%

7:30 p.m. to 8:00 pm. 32.5%

9:00 p.m. to 9:30 pm. 30%
9:30 p.m. to 10:00 pm. 40%
10:00 p.m. to 10:30 pm. 30%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Notes:

a. Basketball game assumed to start at 7:30 p.m.
b. Shaded cells represent peak one-hour arrival or departure interval.

Source: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay FSEIR (2015)

As indicated in the table, approximately 5 percent of the game attendees would arrive
within the second hour of the p.m. peak commute period (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), with the
peak one-hour attendee arrival (65 percent) occurring between 7:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. The
peak one-hour attendee departure (70 percent) would occur between 9:30 and 10:30 p.m.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32

Final SEIR, Case No. 2014.1441E; Certified November 3, 2015.
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The analysis for the extended public parking hours assumed that all parking spaces in the
proposed project garage and project variant would be full during an evening event.
Therefore, the inbound and outbound percentages in Table 3 above for three analysis hours
(.e., 5 p.m. to 6 p.m., the peak one hour between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m., and the peak one hour
between 9 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.) were applied to the capacity of the garage (i.e., 175 spaces
for the proposed project and 205 spaces for the project variant), to determine the additional
inbound and outbound vehicle trips that would occur if the garage was available to the
public after 3 p.m.

Table 4 provides a summary of the proposed project and project variant p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips entering and exiting the Market’s garage during an evening event day,

assuming extended public parking hours at the Market garage; additional data is provided
in the Appendix.

Table 4
901 16t Street/1200 17t Street Project Site
Additional Project/Variant Vehicle Travel Demand
Due to Extended Public Parking Hours

Percent of Number of Vehicles
vehicles Proposed Project Project Variant
Time Period entering/ (175 spaces) (205 spaces)
e;‘;t;:gget;e In Out Total| In Out Total
5:00 p.m. to 6:00 pm. 5% 9 0 9 11 0 11
Peak hour between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. 65% 114 0 114 134 0 134
Peak hour between 9:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. 70% 0 123 123 0 144 144

Note:
a. Percentage of garage’s capacity; based on the information presented in Table 3.
Source: Adavant Consulting (2020)

Table 5 summarizes the total vehicle trips entering and exiting the Market garage for the
proposed project and variant for three analysis hours (i.e., 5 p.m. to 6 p.m., the peak one
hour between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m., and the peak one hour between 9 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.). The
total number of vehicle trips accounts for the extended public parking hours, and includes

existing trips, Flower Market vendors, wholesale customers, and other badge holder trips,
and event attendee trips.
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Table 5
901 16t Street/1200 17t Street Project Site
Project and Project/Variant Travel Demand
with Extended Public Parking Hours
Number of Vehicle Trips
Scenario Proposed Project Project Variant
In Out Total In Out Total
Peak hour between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. (p.m. peak hour)
Existing [ 5 15 20 5 15 20
Proposed Project/Variant b! 12 6 18 12 6 18
Extended Public Parking Hours [d 9 0 9 11 0 11
Total ld 16 -9 7 18 -9 9
Peak hour between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m.
Existing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Proposed Project/Variant b! 0 0 0 0 0 0
Extended Public Parking Hours [d 114 0 114 134 0 134
Total ld! 114 0 114 134 0 134
Peak hour between 9:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.
Existing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Proposed Project/Variant b! 0 0 0 0 0 0
Extended Public Parking Hours [ 0 123 123 0 144 144
Total 0 123 123 0 144 144
Notes:

a. Represents a trip credit; based on information presented in the 901 16 Street and 1200 17" Street
Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E

b. Vehicle trips made by vendors, wholesale customers and other parking badge holders; Market garage
closes to the general public at the completion of business hours, around 3 p.m.

c. Additional vehicle demand when Market garage is available for public parking from 3 p.m. until
midnight.

d. Proposed Project/Variant plus Extended Public Parking Hours minus Existing.

Source: Adavant Consulting (2020)

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT

As shown in Table 5, the additional p.m. peak hour vehicle trips associated with the
extended public parking hours at the Market represent a 9 (project) to 11 (variant) vehicle
increase, over the no extended public parking hours condition, a small additional amount
that would fall within the expected daily or seasonal variations of traffic in the vicinity of
the project site.
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During the peak inbound demand hour (occurring between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.), the extended
public parking hours at the Market would represent an increase of 114 (project) to 134
(variant) hourly vehicles, inbound to the site. Similarly, during the peak outbound demand
hour (occurring between 9 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.), the extended public parking hours at the
Market would represent an increase of 123 (project) to 144 (variant) hourly vehicles,
outbound from the site.

These traffic volume estimates are comparable to those estimated for the proposed project
and the project variant during the a.m. peak hour (204 total vehicles), as previously
described in Table 1. Furthermore, all of the traffic volume estimates for the three analysis
hours (.e., 5 p.m. to 6 p.m., the peak one hour between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m., and the peak one
hour between 9 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.) are substantially lower than those presented in the
2016 FEIR for the p.m. peak hour (533 total vehicles), as previously summarized in Table 2.

Thus, the extension of public parking hours at the Market garage past regular business
hours would result in vehicle trip increases that would fall within the expected daily or
seasonal variations of traffic in the vicinity of the project site (during the p.m. peak hour),
or that would be comparable to those estimated at the site for the proposed project and the
project variant during the a.m. peak hour (for the peak one hour between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.,
and the peak one hour between 9 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.).

The additional vehicle trips may bring new vehicle trips to the area during the extended
public parking hours because some people may switch to driving due to the convenience of a
new public parking garage in the area. However, some vehicle trips would already be
accounted for, such as trips generated by various nearby uses that would find parking at
the Market garage more convenient, instead of doing so at other facilities or on the street.
The 901 16t Street Mixed Use Project analyzed in the 2016 FEIR included some amount of
parking available for public/retail uses, 45 spaces.* For those reasons, the extension of
public parking hours would not substantially induce automobile travel.

The extension of public parking hours would result in conflicts with users of the
transportation system. However, as discussed above, the vehicle trips generated by the
proposed extension of public parking hours would be substantially less than those
estimated for the 901 16th Street Mixed Use Project analyzed in the 2016 FEIR.
Furthermore, the proposed extension of public parking hours at the Market would include
implementation of an expanded DLOP, with additional driveway operations management
and queue abatement measures. The transportation and circulation assessment conducted
on September 16, 2020 also showed that the proposed project and project variant would
result in conflicts with users of the transportation system, but not to significant levels.

4 The 901 16th Street Mixed Used Project analyzed in the 2016 FEIR also included 338 residential parking spaces.
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Therefore, for the reasons described above, the extension of public parking hours at the
Market garage under the proposed project or the project variant would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling or driving, or public transit
operations, it would not interfere with the accessibility of people walking or bicycling, or
result in inadequate emergency access, it would not substantially delay transit or
substantially induce automobile travel, and it would not affect commercial vehicle or
passenger loading at the site.

Thus, the project-level or cumulative transportation impacts associated with the extension
of public parking hours at the Market garage from 3 p.m. to about midnight on a daily basis
would be less than significant, and they would not be considered new or a substantially
worse impacts than those identified in the 2016 FEIR of the 901 16t Street Mixed Use
Project.
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Chase Center

Temporal Distribution of Eevent Arrivals and Departures

Time Period Arrivals  Departures

5:00 p.m. to 5:30 pm. 1.0%

5:30 p.m. to 6:00 pm. 4.0%

6:00 p.m. to 6:30 pm. 10.5%

6:30 p.m. to 7:00 pm. 19.5%

7:00 p.m. to 7:30 pm. 32.5%

7:30 p.m. to 8:00 pm. 32.5%

8:00 p.m. to 8:30 pm.

8:30 p.m. to 9:00 pm.

9:00 p.m. to 9:30 pm. 30.0%
9:30 p.m. to 10:00 pm. 40.0%
10:00 p.m. to 10:30 pm. 30.0%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0%

[a] Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at MB FSEIR, 2015

Hourly percentages

Percent Percent
Time Period Arrival ~ Departure

5:00 p.m. to 6:00 pm. 5.0%

5:30 p.m. to 6:30 pm. 14.5%

6:00 p.m. to 7:00 pm. 30.0%

6:30 p.m. to 7:30 pm. 52.0%

7:00 p.m. to 8:00 pm. 65.0%

7:30 p.m. to 8:30 pm. 32.5%

8:30 p.m. to 9:00 pm. 30.0%
9:00 p.m. to 10:00 pm. 70.0%
9:30 p.m. to 10:30 pm. 70.0%
10:00 p.m. to 11:00 pm. 30.0%

901 16th St Garage demand v3.xIsx

Adavant Consulting

Proposed  Project
Project Variant
175 spaces 205 spaces
9 11
114 134
123 144

Printed on 9/23/2020
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Travel Demand Proposed Project Project Variant

PM Peak Hour Inbound  Outbound Total Inbound Outbound  Total
Existing (August 202) 5 15 20 5 15 20
No extened public parking 12 6 18 12 6 18
Additional public parking operaf] 9 9 11 11
Total demand 16 9 7 18 9 9
Existing (August 202) 5 15 20 5 15 20
2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project [4 291 242 533 291 242 533
Total demand 286 227 513 286 227 513
Difference -270 -236 -506 -268 -236 -504
Peak inbound demand (7 p.m. 4 114 114 134 134
Difference -177 -242 -419 -157 -242 -399
Peak outbound demand (10 p.m. to 11 pm.) 123 123 144 144
Difference | -291 -119 -410 -291 -98 -389

[a] 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E;

901 16th St Garage demand v3.xIsx Printed on 9/23/2020
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Kepa Askenasy <kepa@studioaskenasy.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 11:38 AM

To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC)
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; jonas.ionan@sfgov.org

Subject: Flower Mart project: Continue please

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commissioners,

| live one block from the proposed site of the relocated Flower Mart. | love that

the Flower Mart may soon be my new neighbor. So many blue collar jobs saved along
with a tremendous amenity for my area. Shopping for beautiful plants and flowers and
visiting with neighbors who are also there will be a welcomed commercial addition.

| attended the first neighborhood meeting with the architect and developer and my
comments at that meeting and here are shared by many who attended that meeting and the
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following neighborhood meetings.

| have reservations about the exterior design along 17th Street. The developer has turned
their back to the neighborhood along that side.

The proposed vertical penetrations along 17th Street back-lit with green lighting abandon
the horizontal metal casement windows that are typical of buildings of the era. The
horizontality of that period speaks to that time and place. The proposed vertical
penetrations have no basis in history nor in a current vernacular. They are in conflict with
the horizontal massing.

A better alternative to mitigating the monolithic expanse of the building along 17th Street
would be to incorporate a mid-block alley that could be a semi-openair sellers' area that
would connect 17th Street with 16th Street. It would deliver a lovely walking experience for
neighbors (I and my neighbors often use the route along 17th Street to go to the gym at
UCSF and the cafes at Mission Bay). It would be a very attractive alley for point of
purchase sales for the vendors. The ends of the alley could be locked with roll up doors or
metal gates during evening and night hours for safety.

And retaining a version of the horizontal metal casement windows would respect the
buildings' history.

The recent proposed purple vertical paint colors along 17th Street just further emphasizes
the failure of the developer to address the concerns of the neighbors.

Trying to hide the monolithic expanse of the building along 17th Street with $200 worth of
paint is unacceptable.

I love the handsome water tank! Please advocate to retain it on-site as a symbol of the
past.

And please Continue the Commission hearing until the exterior can be designed more
within keeping with the history of the buildings' exteriors while incorporating my and the
neighbors' comments.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kepa Askenasy
153 Missouri street



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2017-015039DPR 350-352 San Jose Avenue
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 11:17:47 AM
Attachments: 2017-015039DPR 350-352 San Jose Avenue.msqg

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely.
Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.

From: Katherine Petrin <petrin.katherine@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 11:15 AM

To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2017-015039DPR 350-352 San Jose Avenue

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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24 September 2020

San Francisco Planning Commission

City of San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, #1400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 2017.015039DRP
350-352 San Jose Avenue

Honorable Commissioners:

As an Architectural Historian and Preservation Planner in private practice in San
Francisco, | write in support of the Discretionary Review and urge this Commission not to
approve the project at 350-352 San Jose Avenue for the following reasons:

The proposed project will demolish an intact, historic Italianate residence that dates to
1875. This 145-year-old resource retains surprisingly substantial integrity, is in good
condition, as is sound housing.

Please be aware that the proposed project is not a “remodel” nor a rehabilitation in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards, as is required for a historic
building, especially one of this rare age and condition. The proposed project is
equivalent to demolition, as it preserves only the facade and moves the remaining piece
tfoward the front property line while demolishing the rest of the building. A demolition!

The City has designated the property as an A-rated historic resource. The Planning
Department’s Preservation Bulletin 11 states that an A-rated building is of the “Highest
Importance - individually [considered] the most important buildings in San Francisco,
distinguished by outstanding qualities of architecture, historical values and relationship to
the environment.

In 2010, the City finalized the South Mission Historic Resource Survey which determined
that 350-352 San Jose Avenue is individually eligible for the California Register of Historic
Resources (see attached Survey Form).

In addition to the South Mission Historic Resource Survey, other long-range

planning efforts in this area include the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Area
Plan. These extensive planning efforts are meant to protect historic resources and inform
meaningful preservation planning. The Residential Design Guidelines are meant to
encourage retention of historic buildings to maintain cohesive neighborhood identity
and enhance the unique setting and character of the City and ifs residential
neighborhoods.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133







Because the building’s footprint is small in relation to the larger lot, it is feasible to retain
the structure in full while also adding new construction at the rear. This is an opportunity
fo retain, instead of demolishing, a historic resource while adding new housing.

Demolition of a historic building is not in accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and cannot be mitigated under CEQA. Retention of the facade alone

qualifies as a demolition.

Isn't this yet another case of demolishing affordable housing and replacing it with high-
end residences?

| urge this Commission to consider upholding this appeal and to oppose the project at

350 San Jose Avenue. This 145-year old building should be fully retained and
incorporated info a re-designed project.

Sincerely,
Katherine T. Peftrin

CC: Jonas lonin, Commission Secretary
David Winslow, Senior Planner

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133







State of California - The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
Trinomial
PRIMARY RECORD CHR Status Code:
Other Listings
Review Code Reviewer Date
Page 1 of 2 Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder) 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE

P1. Other Identifier:

*P2. Location: || Not for Publication Unrestricted
*a. County: San Francisco

*b. USGS Quad: San Francisco North, CA Date: 1995
c. Address: 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE City: San Francisco ZIP 94110
d. UTM Zone: Easting: Northing:

e. Other Locational Data: Assessor's Parcel Number 6532 010A

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

350 - 352 San Jose Avenue is located on an irregular lot with 43.4' of frontage on the west side of San Jose Avenue, between
25th and 26th streets. Built ca. 1875, 350 - 352 San Jose Avenue is a 2-story over raised basement, wood frame duplex
building designed in the Italianate style. The rectangular-plan building, clad in asbestos patterned sheets, is capped by a flat
roof. The foundation is not visible. The site contains a driveway, wood fence, concrete steps, and concrete walking path. The
building is set back deeply on the site.

The primary fagade faces east and includes 4 structural bays in two sections, the south of which steps back on the lot. The
building includes 2 residential units with 2 entrances on the first floor. The main entry is located to the north, and includes a fully-
glazed wood door with an arched transom and molded door surrounds, approached by way of wood stairs with wood railings.
The secondary entrance is located just south in the set-back section and features a multi-light glazed wood door. (Continued)

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP3. Multiple Family Property
*P4. Resources Present: Building L] Structure ] Object [] Site [ ] District[ ] Element of District ~ [] Other
P5a. Photo P5b. Description of Photo:

View of primary fagade on San Jose
Avenue. 1/17/2008

4

*P6. Date Constructed/Age:
Historic [ |Prehistoric [ | Both

Ca. 1875 Sanborn Maps/Est.
*P7. Owner and Address
FAUBEL FAMILY TRUST

% ROBERT FAUBEL

9431 TANAGER AVE
FOUNTAIN VLY CA

*P8. Recorded By:

Page & Turnbull, Inc. (CD/RS)
724 Pine Street

San Francisco, CA 94108

*P9. Date Recorded: 2/4/2008
*P10. Survey Type:

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "None") Reconnaissance

Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Survey

*Attachments: [ ] NONE [ ]Location Map [ Isketch Map [V]Continuation Sheet [] Building, Structure, and Object Record
[] Archaeological Record [ ] District Record [ ] Linear Feature Record [ ] Milling Station Record [ ] Rock Art Record

[ ] Artifact Record [ ] Photograph Record [ ] Other (list):

DPR 523 A (1/95) *Required Information







State of California - The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET UAemlEl

Page 2 of 2 Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder) 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE

*Recorded By: Page & Turnbull, Inc. (CD/RS) *Date Recorded: February 2008 Continuation [ ] Update

*P3a: Description (continued):

Fenestration in the north section consists of arched double-hung wood-sash windows. The angled bay also features an angled bay
window with narrow, arched double-hung wood-sash windows and an articulated cornice. The windows have simple wood
surrounds. Fenestration in the south section consists of 6-over-6 double-hung wood-sash windows with paneled wood surrounds.
The primary fagade terminates in an entablature band, dentils and a modillioned cornice.

The building appears to be in good condition.

View of primary fagade on San Jose Avenue.
Source: City of San Francisco Planning Department

DPR 523 L (1/95) *Required Information










From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Flower Mart

Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:50:37 AM
Attachments: Flower Mart letter.pdf
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Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Jude Deckenbach <judedeckenbach@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:44 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC)
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>

Subject: SF Flower Mart

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Good Morning Commissioners,
Please see attached letter in support of the SF Flower Mart moving to Potrero Hill. Friends of
Jackson Park is confident that the neighborhood can work hand in hand with the Developer with the

ultimate outcome of a rejuvenated historic site that will be a beacon for all of SF.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Enjoy your days,


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:richard.sucre@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://nextdoor.com/pages/san-francisco-planning/
http://signup.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

September 24, 2020

To: SF Planning Commission

On behalf of the Friends of Jackson Park (FoJP) I'm writing in support of the SF Flower Mart
moving to 901 16th St. and 1200 17th St. Potrero Hill is in desperate need of more open and
green spaces for the community to gather, walk and just enjoy being outside. As green and
open space advocates, we look forward to a revitalized corner of 17th and Mississippi Sts. with
sidewalk greening along 17th Street to compliment Blu Dot’s and West EIm’s greening plans,
ultimately connecting to Jackson Park.

The Flower Mart is a beloved SF institution which provides hundreds of blue collar jobs,
supports the floral industry and a multitude of connected small businesses. Once there is a

community approved design, we look forward to welcoming the Flower Mart to the
neighborhood.

N YR=1

Jude Deckenbach
Friends of Jackson Park

FRIENDS OF L

Creating Community at Play






























me

Jude Deckenbach
Friends of Jackson Park
415.786.2427

www.friendsofjacksonpark.org

Let's Build this Park!


http://www.friendsofjacksonpark.org/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350-352 San Jose Avenue
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:50:19 AM
Attachments: image007.png
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Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.or

San Francisco Property Information Ma
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:12 AM

To: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 350-352 San Jose Avenue

Georgia,
Thank you for being so on top of things. My expectation is that it will be heard this afternoon.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(628) 652-7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, the Department is not providing any in-person services, but
we are operating remotely. Our staff are available via e-mail, and the
Commissions are convening remotely. Find more information on our

services here.
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From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 10:19 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Avenue

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mr. lonin,

Good evening. Hope you are well and fine.

| was just curious if 350-352 San Jose will be heard tomorrow as scheduled?

It seems like it must be heard tomorrow.

By my count this will be the fourth scheduled hearing and since the Project Sponsor has invoked
SB330 per the document on the SFPIM that seems important.

This Supplemental Application for SB330 was filed on April 15, 2020 and | don’t know if it is
retroactive to cover the two earlier hearings, but | just wondered if others had mentioned this issue
to you and the Commission?

It was on a Planning Commission Agenda on the following dates:

March 26th (cancelled due to the SIP but on the agenda regardless, so | don’t know how that would
play out)

April 9th

July 9th

September 24th
Thanks and take care.

| will look for your email response in the morning or sometime prior to the hearing.
Sincerely,
Georgia


mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

From: Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Central Soma Clean-Up - Revised Material for September 24, 2020 Hearing
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:27:03 AM

Attachments: Central SoMa Clean-up - Memo to the Commission for 09 24 20 hearina.pdf

Central SoMa Clean-up - Approval - Revised Draft Reso Final for 09 24 20 hearing.pdf

Forgot to cc the general commission secretary e-mail.

Mat

Mat Snyder, Senior Planner
Citywide Planning
San Francisco Planning Department

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7460 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are
operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more
information on our services here.

From: Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:26 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <Frank.Fung@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Snyder,
Mathew (CPC) <mathew.snyder@sfgov.org>; WONG, VICTORIA (CAT)
<Victoria.Wong@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>

Subject: Central Soma Clean-Up - Revised Material for September 24, 2020 Hearing

Good Morning President Koppel and Commissioners —

Attached please find a revised draft resolution and a memo describing the changes, both regarding
the Central SoMa Clean-Up Legislation, which is before you at this afternoon’s hearing (9/24/20).

Thank you,

Mat Snyder

Mat Snyder, Senior Planner
Citywide Planning
San Francisco Planning Department

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7460 | www.sfplanning.org
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING DATE: September 24,2020

Record No.: 2011.1356PCA-02

Project Name: Central SoMa Planning Code Clean-Up

Initiated by: Planning Commission

Reviewed by: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Community Planning Program Manager

Citywide Division

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder - (628) 652-7460
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Recommend Approval to the Board of Supervisors

At your September 17, 2020, you moved to continue the subject case regarding the Central SoMa Clean-Up to
September 24, 2020.

Based on public testimony and your discussion regarding that testimony and the legislation, staff has prepared a
revised resolution for your consideration. There are three proposed changes in the new draft resolution:

1. Therevised draft resolution includes the modification regarding the key site at 598 Brannan that was
described in a previous memo from staff and presented at the September 17, 2020 hearing;

2. Therevised draft resolution recommends to the Board that they not incorporate the Tier B fee as
provided in the draft ordinance and asks staff to do more analysis on potential feasibility issues.

3. Therevised draft resolution also revises the proposed language regarding lot coverage in Central SoMa.
Per the discussion at the hearing, staff’s intention was to align the lot coverage requirements to a
provision more in keeping with other nearby areas of the downtown and Eastern Neighborhoods. The
Planning Code currently allows up to 100% lot coverage where all residential units facing onto a public
right-of-way, and otherwise sets an 80% limit. The Draft Ordinance maintains the 80% general limit.
Staff is now recommending additional language to clarify that the allowance for 100% lot coverage is for
those instances where the residential uses are completely within 40-feet from a public right-of-way, such
as on small and narrow development lots where only buildings with single-loaded corridors could fit
and in conditions where a liner of residential units wraps a parking garage or other non-residential
structure along a street frontage.

P B EE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

628.652.7600
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PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT RESOLUTION

September 24, 2020
Record No.: 2011.1356PCA-02
Project Name: Central SoMa Planning Code Clean-Up
Initiated by: Planning Commission

Reviewed by:  Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Community Planning Program Manager
Citywide Division

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder - (628) 652-7460
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO CORRECT
TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS, UPDATE INCORRECT CROSS-REFERENCES, AND MAKE NON-SUBSTANTIVE LANGUAGE
REVISIONS LARGELY RELATED TO ORDINANCE NO. 296-18, “ADMINISTRATIVE, PLANNING CODES - CENTRAL
SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN”. THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE WILL ALSO AMEND PLANNING CODE SECTION
135(h)(6) REGARDING USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS; PLANNING CODE SECTION 138(f) ADDING A POPOS
OPERATION STRATEGY; PLANNING CODE SECTION 249.78(c)(5)(B) CLARIFYING WHICH PROJECTS ARE SUBJECT
TO THE CENTRAL SOMA PDR REQUIREMENT: PLANNING CODE SECTION 249.78(d)(6) CLARIFYING THE LOT
COVERAGE AND EXPOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES IN CENTRAL SOMA; PLANNING CODE
SECTION 261.1(b)(1),(2) AND (3) CLARIFYING TO WHICH SIDES OF NARROW STREETS THE UPPER FLOOR
SETBACK REQUIREMENTS APPLY IN CENTRAL SOMA; PLANNING CODE SECTION 270(h) CLARIFYING WHICH
HEIGHT DISTRICTS AND HEIGHTS OF BILDINGS ARE SUBJECT TO THE SOLAR PLANE BULK REDUCTION
REQUIREMENTS; PLANNING CODE SECTION 329(e)(3) ADDING AN ADDITIONAL ALLOWED EXCEPTION FOR ONE
KEY SITE; PLANNING CODE SECTION 415.5(f)(1) CLARIFYING WHERE BMR IN-LIEU FEES COLLECTED IN THE
CENTRAL SOMA SUD CAN BE SPENT; PLANNING CODE SECTION 426 CLARIFYING WHICH ASPECTS OF AN
EXCEPTION TO AN OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT CAN BE GRANTED THROUGH A MODIFICATION OR VARIANCE;
PLANNING CODE SECTION 432.4(b)(1) BROADENING THE GEOGRAPHY FOR WHICH THE CENTRAL SOMA
COMMUNITY FACILITIES FEE FUND CAN BE SPENT; PLANNING CODE SECTION 433.4(b)(2) CLARIFYING
ALLOWABLE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE FEE EXPENDITURES; 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; AND MAKING PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE AND AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 302.

B NHEFE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para saimpormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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Draft Resolution RECORD NO. 2011.1356-02
September 24, 2020 Central SoMa Clean-Up

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) adopted Resolution No.
20185, recommending to the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) a set of Planning Code Text and Map
amendments (hereinafter “2018 Ordinance”) to give effect to the Central SoMa Plan (hereinafter “Project”);

WHEREAS, ON May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and considered the
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Central Soma Plan (“Final EIR”) and found the Final EIR to be
adequate, accurate, and objective, thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department
and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to
the Draft EIR, and by Motion No. 20182 certified the Final EIR for Central Soma Plan as accurate, complete, and in
compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, an Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA Findings, including a
statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approval of the Central SoMa Plan;

WHEREAS, at the same hearing, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 20184, adopting amendments to the
San Francisco General Plan to also give effect the Central SoMa Plan. Incorporated in Resolution No. 20184 were
Findings of Consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1, establishing that that the
Central SoMa Plan, and actions thereto were, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and with Planning
Code Section 101.1;

WHEREAS, on December 4, 2018, the Board approved the 2018 Ordinance; the Mayor approved the 2018
Ordinance on December 12, 2018; the Ordinance became effective on January 11, 2019;

WHEREAS, Subsequent to the effective date of the 2018 Ordinance, Planning staff and the City Attorney’s office
have identified several instances in the 2018 Ordinance where there were errors, lack of clarity, or inconsistencies
with other provisions of the Planning Code and with the related adopted Central SoMa policies and documents,
including the Central SoMa Plan of the General Plan and Central SoMa Implementation Document;

WHEREAS, ON July 30, 2020, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 20771 to initiate Administrative
and Planning Code Amendments (“Clarifying Amendments”) to address the errors, lack of clarity, and
inconsistencies with other provisions of the Planning Code, and to strengthen the Planning Code in better
implementing the Central SoMa Plan; the Clarifying Amendments also include two substantive amendments;

WHEREAS, the Clarifying Amendments would amend several sections of the Code as outlined in the draft
Ordinance and incorporated herein to address inadvertent errors, lack of clarity, and other needed language
improvements necessary to implement the adopted policies and intents of the adopted Central SoMa Plan;

WHEREAS, the Clarifying Amendments include changes to Administrative Code Sections 35.2 and 35.7; and
changes to Planning Code Sections 128.1(b),(c),(d) and (e), 135(h)(6), 135(h)(6)(i)(1), 138(f), 155(r)(2),
249.78(c)(5)(B), 249.78(d)(5)(C), 249.78(d)(6), 249.78(d)(10), 249.78(d)(10), 249.78(e)(1), 249.78(e)(1), 249(e)(3),
261.1(d)(2) and (3) and (3) 270(h), 329(d), 329(e)(3)(B)(iv), 406(b)(1), 415.5(f)(1)(D), 426, 427, 432.4(b)(1)(A) and (B),
433.2(b)(1), 433.2(b)(4), 433.4(b)(2), 803.8, 840.19, 840.20, 840.22, 840.23, , 841.19, 841.20, 841.22, 841.23 842.20,
842.22,843.23, and 848; and adds back and modifies Planning Code Section 803.8;

San Francisco
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Draft Resolution RECORD NO. 2011.1356-02
September 24, 2020 Central SoMa Clean-Up

WHEREAS, San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a revised project must be
reevaluated and that, "If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based
on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and the
reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be required by this
Chapter." On September 10, 2020, the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department issued a
Note-to-File on the subject Clarifying Amendments indicating the following: the changes made to the project
since the PEIR was finalized would not require revisions to the PEIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. There are also no
substantial changes in project circumstances that would require revisions to the PEIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts,
and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the
PEIR. Thus, for the reasons outlined above, this note to file provides sufficient documentation that the revised
project does not warrant additional environmental review.

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the Clarifying Amendments; the Clarifying Amendments are provided in a Draft Ordinance
as Exhibit A to this Resolution. After hearing testimony at the September 17,2020 hearing, the Commission
voted to continue the hearing until September 24, 2020;

WHEREAS, on September 24, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the Clarifying Amendments;

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and recommending
that the Board of Supervisors approve the Clarifying Amendments;

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

WHEREAS, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the Custodian of Records,
at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance, the Executive Summary and all other
documents submitted in association with the proposed Ordinance;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented that the public
necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for the following
reasons:

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 Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will accommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300
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housing units.

2. TheClarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new
housing units are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by further clarifying that
affordable housing BMR in-lieu fees be spent to create affordable housing in SoMa.

3. The Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring
most large sites to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area.

4. The Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will offer parks and recreational opportunities by funding the construction and
improvement of parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non-residential projects to
provide publicly-accessible open space.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully
set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution No. 20183.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully
set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20184. The proposed Administrative and Planning Code Amendments do not contain any
proposed changes that would alter the Central SoMa Plan in such a way that the General Plan and Planning
Code Section 101.1 Consistency Findings made under Resolution No. 20184 would not continue to apply.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments as reflected in an ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney attached hereto as
Exhibit A except as follows: The Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board’)
that in-lieu of the amendments in the Draft Ordinance in Planning Code Section 329(e)(3)(B)(iv) regarding an
allowed exception to the PDR replacement requirement for one of the Central SoMa Key Sites, the Board
adopt the following Code Amendment to Planning Code Section 249.78(c)(5), adding new subsection (F)
instead:

(5) PDR and Community Building Space Requirements.

* Kk k Kk

(F) For the Key Site described in Section 329(e)(2)(E) at the northeast corner of the
intersection of 5th Street and Brannan Street, consisting of Block 3777, Lots 045, 050, 051, and 052,
the PDR and Community Building Space Requirement pursuant to this subsection (5) shall be
reduced by up to 15,000 gross square feet sitewide by the amount of ground floor space
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designated for any of the following uses: (i) Grocery, General, (i) Pharmacy. (iii) Personal Services,
not to exceed 2,500 gross square feet, and (iv) Retail Sales and Services limited to: Self-service
laundromats and dry cleaning; Household goods and service (including paint, fixtures, hardware,
and building materials): Pet supply stores and pet grooming services: Florists, plant and gardening
stores; Home furnishings, furniture, and appliances; Books and magazines, stationery. greeting
cards, toys and gifts, office supplies, copying service, music, and sporting goods; Art, fabric, and
craft supplies: Bicycle sales and repair: and Stores primarily selling used or secondhand goods.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends to the Board that the amendments in
the Draft Ordinance to Planning Code Section Planning Code Section 433.2(b)(4) regarding the Tier B Central
SoMa Infrastructure Fee not be incorporated into the Ordinance at this time to enable Planning staff
additional time to further study the feasibility of adding such a fee, and that until such study is completed,
that Section 433.2(b)(4) remain in in its current form:

(4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Office Allocation
of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code Section 321,
$20.00 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net replacement of gross square
feet from PDR uses, or net change of use of gross square feet from PDR uses.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends to the Board that the amendments in
the Draft Ordinance to Planning Code Section 249.78(d)(6)(A) regarding Lot Coverage be replaced with the
following language instead:

(6)(A) Lot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear vard requirements of Section 134 of this Code
shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all levels containing residential uses
levels except that on levels that include only lobbies and circulation areas and on levels in
which all residential uses, including circulation areas, are within 40 horizontal feet from wwits
face-onto a property-line fronting a street or alley, up to 100 percent lot coverage may occur. The
unbuilt portion of the lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions permitted in
yards pursuant to subsections (1) through (23) of Section 136(c) of this Code. Where thereis a
pattern of mid-block open space for adjacent buildings, the unbuilt area of the new project shall
be designed to adjoin that mid-block open space.

Further, the Commission recommends that the draft Ordinance include a grandfathering clause stating that
projects with an application file date of July 1, 2020 or earlier are subject to the Lot Coverage and Exposure
provisions of Section 249.78(d)(6) and Section 140 that were in effect immediately prior to the revised
provisions in the draft Ordinance unless such projects opt to be subject to both provisions in the draft
Ordinance.

| hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 24, 2020.
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Director of Commission Affairs
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From: Mathew Snyder <mathew.snyder@sfgov.org>

Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 at 10:26 AM

To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, Theresa
Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Chan,
Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>,
Mathew Snyder <mathew.snyder@sfgov.org>, VICTORIA WONG
<Victoria.Wong@sfcityatty.org>, KRISTEN JENSEN <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>

Subject: Central Soma Clean-Up - Revised Material for September 24, 2020 Hearing

Good Morning President Koppel and Commissioners —

Attached please find a revised draft resolution and a memo describing the changes, both regarding
the Central SoMa Clean-Up Legislation, which is before you at this afternoon’s hearing (9/24/20).

Thank you,

Mat Snyder

Mat Snyder, Senior Planner
Citywide Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

HEARING DATE: September 24,2020

Record No.: 2011.1356PCA-02

Project Name: Central SoMa Planning Code Clean-Up

Initiated by: Planning Commission

Reviewed by: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Community Planning Program Manager

Citywide Division

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder - (628) 652-7460
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Recommend Approval to the Board of Supervisors

At your September 17, 2020, you moved to continue the subject case regarding the Central SoMa Clean-Up to
September 24, 2020.

Based on public testimony and your discussion regarding that testimony and the legislation, staff has prepared a
revised resolution for your consideration. There are three proposed changes in the new draft resolution:

1. Therevised draft resolution includes the modification regarding the key site at 598 Brannan that was
described in a previous memo from staff and presented at the September 17, 2020 hearing;

2. Therevised draft resolution recommends to the Board that they not incorporate the Tier B fee as
provided in the draft ordinance and asks staff to do more analysis on potential feasibility issues.

3. Therevised draft resolution also revises the proposed language regarding lot coverage in Central SoMa.
Per the discussion at the hearing, staff’s intention was to align the lot coverage requirements to a
provision more in keeping with other nearby areas of the downtown and Eastern Neighborhoods. The
Planning Code currently allows up to 100% lot coverage where all residential units facing onto a public
right-of-way, and otherwise sets an 80% limit. The Draft Ordinance maintains the 80% general limit.
Staff is now recommending additional language to clarify that the allowance for 100% lot coverage is for
those instances where the residential uses are completely within 40-feet from a public right-of-way, such
as on small and narrow development lots where only buildings with single-loaded corridors could fit
and in conditions where a liner of residential units wraps a parking garage or other non-residential
structure along a street frontage.
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PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT RESOLUTION

September 24, 2020
Record No.: 2011.1356PCA-02
Project Name: Central SoMa Planning Code Clean-Up
Initiated by: Planning Commission

Reviewed by:  Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Community Planning Program Manager
Citywide Division

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder - (628) 652-7460
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO CORRECT
TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS, UPDATE INCORRECT CROSS-REFERENCES, AND MAKE NON-SUBSTANTIVE LANGUAGE
REVISIONS LARGELY RELATED TO ORDINANCE NO. 296-18, “ADMINISTRATIVE, PLANNING CODES - CENTRAL
SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN”. THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE WILL ALSO AMEND PLANNING CODE SECTION
135(h)(6) REGARDING USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS; PLANNING CODE SECTION 138(f) ADDING A POPOS
OPERATION STRATEGY; PLANNING CODE SECTION 249.78(c)(5)(B) CLARIFYING WHICH PROJECTS ARE SUBJECT
TO THE CENTRAL SOMA PDR REQUIREMENT: PLANNING CODE SECTION 249.78(d)(6) CLARIFYING THE LOT
COVERAGE AND EXPOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES IN CENTRAL SOMA; PLANNING CODE
SECTION 261.1(b)(1),(2) AND (3) CLARIFYING TO WHICH SIDES OF NARROW STREETS THE UPPER FLOOR
SETBACK REQUIREMENTS APPLY IN CENTRAL SOMA; PLANNING CODE SECTION 270(h) CLARIFYING WHICH
HEIGHT DISTRICTS AND HEIGHTS OF BILDINGS ARE SUBJECT TO THE SOLAR PLANE BULK REDUCTION
REQUIREMENTS; PLANNING CODE SECTION 329(e)(3) ADDING AN ADDITIONAL ALLOWED EXCEPTION FOR ONE
KEY SITE; PLANNING CODE SECTION 415.5(f)(1) CLARIFYING WHERE BMR IN-LIEU FEES COLLECTED IN THE
CENTRAL SOMA SUD CAN BE SPENT; PLANNING CODE SECTION 426 CLARIFYING WHICH ASPECTS OF AN
EXCEPTION TO AN OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT CAN BE GRANTED THROUGH A MODIFICATION OR VARIANCE;
PLANNING CODE SECTION 432.4(b)(1) BROADENING THE GEOGRAPHY FOR WHICH THE CENTRAL SOMA
COMMUNITY FACILITIES FEE FUND CAN BE SPENT; PLANNING CODE SECTION 433.4(b)(2) CLARIFYING
ALLOWABLE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE FEE EXPENDITURES; 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; AND MAKING PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE AND AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 302.
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PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) adopted Resolution No.
20185, recommending to the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) a set of Planning Code Text and Map
amendments (hereinafter “2018 Ordinance”) to give effect to the Central SoMa Plan (hereinafter “Project”);

WHEREAS, ON May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and considered the
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Central Soma Plan (“Final EIR”) and found the Final EIR to be
adequate, accurate, and objective, thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department
and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to
the Draft EIR, and by Motion No. 20182 certified the Final EIR for Central Soma Plan as accurate, complete, and in
compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, an Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code;

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA Findings, including a
statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(“MMRP”), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approval of the Central SoMa Plan;

WHEREAS, at the same hearing, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 20184, adopting amendments to the
San Francisco General Plan to also give effect the Central SoMa Plan. Incorporated in Resolution No. 20184 were
Findings of Consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1, establishing that that the
Central SoMa Plan, and actions thereto were, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and with Planning
Code Section 101.1;

WHEREAS, on December 4, 2018, the Board approved the 2018 Ordinance; the Mayor approved the 2018
Ordinance on December 12, 2018; the Ordinance became effective on January 11, 2019;

WHEREAS, Subsequent to the effective date of the 2018 Ordinance, Planning staff and the City Attorney’s office
have identified several instances in the 2018 Ordinance where there were errors, lack of clarity, or inconsistencies
with other provisions of the Planning Code and with the related adopted Central SoMa policies and documents,
including the Central SoMa Plan of the General Plan and Central SoMa Implementation Document;

WHEREAS, ON July 30, 2020, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 20771 to initiate Administrative
and Planning Code Amendments (“Clarifying Amendments”) to address the errors, lack of clarity, and
inconsistencies with other provisions of the Planning Code, and to strengthen the Planning Code in better
implementing the Central SoMa Plan; the Clarifying Amendments also include two substantive amendments;

WHEREAS, the Clarifying Amendments would amend several sections of the Code as outlined in the draft
Ordinance and incorporated herein to address inadvertent errors, lack of clarity, and other needed language
improvements necessary to implement the adopted policies and intents of the adopted Central SoMa Plan;

WHEREAS, the Clarifying Amendments include changes to Administrative Code Sections 35.2 and 35.7; and
changes to Planning Code Sections 128.1(b),(c),(d) and (e), 135(h)(6), 135(h)(6)(i)(1), 138(f), 155(r)(2),
249.78(c)(5)(B), 249.78(d)(5)(C), 249.78(d)(6), 249.78(d)(10), 249.78(d)(10), 249.78(e)(1), 249.78(e)(1), 249(e)(3),
261.1(d)(2) and (3) and (3) 270(h), 329(d), 329(e)(3)(B)(iv), 406(b)(1), 415.5(f)(1)(D), 426, 427, 432.4(b)(1)(A) and (B),
433.2(b)(1), 433.2(b)(4), 433.4(b)(2), 803.8, 840.19, 840.20, 840.22, 840.23, , 841.19, 841.20, 841.22, 841.23 842.20,
842.22,843.23, and 848; and adds back and modifies Planning Code Section 803.8;

San Francisco



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



Draft Resolution RECORD NO. 2011.1356-02
September 24, 2020 Central SoMa Clean-Up

WHEREAS, San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a revised project must be
reevaluated and that, "If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based
on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and the
reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be required by this
Chapter." On September 10, 2020, the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department issued a
Note-to-File on the subject Clarifying Amendments indicating the following: the changes made to the project
since the PEIR was finalized would not require revisions to the PEIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. There are also no
substantial changes in project circumstances that would require revisions to the PEIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts,
and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the
PEIR. Thus, for the reasons outlined above, this note to file provides sufficient documentation that the revised
project does not warrant additional environmental review.

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the Clarifying Amendments; the Clarifying Amendments are provided in a Draft Ordinance
as Exhibit A to this Resolution. After hearing testimony at the September 17,2020 hearing, the Commission
voted to continue the hearing until September 24, 2020;

WHEREAS, on September 24, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the Clarifying Amendments;

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and recommending
that the Board of Supervisors approve the Clarifying Amendments;

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

WHEREAS, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the Custodian of Records,
at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance, the Executive Summary and all other
documents submitted in association with the proposed Ordinance;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented that the public
necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for the following
reasons:

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 Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will accommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300
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housing units.

2. TheClarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new
housing units are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by further clarifying that
affordable housing BMR in-lieu fees be spent to create affordable housing in SoMa.

3. The Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring
most large sites to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area.

4. The Clarifying Amendments provide corrections and clarifying language that will better implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will offer parks and recreational opportunities by funding the construction and
improvement of parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non-residential projects to
provide publicly-accessible open space.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully
set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution No. 20183.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully
set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20184. The proposed Administrative and Planning Code Amendments do not contain any
proposed changes that would alter the Central SoMa Plan in such a way that the General Plan and Planning
Code Section 101.1 Consistency Findings made under Resolution No. 20184 would not continue to apply.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments as reflected in an ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney attached hereto as
Exhibit A except as follows: The Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board’)
that in-lieu of the amendments in the Draft Ordinance in Planning Code Section 329(e)(3)(B)(iv) regarding an
allowed exception to the PDR replacement requirement for one of the Central SoMa Key Sites, the Board
adopt the following Code Amendment to Planning Code Section 249.78(c)(5), adding new subsection (F)
instead:

(5) PDR and Community Building Space Requirements.

* Kk k Kk

(F) For the Key Site described in Section 329(e)(2)(E) at the northeast corner of the
intersection of 5th Street and Brannan Street, consisting of Block 3777, Lots 045, 050, 051, and 052,
the PDR and Community Building Space Requirement pursuant to this subsection (5) shall be
reduced by up to 15,000 gross square feet sitewide by the amount of ground floor space
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designated for any of the following uses: (i) Grocery, General, (i) Pharmacy. (iii) Personal Services,
not to exceed 2,500 gross square feet, and (iv) Retail Sales and Services limited to: Self-service
laundromats and dry cleaning; Household goods and service (including paint, fixtures, hardware,
and building materials): Pet supply stores and pet grooming services: Florists, plant and gardening
stores; Home furnishings, furniture, and appliances; Books and magazines, stationery. greeting
cards, toys and gifts, office supplies, copying service, music, and sporting goods; Art, fabric, and
craft supplies: Bicycle sales and repair: and Stores primarily selling used or secondhand goods.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends to the Board that the amendments in
the Draft Ordinance to Planning Code Section Planning Code Section 433.2(b)(4) regarding the Tier B Central
SoMa Infrastructure Fee not be incorporated into the Ordinance at this time to enable Planning staff
additional time to further study the feasibility of adding such a fee, and that until such study is completed,
that Section 433.2(b)(4) remain in in its current form:

(4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Office Allocation
of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code Section 321,
$20.00 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net replacement of gross square
feet from PDR uses, or net change of use of gross square feet from PDR uses.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends to the Board that the amendments in
the Draft Ordinance to Planning Code Section 249.78(d)(6)(A) regarding Lot Coverage be replaced with the
following language instead:

(6)(A) Lot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear vard requirements of Section 134 of this Code
shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all levels containing residential uses
levels except that on levels that include only lobbies and circulation areas and on levels in
which all residential uses, including circulation areas, are within 40 horizontal feet from wwits
face-onto a property-line fronting a street or alley, up to 100 percent lot coverage may occur. The
unbuilt portion of the lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions permitted in
yards pursuant to subsections (1) through (23) of Section 136(c) of this Code. Where thereis a
pattern of mid-block open space for adjacent buildings, the unbuilt area of the new project shall
be designed to adjoin that mid-block open space.

Further, the Commission recommends that the draft Ordinance include a grandfathering clause stating that
projects with an application file date of July 1, 2020 or earlier are subject to the Lot Coverage and Exposure
provisions of Section 249.78(d)(6) and Section 140 that were in effect immediately prior to the revised
provisions in the draft Ordinance unless such projects opt to be subject to both provisions in the draft
Ordinance.

| hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 24, 2020.

San Francisco
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		Planning Commission Draft resolution

		HEARING DATE: September 24, 2020

		PREAMBLE

		WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) adopted Resolution No. 20185, recommending to the Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) a set of Planning Code Text and Map amendments (hereinafter “2018 Ordinance”) to ...

		WHEREAS, ON May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Central Soma Plan (“Final EIR”) and found the Final EIR to be adequate, accurate, and objective, thus r...

		WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approv...

		WHEREAS, at the same hearing, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 20184, adopting amendments to the San Francisco General Plan to also give effect the Central SoMa Plan.  Incorporated in Resolution No. 20184 were Findings of Consistency with the Gen...

		WHEREAS, on December 4, 2018, the Board approved the 2018 Ordinance; the Mayor approved the 2018 Ordinance on December 12, 2018; the Ordinance became effective on January 11, 2019;

		WHEREAS, Subsequent to the effective date of the 2018 Ordinance, Planning staff and the City Attorney’s office have identified several instances in the 2018 Ordinance where there were errors, lack of clarity, or inconsistencies with other provisions o...

		WHEREAS, the Clarifying Amendments would amend several sections of the Code as outlined in the draft Ordinance and incorporated herein to address inadvertent errors, lack of clarity, and other needed language improvements necessary to implement the ad...

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

		WHEREAS, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the Custodian of Records, at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco; and

		WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance, the Executive Summary and all other documents submitted in association with the proposed Ordinance;

		NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for the following reasons:

		FINDINGS
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: DR on 35-352 San Jose Ave September 24, 2020
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:14:52 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(628) 652-7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, the Department is not providing any in-person services, but
we are operating remotely. Our staff are available via e-mail, and the
Commissions are convening remotely. Find more information on our

services here.

From: "tesw@aol.com" <tesw@aol.com>

Reply-To: "tesw@aol.com" <tesw@aol.com>

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 6:49 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: DR on 35-352 San Jose Ave September 24, 2020

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

September 23, 2020
RE: DR on 35-352 San Jose Ave September 24, 2020

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Since the project calls for relocating the facade and demolishing the majority of the building, it is
Tantamount to Demolition. This is especially egrigious given that the building is a Type A Historic
Resource.

Furthermore, four rent-controlled housing units would be permanently removed. Over the years that the
owner and developer have been planning, one tenant died, and the others were forced out with
aggressive buyout tactics. Since there are only preliminary buyout offers filed with the Rent Board, there
is evidence of illegal behavior. The buyouts should be clearly shown, so that conversion to condominiums
would be illegal — unless first offered back to the original tenants at ther original rents.

| support Anastasia Yovanopoulus' more detailed letter.

Sincerely,


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
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Tes Welborn
District 5



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support and recommendations for the Flower Mart proposal
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:43:25 AM

Attachments: Flower Mart proposal 901 16th street.pdf
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Ruth Miller <rmill94107 @yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:34 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary

<commissions.secretary @sfgov.org>

Subject: Support and recommendations for the Flower Mart proposal

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To: San Francisco Planning Commission
From: Ruth Miller

Re: 901 16™ Street & 1200 17t Street development
Dear Commissioners,

As a resident of Potrero Hill who has closely followed the development of this site for more
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission

From: Ruth Miller

Re: 901 16% Street & 1200 17t Street development
Case: 2011.1300CUA/ENX-02

Dear Commissioners,

As a resident of Potrero Hill who has closely followed the development of this site for more
years than | care to admit and as someone who has consistently advocated for the adaptive
reuse of all of these historically significant structures, | want to state my unreserved support for
the Flower Mart’s decision to relocate here and effectively become my next-door neighbor. It is
an unusual site and an unusual set of buildings, and | can think of no better fit for it than the
singular and beloved Flower Mart. | also wish to submit significant recommendations, which are
shared by hundreds of residents and have been discussed for years.

As you may know, | am only one of hundreds of neighbors who have spent years proposing,
advocating and hoping for a meaningful way to restore this historic set of structures and
activate the site in a way that is beneficial to the site’s tenants, the residents of our
neighborhood, and the city as whole. At long last we are on the brink of such a thing coming to
fruition. With that in mind, we do not want to fumble at the finish line. While there are many
commendable features in the proposed future Flower Mart plans, | regret that there has not
been as much community engagement as there should have been for such an ambitious and
impactful project, and some of the most critically important community feedback that has been
provided has not been integrated into this recent proposal. Specifically, we would like the 17t
Street facade to retain and even extend its existing windows / openings rather than wall them
over and create a fortress-like facade. More openings would create a more vibrant pedestrian
experience, a longstanding goal for this street. Similarly, the treatment of the 16™ Street and
Mississippi Street corner is understated to the point of looking thoughtless, a mere
happenstance of a parking lot corner. This is a critically important corner and highly visible to
pedestrians and drivers approaching from numerous directions. This is an area where the
Flower Mart could be bold and perhaps provide a “living wall” promoting the very product it
provides, or perhaps the water tower feature could be located here in turret fashion.
Regardless of its placement, we would like the quirky water tower feature to be retained as an
historic ornament, an element that will engage visitors, pique curiosity, and provide a visual link
to the structures’ past. Lastly, | understand that there may be sound reason to use these
outsized historic buildings as a “pop of color from a distance” advertisement for the Flower
Mart, but retaining the corrugated metal colors would more appropriately pay tribute to the
buildings’ history and prevent the structures from undermining that history by looking like a
contemporary, cheap modernist lkea box of a building.

As commissioners, you know well that these are far from trivial details. Such considerations
make all the difference between extraordinary structures that mightily contribute to the





success of the businesses they house and under-developed disappointments that such
businesses must strive to overcome. | entreat you all to grant a continuance on this project so
that these important design decisions can be thoughtfully worked out. This site and these
buildings have extraordinary potential, and your decision is of utmost importance in achieving
the future Flower Mart’s worthy potential.

Sincerely,

Ruth Miller

1140 Mariposa Street #5
San Francisco, CA 94107
rmill94107 @yahoo.com
415-551-1851
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years than | care to admit and as someone who has consistently advocated for the adaptive
reuse of all of these historically significant structures, | want to state my unreserved support
for the Flower Mart’s decision to relocate here and effectively become my next-door
neighbor. It is an unusual site and an unusual set of buildings, and | can think of no better fit
for it than the singular and beloved Flower Mart. | also wish to submit significant
recommendations, which are shared by hundreds of residents and have been discussed for
years.

As you may know, | am only one of hundreds of neighbors who have spent years proposing,
advocating and hoping for a meaningful way to restore this historic set of structures and
activate the site in a way that is beneficial to the site’s tenants, the residents of our
neighborhood, and the city as whole. At long last we are on the brink of such a thing coming
to fruition. With that in mind, we do not want to fumble at the finish line. While there are
many commendable features in the proposed future Flower Mart plans, | regret that there has
not been as much community engagement as there should have been for such an ambitious
and impactful project, and some of the most critically important community feedback that has
been provided has not been integrated into this recent proposal. Specifically, we would like

the 17t Street facade to retain and even extend its existing windows / openings rather than
wall them over and create a fortress-like facade. More openings would create a more vibrant
pedestrian experience, a longstanding goal for this street. Similarly, the treatment of the 16th
Street and Mississippi Street corner is understated to the point of looking thoughtless, a mere
happenstance of a parking lot corner. This is a critically important corner and highly visible to
pedestrians and drivers approaching from numerous directions. This is an area where the
Flower Mart could be bold and perhaps provide a “living wall” promoting the very product it
provides, or perhaps the water tower feature could be located here in turret fashion.
Regardless of its placement, we would like the quirky water tower feature to be retained as an
historic ornament, an element that will engage visitors, pique curiosity, and provide a visual
link to the structures’ past. Lastly, | understand that there may be sound reason to use these
outsized historic buildings as a “pop of color from a distance” advertisement for the Flower
Mart, but retaining the corrugated metal colors would more appropriately pay tribute to the
buildings’ history and prevent the structures from undermining that history by looking like a
contemporary, cheap modernist Ikea box of a building.

As commissioners, you know well that these are far from trivial details. Such considerations
make all the difference between extraordinary structures that mightily contribute to the
success of the businesses they house and under-developed disappointments that such
businesses must strive to overcome. | entreat you all to grant a continuance on this project so
that these important design decisions can be thoughtfully worked out. This site and these
buildings have extraordinary potential, and your decision is of utmost importance in achieving
the future Flower Mart’s worthy potential.



Sincerely,

Ruth Miller

1140 Mariposa Street #5
San Francisco, CA 94107
Rmill94107 @yahoo.com
415-551-1851

R. Miller CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is
for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of
the original message.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: Potrero Hill Flower Market

Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:43:09 AM
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From: andrew green <andrewgreen63@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 7:03 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC)
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Save
The Hill <contact@savethehill.com>

Subject: Potrero Hill Flower Market

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello Planning Commissioners,
| am writing today to support the development of the new flower market project at potrero
Hill. as a means of keeping the flower market in San Francisco it couldn't be much better.
| am in agreement with the concerns of the members of Save The Hill regarding the
preservation of the physical character of the original building, which we love, and expect to be
recognized as integral to the integration of the new building with the original, and respected.
Specifically, | LOVE the water tower. My fears that the developers would have no sense of
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the importance that this tower has to the integration of the original industrial building with the new
architecture were not unfounded. It's been eliminated from the design.

The reason that this project is happening is because of people's love for the industrial
character of the metal-clad Corovan building and the desire to preserve it and prevent the
construction of the alternative development proposed for the site.

The elimination of one of the most iconic structural elements of the original building, the
water tower, is disrespectful of the spirit of this project as a win-win solution for the preservation of
two beloved elements of the business, cultural, and structural, character of San Francisco, the
Corovan building and the San Francisco Flower Market.

There are other concerns that the members of Save The Hill have which | support also.
Please take all these into consideration. The original Spirit of this project must be respected and
deserves to be respected. It is truly representative of the San Francisco way.

Thank You

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 350 San Jose Ave. - from 7 Juri St.
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:42:48 AM
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From: Parker Emmott <pemmott@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:15 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>;
Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Kitty
Costello <friendsofjuricommons@gmail.com>

Subject: 350 San Jose Ave. - from 7 Juri St.

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Planning Department Members,

| live adjacent to Juri Commons Park at 7 Juri St with my wife and our two young children, and am
writing to express my strong opposition to the plan to build an oversized condo development at 350
San Jose Ave.
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The proposed development is an affront to everyone who currently lives in the area and tries to
coexist in this small inner block space. The existing properties that face the park do not have
windows or balconies that loom over the park like those in this proposal. This plan will rob the Juri
Commons inner block area of the peaceful intimacy that makes it so special, and which attracted us
to buy our home here just four years ago.

Before you make this decision, please come stand in Juri Commons Park and see the situation for
yourselves. It’s obvious that it will tower over our tiny park -- intruding on the privacy of children in
backyards, park-goers in the park, and all the residences that adjoin the park. It would also be a huge
noise issue to put nine balconies looming over the park, our yards, and facing everyone else’s
windows,

We implore you to please scale it down and back, and do not allow balconies towering over the kids
and many neighbors of Juri Commons.

Thank you for your consideration.

Parker Emmott
7 Juri Street

Parker Emmott
650.773.0354



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 350 San Jose Ave

Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:42:37 AM
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From: James Golden <jamesgoldenl@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 10:27 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) <cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>;
Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; friendsofjuricommons@gmail.com

Subject: 350 San Jose Ave

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

9/23/20
Say No! to 350 San Jose Ave
We need affordable housing in San Francisco. Taking away rental units and adding large

condos is only of benefit for the developer and makes the neighborhood and the city less and
less affordable. How can you let the owner remove rental units when there’s woefully little
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affordable housing in the city?

This particular owner also owns a real estate company and is known as a bully. In this case, he
is trying to force something on our neighborhood for his own profit. Please don’t let that
happen. If you stand in Juri Commons park and imagine his oversized monstrosity towering
above our little park it’s clear that it’s just plain wrong. Stop the harm before its starts.

Please make 350 San Jose Ave smaller with studio sized (affordable) units.

Sincerely,

James Golden
377 San Jose Ave
SF, CA 94110



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 350-352 San Jose Avenue

Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:42:28 AM
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 10:19 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Avenue

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mr. lonin,

Good evening. Hope you are well and fine.

| was just curious if 350-352 San Jose will be heard tomorrow as scheduled?

It seems like it must be heard tomorrow.

By my count this will be the fourth scheduled hearing and since the Project Sponsor has invoked
SB330 per the document on the SFPIM that seems important.

This Supplemental Application for SB330 was filed on April 15, 2020 and | don’t know if it is
retroactive to cover the two earlier hearings, but | just wondered if others had mentioned this issue
to you and the Commission?

It was on a Planning Commission Agenda on the following dates:

March 26th (cancelled due to the SIP but on the agenda regardless, so | don’t know how that would
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play out)
April 9th
July 9th

September 24th
Thanks and take care.

I will look for your email response in the morning or sometime prior to the hearing.
Sincerely,
Georgia



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2011.1300CUA/ENX-02 - Continuance for the Flower Market at 901 16th St.
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:41:32 AM

Attachments: 2020 0924 Petrin Letter Re Flower Mart.pdf
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services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
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From: Katherine Petrin <petrin.katherine@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:58 PM

To: Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2011.1300CUA/ENX-02 - Continuance for the Flower Market at 901 16th St.

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.
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24 September 2020

San Francisco Planning Commission

City of San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, #1400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 2011.1300CUA/ENX-02
201 16 Street / 1200 171 Street

Honorable Commissioners:

As an Architectural Historian and Preservation Planner familiar with the subject site, | write
to urge this Commission to grant a continuance with regard to the Large Project
Authorization and Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed San Francisco Flower
Mart project. | was previously hired by Save the Hill fo independently assess the integrity
and significance of the historic Pacific Rolling Mills site. | support their position and agree
that the design revisions they suggest would result in a much-improved project.

As currently designed, the project falls short of what could be a fantastic project. The
freatment of the 17th Street elevation is problematic in terms of the fenestration pattern
which doesn’t relate to other elements, the overwhelming and incompatible bold color
choices, and, most problematic, the relationship to the historic brick Judson Murphy
Building which gefts lost in a busy run of siding. | hope to see a revised design that better
acknowledges the historic context, significance, and industrial past of the site overall.

| strongly support the Flower Mart’s relocation and reuse of these buildings. It has the
potential to be extremely beneficial for Potrero Hill as well as for the future occupant.

Again, | hope the Commission will agree that granting a confinuance to allow for further
design review will lead to a better project. Thank you.

Sincerely,
A Yo
Katherine T. Petrin

CC: Rich Sucre, Senior Planner
Jonas lonin, Commission Secretary

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133

































From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the Flower Market at 901 16th St.
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:41:24 AM
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Richard C Hutson <rchutson@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 6:18 PM

To: Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for the Flower Market at 901 16th St.

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commissioners,

| support brining the San Francisco Flower Mart to Potrero Hill because it will be a welcomed
addition complementing the neighborhood character, and it will be a great way to re-purpose the
historical structures on the site. The Flower Mart is an integral part of San Francisco that supports
myriad other businesses and the quality of life for many citizens. Keeping the Mart in near proximity
to the existing location will minimize any disruption to established patterns of commerce.

While others may nit-pick details, | think the plan as presented is fine. | have lived just up the hill
from the site for over 52 years, and | do not want to risk missing this opportunity to breathe new life
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into these great old structures.

Respectfully,

Richard Hutson

347 Mississippi Street,

San Francisco, California 94107



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Teague, Corey (CPC)
Subject: FW: 10/1 Prop E Calendar Language
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:41:15 AM
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 5:46 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 10/1 Prop E Calendar Language

2020-0080090TH (C. TEAGUE: 628-652-7328)
IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSITION E (“LIMITS ON OFFICED DEVELOPMENT”) - Planning
Commission Resolution — Proposal for the Planning Commission to adopt a resolution
establishing various policies necessary to implement Proposition E, which was adopted by San
Francisco voters on March 3, 2020, and amends the Office Development Annual Limit Program
by tying the amount of office space available to be allocated from the Program to the
production of affordable housing within the City.
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt the Proposed Resolution

Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator

Zoning & Compliance Division

San Francisco Planning

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628-652-7328 | sfplanning.org
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San Francisco Property Information Map

IN ORDER FOR US TO MOVE, OUR OFFICE WILL BE CLOSED WITH NO ACCESS TO PHONES OR E-MAIL ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 13 and
FRIDAY, AUGUST 14, 2020. WE APPRECIATE YOUR PATIENCE.

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
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From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC);
Chan, Deland (CPC)

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Hillis, Rich (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC); Fordham, Chelsea (CPC); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)

Subject: 555 Howard Street (Case No. 2019-000494): Updates + Issued CPE certificate (and MMRP)

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 5:27:50 PM

Attachments: 2019-000494PRJ 092320 Updates to CPC reduced.pdf

Hello Planning Commissioners:

Apologies for the late nature of this email. Attached, please find a memo + updated materials
covering the following topics:

1. Update to Code Compliance Findings (Downtown Project Authorization Motion)
The citation for the requested Tower Separation exception (Planning Code Section 132.1(d)
(1)) located within Section 7(B) of the draft Downtown project Authorization motion has
been updated to reference the correct Planning Code subsection. (Non-substantive updates
are included.)

2. Update to Exhibit A (Conditional Use Authorization Motion)
Standard performance measures have been added to Exhibit A for the draft Conditional Use
Authorization motion. These standard measures are the same as those of the Downtown
Project Authorization and were previously referenced as incorporated by reference only.
(Non-substantive updates are included.)

3. CEQA Documentation
The Community Plan Exemption (CPE) certificate has been issued and is attached along with
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), referenced as Exhibit C.

See you all (virtually!) tomorrow.

Best,

Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA, Senior Planner

Current Planning Division, Northeast Team

San Francisco Planning

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7330 | www.sfplanning.org
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services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.
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Record No.:
Project Address:
Zoning:

Block/Lots:
Project Sponsor:

Property Owner:

Staff Contact:

Recommendation:

1. Update to Code Compliance Findings (Downtown Project Authorization Motion)

The citation for the requested Tower Separation exception (Planning Code Section 132.1(d)(1)) located
within Section 7(B) of the draft Downtown project Authorization motion has been updated to reference

MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

SEPTEMBER 24, 2020

2019-000494PRJ

555 HOWARD STREET

C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District
350-S and Bulk District

Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial and
Transbay C-3 Special Use Districts

Downtown and Transit Center District Plan Areas
3736/086, 107, 110

PEAK Project Management Limited

c/o: Patricia Yeh

201 California Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA94111

Pacific Eagle Holdings Corporation

201 California Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA94111

Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA - (628) 652-7330
nicholas.foster@sfgov.org

Approval with Conditions

the correct Planning Code subsection.

2. Update to Exhibit A (Conditional Use Authorization Motion)

Standard performance measures have been added to Exhibit A for the draft Conditional Use
Authorization motion. These standard measures are the same as those of the Downtown Project

Authorization

and were previously referenced as incorporated by reference only.

3. CEQA Documentation

The Community Plan Exemption (CPE) certificate has been issued and is attached along with the

Mitigation Mo
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nitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), referenced as Exhibit C.
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Record No. 2019-000494DNX
555 Howard Street

DRAFT MOTION:

Downtown Project Authorization and
Exhibit A: Conditions of Approval





PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MOTION

SEPTEMBER 24, 2020
Record No.: 2019-000494DNX
Project Address: 555 HOWARD STREET
Zoning: C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District

350-S and Bulk District
Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial and
Transbay C-3 Special Use Districts
Downtown and Transit Center District Plan Areas
Block/Lots: 3736/086, 107, 110
Project Sponsor: PEAK Project Management Limited
c/o: Patricia Yeh
201 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA94111
Property Owner: Pacific Eagle Holdings Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA94111
Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA - (628) 652-7330
nicholas.foster@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS TO APPROVE A DOWNTOWN PROJECT AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING
CODE SECTION 309 WITH REQUESTS FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR STREETWALL BASE (SECTION 132.1(C));
TOWER SEPARATION (SECTION 132.1(D)); REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS IN C-3
ZONING DISTRICTS (SECTION 148); OFF-STREET TOUR BUS LOADING (SECTION 162); UPPER TOWER
EXTENSIONS (SECTION 263.9); AND BULK CONTROLS (SECTION 270) TO PERMIT THE DEMOLITION OF
THREE EXISTING STRUCTURES CONTAINING NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF ANEW
35-STORY BUILDING REACHING A ROOF HEIGHT OF UP TO 385 FEET TALL (APPROXIMATELY 419 FEET TALL
INCLUSIVE OF ELEVATOR OVERRUN, AND ROOFTOP SCREENING/MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT) WITH A
TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF APPROXIMATELY 381,000 SQUARE FEET OF HOTEL USES WITH 401 HOTEL
ROOMS LOCATED AT 555 HOWARD STREET, LOTS 086, 107, AND 110 OF ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3736, WITHIN
THE DOWNTOWN-OFFICE (SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT) (C-3-O(SD)) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 350-S HEIGHT
AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.
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Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street

PREAMBLE

On February 1, 2019, Toby Bath, on behalf of PEAK Project Management Limited (hereinafter “Project
Sponsor”), filed an Environmental Evaluation Application for the proposed project (hereinafter “Project”), and
thereafter submitted a revised Application on May 23, 2019, with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”). The application packet was deemed accepted on February 14, 2019 and assigned Case
Number 2019-000494ENV.

On or after February 1, 2019, the Project Sponsor submitted the following applications with the Department:
Downtown Project Authorization; Conditional Use Authorization; Variance; Shadow Analysis; and
Transportation Demand Management. The application packets were accepted on or after February 14, 2019
and assigned to Case Numbers: 2019-000494DNX; 2019-000494CUA; 2017-000494VAR; 2019-000494SHD; and
2019-000494TDM, respectively.

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the Department to have been fully reviewed
under the Transit Center District Plan Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”). On May 24, 2012, the
Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR (“FEIR”) and found that the contents of said
report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the
California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14
California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. ("the CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31").

The Transit Center EIR is a program-level EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead agency finds
that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a subsequent project in
the program area, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by the
program EIR, and no new or additional environmental review is required. In certifying the Transit Center
District Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA findings in its Motion No. 18629 and hereby incorporates such
Findings by reference herein.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for projects
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general
plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are
project-specific effects which are peculiar to the Project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that examination of
environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or parcel on which
the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action,
general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c) are potentially significant off-site and
cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying EIR, or (d) are previously identified in the EIR,
but which are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR.
Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR
need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact.

On September 2423, 2020, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Transit Center District Area Plan and
was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Transit Center District EIR. Since the Transit Center
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Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street

District EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Transit Center District Plan and no
substantial changes in circumstances that would require major revisions to the Transit Center District EIR due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously
identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change
the conclusions set forth in the Transit Center District EIR. The file for this Project, including the Transit Center
District EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting forth mitigation
measures that were identified in the Transit Center District Plan FEIR that are applicable to the Project. These
mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft Motion as Exhibit C.

The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Department, fulfilled all procedural requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act, the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31.

The Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records for the Department materials, located in
the File for Case No. 2019-000494DNX, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 3, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Downtown Project Authorization application No. 2019-000494DNX. Before hearing the
item, the Commission voted 5-0 (Koppel absent) to continue the item to September 17, 2020.

On September 17, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Downtown Project Authorization application No. 2019-000494DNX. Before hearing the
item, the Commission voted 5-1 (Imperial against)¥-% to continue the item to September 24, 2020.

On September 24, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Downtown Project Authorization application No. 2019-000494DNX. At the same hearing,
the Zoning Administrator considered the request for a Variance (application No. 2019-000494VAR).

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Downtown Project Authorization as requested in
Application No. 2019-000494DNX, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, and to the
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program contained in “EXHIBIT C”, and incorporated by reference, based
on the following findings:
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Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street

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. ProjectDescription. The proposed project (“Project”) includes demolition of three, existing buildings
containing non-residential uses and construction of a new 35-story building reaching a roof height up
to 385 feet tall (approximately 419 feet tall inclusive of elevator overrun and rooftop
screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately
381,000 gross square feet (gsf) of hotel uses and approximately 7,800 gsf of privately-owned public
open space (POPOS) located on the rooftop (level 36). The hotel would include 401 tourist hotel guest
rooms, and several accessory hotel uses that would be open to the public, including a full-service
restaurant and bar on the ground floor and a sky bar/lounge located on level 35. The hotel would
include approximately 15,000 gsf of function/meeting space including pre-function and function
spaces, and a range of conference room sizes to accommodate events of varying sizes. Fitness facilities
for use by hotel guests, including a pool, spa, and exercise room, would be located on level 6. The
Project includes 3 off-street loading spaces, 16 Class 1 and 10 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, with no
off-street parking provided.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site (“Site”) consists of three contiguous lots (Lots 086,
107, and 110) within Assessor’s Block 3736, totaling 14,505 square feet (0.33 acres) in area. The Site is
a through lot, bounded by Howard Street to the north and Tehama Street to the south, and contains
three separate buildings. The existing buildings include a 6,375 square foot, two-story office building
at 547 Howard Street; a 24,885 square foot, three-story office building at 555 Howard Street/56 Tehama
Street; and a 12,375 square foot, two-story mixed-use building at 557 Howard Street/58 Tehama Street
containing office over a ground-floor retail use. The three buildings were originally constructed in the
early 1900s, but were surveyed in the Transit Center District Historic Resource Survey in 2012 and not
found to be Contributory or Significant Buildings.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Site is located within the Downtown Core, and
more specifically, within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) area, and the Transbay (Zone 2)
redevelopment area. Development in the vicinity consists primarily of high-rise office buildings,
interspersed with low-rise mixed-use buildings. The block on which the Site is located contains several
low to mid-rise office buildings. Immediately to the west of the Site is the elevated bus ramp leading
to the Salesforce Transit Center, located north of the Site. The parcel, formerly known as Transbay
“Parcel G,” was owned by the State (Caltrans) and is now owned by the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority (TJPA). The parcel is zoned “P” for public use. TJPA, in consultation with the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCll), are planning for the development of a public park
(“Underground Ramp Park”) underneath the above-grade bus ramps, programmed with a balance of
hardscape and landscaped areas. The Project Sponsor holds an easement agreement with TJPA to
utilize a small area of the parcel abutting the Site for use as an outdoor sitting/eating area to help
active the future park. Immediately to the east of the Site are three low-rise, four to five story buildings
containing office and industrial uses. Located at the intersection of 1st and Howard Streets are four
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mid-rise, 10-story buildings known as “Foundry Square.” Immediately to the north of the Site is the
Transbay “Parcel F” site (542-550 Howard Street), currently an undeveloped construction staging area
used during the construction of the adjacent Salesforce Transit Center. The Parcel F project includes
the construction of an approximately 750-foot-tall, 61-story mixed used building with office, hotel, and
residential uses. The 5-story Salesforce Transit Center and the Salesforce Park, 3-story commercial
building at 540 Howard Street, a 4-story commercial building at 530 Howard Street, and a surface
parking lot at 524 Howard Street are located north and northeast of the Site. The parking lot at 524
Howard Street is planned to be replaced with a mixed-use development project. Several other high-
rise buildings are planned, under construction, or have recently completed construction in the
surrounding area, including a newly completed mixed-use project at 181 Fremont Street.

5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Project Sponsor has conducted community outreach to
stakeholders that includes local organizations and community groups. To date, the Department has
received four (4) letters of support from the following organizations/community groups: The East Cut
Community Benefit District; Hotel Council of San Francisco; San Francisco Chamber of Commerce; and
San Francisco Travel Association. The letters of support speak to the exceptionally transit-oriented
nature of the Site and general support for a new 401-room luxury hotel that will bolster the city’s
tourism economy. The Department has also received one (1) letter citing concerns over traffic and
loading, shadows, and construction impacts associated with the proposed Project.

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. Use (Section 210.2). The Planning Code lists the use controls for both residential and non-
residential uses within the C-3-O(SD) Zoning District.

The Project involves the construction of a new 35-story building with a total gross floor area of
381,063 (gsf) of uses, per the Planning Code Section 102. The Project would include 381,063 gsf of
hotel use (a retail sales and service use). Hotel use (a retail sales and service use) requires
Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Section 303. The Project Sponsor has filed Conditional
Use Authorization application (Case No. 2019-000494CUA). Please see the required findings for the
Conditional Use Authorization under Motion No. XXXXX for Case No. 2019-000494CUA.

B. Floor Area Ratio (Sections 123, 124, 128, and 210.2). The Planning Code establishes a basic
floor area ratio (FAR) for all zoning districts. For C-3 zoning districts, the numerical basic FAR limit
is setin Section 210.2. The FAR for the C-3-O (SD) District is 6.0 to 1. Under Section 123, FAR can be
increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable development rights (TDR), and may exceed
9.0 to 1 without FAR limitations by participating in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos
Community Facilities District as required in Section 424.8. The gross floor area of a structure on a
lotin the C-3-O(SD) District shall not otherwise be limited.

The Site is 14,505 square feet (0.33 acres) in area. Therefore, up to 87,030 gsf is allowed under the
basic FAR limit (6.0:1). The Project proposes a total of 381,063 gsf, for an effective FAR of
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approximately 26.3-to-1. Conditions of Approval are included to require the Project Sponsor to
purchase TDR for the increment of development between 6.0 to 1 FAR and 9.0 to 1 FAR (43,515 gsf),
and to participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District to exceed the
FAR 0f 9.0:1.

C. Publicly Accessible Open Space (Section 138). The Planning Code requires new buildings, or
additions of Gross Floor Area equal to 20 percent or more to an existing building, in the C-3-O (SD)
zoning district to provide public open space at a ratio of one square-foot per 50 gross square feet
of all uses, except residential uses, institutional uses, and uses in a predominantly retail/personal
services building.

The Project includes a total of 381,063 gross square feet of new, non-residential uses, and therefore
requires 7,621 square feet of privately-owned public open space (POPOS). The Project would provide
exterior POPOS on the roof level (level 36), accessible via elevators from the ground floor. The
conceptional programming for the POPOS includes outdoor seating, vegetation, and public
restrooms situated within an open floor plan enclosed by an 18-foot-tall glass curtainwall providing
360-degree views of San Francisco. In total, the amount of POPOS credited is 7,744 square feet where
7,621 square feet is required by Code. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 138.

D. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1
requires that additions of Gross Floor Area equal to 20 percent or more to an existing building
provide streetscape improvements consistent with the Better Streets Plan. 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 Sponsor shall comply with this requirement. The conceptual plan shows improved
pedestrian amenities along both street frontages (Howard and Tehama Streets). The precise
location, spacing, and species of the street trees, as well as any other streetscape improvements, will
be further refined throughout the building permit review process. Further, the Project Sponsor is
coordinating with the Transbay joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure (OCIl) regarding improvements to the planned Under Ramp Park,
located immediately to the west of the Site. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 138.1.

The Project would apply to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Color Curb
Program to install the following on-street loading zones: a 100-foot-long passenger loading zone
(white curb) along Howard Street and a 48-foot-long commercial loading zone (yellow curb) along
Tehama Street. In consultation with the SFMTA, no on-street parking is proposed for either of the
street frontages abutting the Site.

E. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Section 139). The Planning Code outlines the standards for
bird-safe buildings, including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.
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The Site is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge as defined in Section 139. As such,
the Project is only required to included feature-related standards, and includes such features.
Therefore, the Project complies with Section 139.

F. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts (145.1). The Planning Code 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. Spaces such as lobbies are considered active uses only if
they do not exceed 25% of the building’s frontage at the ground level, or 40 feet, whichever is
greater. Section 145.1(c)(2) of the Planning Code requires that no more than one-third of the width
or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given street frontage of a new or altered structure parallel to
and facing a street shall be devoted to parking and loading ingress or egress. With the exception
of space allowed for parking and loading access, building egress, and access to mechanical
systems, space for active uses as defined in Subsection (b)(2) and permitted by the specific district
in which itis located shall be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor
and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing a street at least 30 feet in width. Section
145.1(c)(4) of the Planning Code requires that ground floor non-residential uses in all C-3 Districts
shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade. Section 145.1(c)(5)
requires the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential active uses and
lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the principal entrance
to these spaces. Section 145.1(c)(6) of the Planning Code requires that within Downtown
Commercial Districts, frontages with active uses 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 includes retail sales and service uses at the ground floor, along both street frontages. The
retail spaces are at least 25 feet deep at all locations, meeting the strict active use requirements of
Section 145.1(c)(3). The balance of the ground floor is comprised of building-serving mechanical
equipment and the required off-street loading areas along the Tehama Street frontage. The three
street frontages are fenestrated with transparent windows for at least 60 percent of the total street
frontage, allowing visibility into the inside of the building. The ground floor height varies from a
single-story height of at least 14’-4” to a double-story height of 21°’-4” feet tall, meeting the strict
requirements of Section 145.1(c)(4). Therefore, the Project complies with Section 145.1(c)(3-6).

The Project concentrates all vehicular access to Tehama Street, preserving Howard Street as the
primary pedestrian and bicyclist frontage. In order to accommodate access to the van pool parking
stall and ADA-compliant space on the Tehama Street frontage, the Project proposes a total of two off-
street loading entrances: a narrower opening for a single, larger freight loading vehicle (measuring
12°-0”wide), and a second, larger opening accommodating two, smaller service vehicles (measuring
17-6” wide). Due to the Site's narrow frontages, overall small building footprint, and the inability of
freight loading vehicles to meet the turning radius required for a code-compliant off-street loading
entrance on such a narrow street, alternative configurations to reduce the loading width were proven
not feasible. Therefore, the Project requires a variance from the Code related to the width of buildings
for off-street parking or loading entrances. As the Site is located within the C-3-O(SD) Zoning District,
a more specific, or targeted Code provision (Section 155(s)(4)(A)) applies to the Project. Therefore, the



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



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street

Project requires a Variance pursuant to Section 155(s)(4)(A) in lieu of Section 145.1(c)(2). The Project
Sponsor has submitted a Variance application (Case No. 2019-000494VAR) and the Zoning
Administrator shall review the application and make a determination on the request for relief from
the Planning Code standard.

G. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). The Planning Code 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 should be shaped so as to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if
doing so would not create an unattractive design and without unduly restricting the development
potential of the site in question.

Section 146(a) does not apply to Howard or Tehama Streets and therefore does not apply to the
Project. Regarding Section 146(c), the Project would create new shadows on sidewalks and
pedestrian areas adjacent to the Site. The amount of shadow cast on sidewalks would vary based on
time of day, day of year, and weather conditions. Additionally, in certain locations, existing and future
development would mask or subsume new shadows from the Project that would otherwise be cast
on sidewalks in the Project vicinity. The Project’s shadows would be limited in scope and would not
increase the total amount of shading above levels that are commonly accepted in dense urban areas.
Therefore, the Project complies with Section 146.

H. Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). The Planning Code requires new buildings in
the C-3 districts exceeding 50 feet in height to be shaped, consistent with the dictates of good
design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the site, to reduce substantial
shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly-accessible spaces other than those under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department under Section 295. The following factors shall
be taken into account: (1) the amount of area shadowed; (2) the duration of the shadow; (3) the
importance of sunlight to the type of open space being shadowed.

Background

An initial shadow fan analysis identified three (3) publicly-owned open spaces that might potentially
be affected by the proposed Project. These include the future Block 3 open space to be known as
Transbay Park, the elevated Salesforce Park, and Rincon Park that lies between the Embarcadero
and the Bayfront Trail. In addition, the analysis includes evaluation of potential shadow on six (6)
smaller, neighboring Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPQS): Golden Gate University; 100 First
Street Plaza; Howard & Fremont; 211 Main Street (Main Street Plaza); Spear Street Terrace; and
Foundry Square.

The Department determined that a detailed shadow study (“Shadow Study”) of the proposed Project
was required to determine if any adverse or significant shadow impacts will be created on
surrounding public open spaces. A Shadow Study was prepared by qualified consultants
(“Fastcast”), finalized on September 9, 2020, that analyzed any potential shadow impact on publicly-
accessible open spaces within the shadow reach of the proposed Project. The analysis was
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conducted according to criteria and methodology as described in (1) the February 3, 1989
memorandum titled “Proposition K - The Sunlight Ordinance” (“the 1989 memorandum?”) prepared
by RPD and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning”), (2) the July 2014 memorandum
titled “Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope Requirements” (“the 2014 memorandum?”) prepared
by Planning, and (3) direction from current Planning and RPD staff regarding the appropriate
approach, deliverables, and scope of analysis appropriate in consideration of the open spaces
affected. Fastcast’s methodology and base data is considered highly accurate and to the appropriate
level of detail required for a Section 295 shadow analysis. The results of the Shadow Study, including
a quantitative analysis of potential shadow impacts on Section 295 parks and qualitative analysis of
project consistency with other Planning Code sections regulating new shadow (Sections 146(c), 147,
and 260(b)(1)(M)], and potential significant shadow impacts under CEQA were discussed in the
Project's Community Plan Exemption certificate.

Public Open Spaces

Transbay Park (proposed)

Transbay Park is a proposed public park on a parcel (Transbay Block 3) that has been used as the
temporary Transbay Terminal during construction of the Salesforce Transit Center. The future
Transbay Park has a total area of approximately 39,961 square feet (0.92 acres) which, when
complete, will have an existing shadow load of approximately 71,386,657 shadow foot hours (sfh) of
shade on an annual basis. Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 148,711,185
sth, the existing shading on the open space as a percentage of TAAS is 48.03%. The Project would add
1,723 sth of net new shadow to the open space, representing a 0.001% increase in net new shadow
(as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would last for approximately 2 weeks of the year. The
maximum shading would occur on November 8 and February 1, lasting approximately 15 minutes,
shading an area of 511 sf.

Salesforce Park (existing)

Salesforce Park is an approximately 1,400-foot-long, publicly-accessible park located on the roof of
the Salesforce Transit Center. The elevated park features a variety of activities and amenities,
including gardens, trails, open grass areas, children’s play space, an outdoor amphitheater, as well
as space for a future restaurant. Salesforce Park has a total area of approximately 219,820 square
feet (5.0 acres) and has an existing shadow load of approximately 460,124,836 (sfh) of shade on an
annual basis. Based on a TAAS of 818,037,240 sfh, the existing shading on the open space as a
percentage of TAAS is 56.25%. The Project would add 4,737,452 sth of net new shadow to the open
space, representing a 0.58% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow
would occur approximately 10 months out of the year, between January 1 to May 17 and July 26 to
December 31. The maximum shading would occur on December 20, lasting approximately 4 hours
and 45 minutes, shading an area of 21,409 sf.
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Rincon Park (existing)

Rincon Park is a diamond-shaped waterfront open space situated between the Embarcadero and the
Bay Front Trail, just south of the western Bay Bridge anchorage. The park, which is owned by the Port
of San Francisco, features inviting expanses of lawn, canted and oriented to provide unobstructed
views of San Francisco Bay. Rincon Park has a total area of 126,725 square feet (2.9 acres) and has
an existing shadow load of approximately 144,119,465 sth of shade on an annual basis. Based on a
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 471,595,022 sth, the existing shading on the open
space as a percentage of TAAS is 30.63%. The Project would add 60 sfh of net new shadow to the open
space, representing a 0.00001% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new
shadow would last for approximately 2 weeks of the year. The maximum shading would occur on
December 13 and December 27, lasting approximately 11 minutes, shading an area of 25 sf.

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)

Golden Gate University (existing)

The deeply recessed entry to Golden Gate University is identified as a privately-owned public open
space. A bridge connecting the Mission Street sidewalk to Golden Gate University has been turned
into a snippet. Amenities consist of concrete benches on both sides of the bridge, as well as along
part of the Mission Street sidewalk. The space is well used by students and the general public.

Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 20,408,027 sfh, the POPOS has an existing
shadow load of approximately 18,455,874 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 90.43% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 31,989 sfh of net new shadow to the POPOS, representing
a 0.156% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between October 25 and February 15. The maximum amount of shading would occur on November
1and February 8, shading an area of 1,685 sf (approximately 30.73% of the area of the POPQS), while
the longest duration of net new shadow would occur on November 1 and February 8, lasting
approximately 30 minutes.

100 First Street Plaza (existing)

100 First Street is accessible from a staircase from Mission Street that leads un to an elevated sun
terrace. The POPOS main feature is a black granite wall with fissures spouting water into two pools
where undulating glass panels evoke waves. The rectangular terrace is designed on 45-degree grid,
featuring many planter beds and terraces forming intimate spaces. Planters with trees, flowers and
grass all have ledges for sitting. Designer Café tables and chairs are configured throughout for
gathering and eating.

Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 57,929,370 sfh, the POPOS has an existing
shadow load of approximately 41,879,642 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 72.29% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 385,249 sfh of net new shadow to the POPQS, representing
a 0.665% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between October 25 and February 15. The maximum amount of shading would occur on November
22 and January 18, shading an area of 7,264 sf (approximately 46.66% of the area of the POPQOS),
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while the longest duration of net new shadow would occur on November 25 and January 25, lasting
approximately 1 hour and 15 minutes.

Howard & Fremont (existing)

The Howard Fremont plaza is an 8,724 square foot (0.20 acres) privately-owned public open space
located on Assessor’s Blocks 3738/Lots 016-017. It is a “T” shaped open space framed by high rises on
the northwest and east, and the 50-foot tall 342 Howard Street building at the corner of Howard and
Fremont Street.

Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 32,459,967 sfh, the POPOS has an existing
shadow load of approximately 27,430,857 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 84.51% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 12,420 sfh of net new shadow to the POPOS, representing
a 0.03827% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between November 15 and January 25. The maximum amount of shading would occur on December
20, shading an area of 402 sf (approximately 4.6% of the area of the POPOS), while the longest
duration of net new shadow would occur on December 20, lasting approximately 38 minutes.

211 Main Street (Main Street Plaza) (existing)

The Main Street Plaza open space totals 4,657 square feet (0.11 acres) of privately-owned public open
space located on Assessor’s Block 3740 /Lots 033-034. It provides a mid-block pedestrian passageway
between the Main Tower and 211 Main Street facilitating pedestrian access between the proposed
project and the future Transbay Park on the west, and (via the Spear Street Terraces) Rincon Park
and the waterfront to the east. Accordingly, Main Street Plaza fits the profile highlighted in the
General Plan for a POPOS that facilitates access to the waterfront.

Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 17,329,190 sfh, the POPOS has an existing
shadow load of approximately 10,824,946 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 62.47% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 26,735 sfh of net new shadow to the POPOS, representing
a 0.154% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between November 15 and January 25. The maximum amount of shading would occur on November
22 and January 18, shading an area of 2,480 sf (approximately 53.26% of the area of the POPQS),
while the longest duration of net new shadow would occur on November 22 and January 18, lasting
approximately 27 minutes.

Spear Street Terrace (existing)

201 Spear Street Terrace is a 31,716 square foot (0.73 acres) POPOS in the Financial District of San
Francisco on Assessor’s Block 3741 /Lot 032. Most of the plaza is located northwest of 2 Folsom Street;
the “panhandle” portion of the plaza is between a parking structure to the northeast and the 201
Spear Street building to the southwest. Since the plaza facilitates dedicated pedestrian access to the
Embarcadero from Spear Street and from Main Street and the future Transbay Park, Spear Street
Terrace fits the profile highlighted in the General Plan for a POPOS that serves to facilitate access to
the waterfront.
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Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 118,027,230 sth, the POPOS has an
existing shadow load of approximately 92,212,693 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 78.13% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 9,225 sfh of net new shadow to the POPOS, representing
a 0.007% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between November 29 and January 11. The maximum amount of shading would occur on December
20, shading an area of 1,740 sf (approximately 5.5% of the area of the POPOS), while the longest
duration of net new shadow would occur on November 29 and December 6, lasting approximately 15
minutes.

Foundry Square (Building No. 1) (existing)

Foundry Square is a complex of four architecturally linked, mid-rise buildings located at the
intersection of Howard and First Streets near the Salesforce Transit Center. Each of the four buildings
is situated on one of the four street corners. The corner POPOS located at the southwest entry to
Foundry Building No. 1 represents the location where new potential shadow was measured from the
proposed Project.

Based on a Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 11,613,358 sfh, the POPOS has an existing
shadow load of approximately 6,716,066 (sth) of shade on an annual basis, or 57.83% as a
percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 301,082 sth of net new shadow to the POPQS, representing
a 2.592% increase in net new shadow (as a percent of TAAS). The net new shadow would occur
between October 11 and March 1. The maximum amount of shading would occur on November 21
and February 8, shading an area of 3,092 sf (approximately 99.08% of the area of the POPOS), while
the longest duration of net new shadow would occur on November 1 and February 8, lasting
approximately 90 minutes.

Conclusion

Based upon the amount and duration of new shadow and the importance of sunlight to each of the
open spaces analyzed, the Project would not substantially affect, in an adverse manner, the use or
enjoyment of these open spaces beyond what was analyzed and disclosed in the Transit Center
District Plan Programmatic EIR (TCDP PEIR). The Project would either contribute very minor amount
of shadow to those spaces or its shadow impacts were already anticipated with the implementation
of the TCDP plan. Thus, the Project would not result in new or more severe shadow impacts than
those identified in the PEIR. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of the PEIR, and the Project
would not result in individual or cumulative shadow impacts beyond those analyzed in the PEIR, nor
would it result it in substantially more severe impacts than identified in the PEIR. The net new
shadows cast by the Project were not found to negatively impact the use of the open spaces and
therefore comply with Section 147 of the Planning Code.

I. Off-Street Freight Loading (Sections 152.1, 153, and 154). The Planning Code requires certain
amounts of off-street freight loading space based on the type and size of uses in a project. For
office, 0.1 spaces are required for every 10,000 gsf, rounded to the nearest whole number. For
hotels and residential units, 2 off-street spaces are required between 200,001 and 500,000 gsf of
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each use, and hotel and residential uses exceeding 500,000 gsf are required 3 spaces, plus one
space for each additional 400,000 gsf. No building in the C-3-O (SD) District can be required to
provide more than six off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. Pursuant to
Section 153(a)(6), two service vehicle spaces can be substituted for one required freight loading
space if at least 50% of the required number of freight loading spaces are provided. Planning Code
Section 154 sets forth standards as to location and arrangement of off-street freight loading and
service vehicle spaces. Off-street loading spaces are required to have a minimum length of 35 feet,
a minimum width of 12 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance including entry and exit of 14 feet,
except that the first freight loading space required for any structure or use shall have a minimum
width of 10 feet, a minimum length of 25 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance, including entry
and exit, of 12 feet.

The Project would provide a total of 3 off-street freight loading spaces where 2 are required by Code.
The loading spaces meet the dimensional requirements of the Code, with 1 standard-sized space and
2 service vehicle spaces substituted for 1 standard-sized space, pursuant to Section 154(b)(2-3). As
the minimum number of required off-street freight loading is provided, the Project therefore complies
with Sections 152.1, 153, and 154.

J. Standards for Location and Arrangement of Off-Street Parking, Freight Loading, and Service
Vehicle Facilities (Section 155). The Planning Code requires all off-street freight loading and
service vehicle spaces in the C-3 Zoning District be completely enclosed, and access from a public
Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service driveway that is totally contained
within the structure. Such a private service driveway shall include adequate space to maneuver
trucks and service vehicles into and out of all provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to
facilitate access to the subject property while minimizing interference with street and sidewalk
circulation. Any single development is limited to a total of two fagade openings of no more than
11 feet wide each or one opening of no more than 22 feet wide for access to off-street parking and
one fagcade opening of no more than 15 feet wide for access to off-street loading. Shared openings
for parking and loading are encouraged. The maximum permitted width of a shared parking and
loading garage opening is 27 feet.

The Project concentrates all vehicular access to Tehama Street, preserving Howard Street as the
primary pedestrian and bicyclist frontage. In order to accommodate access to the van pool parking
stall and ADA-compliant space on the Tehama Street frontage, the Project proposes a total of two off-
street loading entrances: a narrower opening for a single, larger freight loading vehicle (measuring
12°-0”wide), and a second, larger opening accommodating two, smaller service vehicles (measuring
17°-6” wide). Due to the Site's narrow frontages, overall small building footprint, and the inability of
freight loading vehicles to meet the turning radius required for a code-compliant off-street loading
entrance on such a narrow street, alternative configurations to reduce the loading width were proven
not feasible. As the widths of the two building openings exceed what is permitted by Code, the Project
therefore requires a Variance pursuant to Section 155(s)(4)(A). The Project Sponsor has submitted a
Variance application (Case No. 2019-000494VAR) and the Zoning Administrator shall review the
application and make a determination on the request for relief from the Planning Code standard.
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K. Bicycle Parking (Sections 155.1, 155.2). The Planning Code establishes bicycle parking
requirements for new developments, depending on use. For projects with over 100 residential
dwelling units, 100 Class 1 spaces are required, plus 1 additional space for every four units over
100. One Class 2 space is required for every 20 dwelling units. For office, one Class 1 space is
required for every 5,000 occupied square feet, and two Class 2 spaces are required for the first
5,000 gross square feet, plus one Class 2 space for each additional 50,000 occupied square feet.
One Class 1 space is required for every 7,500 square feet of occupied floor area devoted to
Restaurants, Limited Restaurants, and Bars. One Class 2 space is required for every 750 square
feet of occupied retail area devoted to Restaurants, Limited Restaurants, and Bars, and in no case
less than two Class 2 spaces. For hotel use, one Class 1 space and one Class 2 space is required for
every 30 hotel rooms, plus one Class 2 space for every 5,000 square feet of occupied floor area of
conference, meeting or function rooms. A Class 1 space is located in a secure, weather-protected
facility and intended for long-term use by residents and employees. A Class 2 space is located in a
publicly-accessible and visible location, and intended for use by visitors, guests, and patrons.

The Project includes 16 Class 1 and 10 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (where 13 Class 1 and 20 Class
2 spaces are required by Code). The Project proposes 10 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces along the
Site’s Howard Street frontage. The SFMTA has final authority on the type, placement and number of
Class 2 bicycle racks within the public ROW. Depending on local site conditions and anticipated
demand, the SFMTA may request the Project Sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for up to fifty percent of the
required Class 2 bicycle spaces pursuant to Sections 155.2(d) and 430.

In order to promote ease of access to the Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, the Project would locate all
of the required Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within a safe and secure storage facility located on
basement level (B2). The location is particularly optimal due to the collocation of the required
showers and locker facilities for use by hotel employees. However, Code requires that Class 1 bicycle
parking be located either on the ground floor, or within the off-street vehicular parking area.
Therefore, the proposal to locate the Class 1 bicycle parking on level B2 requires a Variance from
Section 155.1(b). The Project Sponsor has submitted a Variance application (Case No. 2019-
000494VAR) and the Zoning Administrator shall review the application and make a determination on
the request for an exception from the Planning Code standard.

L. Shower Facilities and Lockers (Section 155.4). The Planning Code requires shower facilities and
lockers for Retail Sales and Service Uses in the following amounts: 1 shower and 6 clothes lockers
where the Occupied Floor Area exceeds 25,000 square, and 2 showers and 12 clothes lockers are
required where the Occupied Floor Area exceeds 50,000 square feet.

The Project includes more than 50,000 square feet of retail sales and service uses uses and thus a
total of 2 showers 12 lockers are required per Code. The Project proposes providing 10 showers and
380 lockers on level B2, adjacent the ground floor Class 1 bicycle storage facility. Therefore, the
Project complies with Section 155.4.

M. Transportation Management Programs (Section 163). The Planning Code requires, for all
applicable projects, that property owner provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the
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actual lifetime of the project.

The Project contains over 100,000 occupied square feet of new construction or added floor area for
non-residential use and is therefore subject to the requirements of Section 163. The Project will
provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual lifetime of the project. Prior to the
issuance of a temporary permit of occupancy, the property owner shall execute an agreement with
the Planning Department for the provision of on-site transportation brokerage services. Therefore,
the Project complies will Section 163.

N. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan (Section 169). The Planning Code requires
applicable projects to finalize a TDM Plan prior Planning Department approval of the first Building
Permit or Site Permit.

The Project submitted a completed Environmental Evaluation deemed complete on or after January
1, 2018. Therefore, the Project must achieve 100% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting in a required target of 13 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve
a total of 14 of its required 13 points through the following TDM measures:

e Bicycle Parking (Option A) - Hotel

e Showers and Lockers - Hotel

e Delivery Supportive Amenities - Hotel
e Parking Supply (Option K (Hotel)

Therefore, the Project complies with Section 169.

0. Height (Section 260). The Site is located in a 350-S Height and Bulk District, which allows a 10
percent upper height exception pursuant to Section 263.9 of the Planning Code, thus permitting
structures up to a height of 385 feet, excluding height exemptions per Planning Code Section
260(b).

The Project is seeking an upper tower extension and would reach a height of approximately 385 feet
to the roof of the building, with various features such as mechanical structures, and screening
reaching a height of 403 feet in accordance with the height exemptions allowed through Planning
Code Section 260(b). See Section 7 for findings related to the requested Section 309 exception for
upper tower extensions in S Districts (Section 263.9). In addition, the Project Design incorporates an
elevator penthouse that reaches a height of approximately 418°-10%, 13’-10” above the 20 feet height
exemption limit for mechanical enclosures. The additional height for the elevator penthouse is
required to meet state or federal regulations. The Project requests that the Zoning Administrator
grant a further height exemption for the elevator penthouse, which is permitted per Section 260(b)
when the Zoning Administrator determines that such an exemption is required to meet state or
federal regulations. Documentation has been submitted indicating that the elevator has been
designed to meet California Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards.
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P. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). The Planning Code requires a shadow analysis for projects over
40 feet in height to ensure that new buildings do not cast new shadows on properties that are
under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (RPD).

Background

The Department prepared an initial shadow fan that indicated the Project could potentially cast new
shadow on Guy Place Mini Park ("Park"), a property under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department. The Park will be located at 4-8 Guy Place, in the Rincon Hill
neighborhood, with a total area of approximately 4,000 square feet. The concept plan of the Park
includes columns with vegetation around the perimeter, and a row of columns with vegetation
through the middle section of the Park. The Park will include a combination of grass and granite
pavement, with benches and water features in three separate areas.

As the Park is currently under construction and has not opened, it is not possible to conduct site visits
to observe park use. Without information about observations of park use, it is not possible to assess
the effects of shading on the use and enjoyment of the park for the purpose of environmental
evaluation pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). An assessment of shadow
impacts on the use and enjoyment of a park that is under construction would be speculative, and
therefore, pursuant to the CEQA guidelines section 15145, should not be considered when making an
impact determination

A Shadow Study was prepared by qualified consultants (“CADP”), finalized on May 5, 2020, that
analyzed the potential shadow impacts of the Project to properties under the jurisdiction of the RPD
(Case No. 2019-000494SHD). The analysis was conducted according to criteria and methodology as
described in (1) the February 3, 1989 memorandum titled “Proposition K - The Sunlight Ordinance”
(“the 1989 memorandum”) prepared by RPD and the San Francisco Planning Department
(“Planning”), (2) the July 2014 memorandum titled “Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope
Requirements” (“the 2014 memorandum”) prepared by Planning, and (3) direction from current
Planning and RPD staff regarding the appropriate approach, deliverables, and scope of analysis
appropriate in consideration of the open spaces affected. CADP’s methodology and base data is
considered highly accurate and to the appropriate level of detail required for a Section 295 shadow
analysis. The results of the Shadow Study, including a quantitative analysis of potential shadow
impacts on Section 295 parks and qualitative analysis of project consistency with other Planning
Code sections regulating new shadow (Sections 146(c), 147, and 260(b)(1)(M)], and potential
significant shadow impacts under CEQA were discussed in the Project's Community Plan Exemption
certificate.

Shadow Analysis Results

The shadow analysis results indicate the Project would not add any net new shadow (measured as
square foot hours of shadow) to the Park. The shadow analysis results indicate that the Project has
the potential to reach the Park during the last hour of the day prior to sunset from May to August.
However, during these times, the long shadows from existing surrounding structures adjacent to the
open space including residential buildings at 2 and 14 Guy Place to the west and the approximately
500-foot tall apartment building at 555 Folsom Street, as well as the 42- foot tall office building
directly north of the Park at 515 Folsom Street.
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Conclusion

After reviewing and analyzing the shadow analysis, the Department issued a “No Impact Letter” on
May 12, 2020. Department staff concurs with the analysis in that no net new shadow will be cast upon
Guy Place Mini-Park because the shadow cast by the Project would not be long enough to reach the
Park during the hours regulated by Section 295. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 295.

Q. Review of Residential, Hotel, and Motel Projects (Section 314). In addition to any other factors
appropriate for consideration under the Planning Code, the Planning Department and Planning
Commission shall consider the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses, Hotel Uses,
or Motel Uses, as those terms are defined in Chapter 116 of the Administrative Code, adjacent to
or near existing permitted Places of Entertainment and shall take all reasonably available means
through the City’s design review and approval processes to ensure that the design of such new
residential, hotel, or motel project takes into account the needs and interests of both the Places of
Entertainment and the future residents or guests of the new development. Such considerations
may include, among others: (a) the proposed project's consistency with applicable design
guidelines; (b) any proceedings held by the Entertainment Commission relating to the proposed
project, including but not limited to any acoustical data provided to the Entertainment
Commission, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 116.6; and (c) any comments and
recommendations provided to the Planning Department by the Entertainment Commission
regarding noise issues related to the project pursuant to Administrative Code Section 116.7.

The Project is located within 300 radial feet of a Place of Entertainment ("POE") and is subject to
Chapter 116 of the Administrative Code. On July 6, 2020, the Entertainment Commission received
notification of the Project. In accordance with the Entertainment Commission's approved "Guidelines
for Entertainment Commission Review of Residential Development Proposals Under Administrative
Code Chapter 116," on July 8, 2020, Entertainment Commission staff determined that a hearing on
this project was not required under Section 116.7(b) of the Administrative Code. The Entertainment
Commission has adopted a set of standard “Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter
116 Projects”. Accordingly, the Commission recommends that the Planning Department and/or
Department of Building Inspection impose these standard conditions on the development permit(s)
for the Project. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 314.

R. Public Art (Section 429). The Planning Code Section requires a project to include works of art
costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction cost of the building for 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.

The Project will comply with this Code requirement 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.
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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 Project as further described below:

A. Setbacks and Streetwall Articulation (Section 132.1(c)(1)). In orderto establish an appropriate
street wall in relation to the width of the street and to adjacent structures, and to avoid the
perception of overwhelming mass that would be created by a number of tall buildings built close
together with unrelieved vertical rise, Planning Code Section 132.1(c) specifies that new buildings
taller than 150 feet within the C-3-0(SD) District must establish a streetwall height between 50 and
110 feet, through the use of a horizontal relief totaling at least 10 feet for a minimum of 40 percent
of the linear frontage. Exceptions to this subsection (c)(1) may be allowed in accordance with the
procedures of Section 309 if the Planning Commission affirmatively determines that all of the
following criteria have been met:

1. thedesign of the proposed project successfully creates a clearly defined building base that
establishes or maintains an appropriate streetwall at the height or height range described
above,

2. the baseis not defined solely by recessing the base,

3. the overall building mass tapers or steps away from the street above the streetwall
reducing any sense of unrelieved vertical rise directly from the sidewalk edge, and

4. the overall architectural expression of the proposed project is exceptional, unique, and
consistent with the intent of the streetwall requirement.

The Project does not incorporate a literal setback meeting the strict requirements of the Planning
Code, however, the Commission may approve other designs that fulfill the intent of the streetwall
base requirements. The Project meets the intent of the streetwall requirement by establishing a clear
building base at around 45 feet in height along the Howard Street frontage, which is slightly lower
than the prescribed heights of 50-110 feet. To diminish the feeling of overwhelming mass, the project
incorporates a three-story, approximately 45 foot-tall volume along its eastern frontage, relating to
the height of the building’s transparent base, designed to create porosity and transparency between
the building lobby, ground floor retail uses and adjacent open spaces, and adjacent 35-foot-tall bus
ramp.

Along the Tehama Street frontage, the 4-story, approximately 45-foot tall transparent building base
is maintained, creating openness between the lobby, users of the adjacent Transbay Under Ramp
Park to the west and pedestrians along Tehama Street. The building mass tapers and steps away
from the street above at around level 21, which, relates well with the 26-story and 31-story structures
one block north at 101 2nd Street and 560 Mission Street, respectively. Approximately half a block to
the west is 222 2nd Street, a 26-story Structure, with a setback at around the 18th story.

To enhance building articulation and create various architectural volumes in service of further
reducing the sense of overwhelming mass, the Project includes notches along the building’s eastern
and western elevations that range in depth between 4 to 12 feet, and extending from the base to the
upper tower, creating the appearance of three distinct volumes of building massing.
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The combination of a strong, transparent and porous 45-foot tall building base along all building
frontages, the height most prominently perceived by pedestrians, setback along the Tehama Street
frontage, the deep notches along the eastern and western elevations, and three-story volume along
the Howard Street frontage, creates a unique, exceptional architectural expression that prevents the
sense of overwhelming mass that is consistent with the intent of the streetwall requirement.

Conclusion

With a combination of distinctive fagade treatments and attention to the pedestrian activity around
and through the building, the Project meets the intent of the setbacks and streetwall articulation
requirement of the Code (Section 132.1(c)(1)). Therefore, the exception from strict adherence to
required setbacks and streetwall articulation is warranted.

B. Tower Separation (Section 132.1(d)(1)). The Planning Code requires that the Project provide
tower separation in order to preserve the openness of the street to the sky and to provide light and
air between structures. This requirement applies to new structures located within the “S” and “S-
2” Bulk Districts. Exceptions can be granted to the extent restrictions on adjacent properties make
it unlikely that development will occur at a height or bulk which will, overall, impair access to light
and air or the appearance of separation between buildings, thereby making full setbacks
unnecessary. The minimum setback for such facades shall be partially or fully reduced as
appropriate by the Planning Commission as an exception according to the procedures of Section
309 for projects meeting eligibility requirements as listed in Section 132.1(d)(2)(A-C).

Plapning-Codepursuantto-Seetiond32HdH2)HE)-Section 132.1(d)(1) requires a minimum setback
of 15 horizontal feet measured from the interior property line or the center of a public right-of-way,
as the case may be, beginning at a height which is 1.25 times the width of the principal street on
which the building faces, and increasing in width as the building increases in height (leading to a 35
foot horizontal setback at a height of 550 feet above grade). The setback height for the Site is 103

feet, based on the width of the principal street on which the building faces (Howard Street).

g oo V
)

The Project partially conforms to the requirements for tower separation. For tower separation
requirements as measured from the center of public right-of-ways, the Project fully conforms to the
requirements along the Howard and Tehama Street frontages. The Project is less compliant with the
requirements as measured form interior property lines and therefore requests an exception from the
tower separation requirements in a few areas of nonconformity along the Site’s east and west interior
lot lines.

Along the eastern lot line, the Site abuts an existing 5-story building fronting Howard Street (543
Howard Street; Block/Lot 3736/111), and a surface parking lot fronting Tehama Street (48 Tehama
Street; Block/Lot 3736/085). The Project provides a varied setback along the eastern lot line,
including a 20-foot setback for the northern half of the Site, fronting Howard Street, and a 10-foot
setback for the southern half of the Site, fronting Tehama Street. The 20-foot setback for the northern
half of the Site fully complies with the separation requirements between the height of the base and
300 feet above grade, and only partially encroaches the tower separation plane above 300 feet in
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height. The 10-foot setback for the southern half of the Site only partially complies with the
separation requirements above the height of the base, encroaching the tower separation plane
between the height of the base and 300 feet above grade by a depth of 5 feet, and increasing above
300 feet in height. However, the Project provides setbacks to preserve light and air between the Site
and the adjacent building to the east.

The Project does not provide any setbacks at any height along the western lot line due to the fact
that the adjacent parcels (Lots 088 and 089 of Assessor’s Block 3736) are encumbered by an above-
grade bus ramp leading to the Salesforce Transit Center. These parcels are owned by the Transbay
Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and are zoned “P” for public use. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume
that development would not occur on these parcels, making setbacks for tower separation
unnecessary along the Site’s western lot line.

Conclusion

The Project includes setbacks along the Site’s northern, eastern, and southern lot lines that partially
or fully comply with the tower separation requirement of the Planning Code. On the whole, the areas
of tower separation encroachment are offset by compensating recesses in the Project’s massing. The
Project provides compensating recesses that measure approximately 376,609 cubic feet in total,
which, greatly exceeds the aggregate non-compliant volume for both the lower and upper tower
portions (93,665 cubic feet). The Project will not impair access to light and air, and the granting of the
exception will not result in a group of buildings the total street frontage of which is greater than 125
feet without a separation between buildings. The exception for tower separation is therefore
warranted as the Project complies with the criteria for granting exceptions pursuant to Section

132.1(d)(2)(B){E).

C. Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts (Section 148). Within the C-3 zoning
districts, new buildings are required to be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures adopted, so
that the building will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed the comfort level of 11 miles-
per-hour (mph) equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use or 7 mph. equivalent
wind speed in public seating areas, for more than 10 percent of the time year-round, between 7
am and 6 pm. If pre-existing wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or if the building would cause
speeds to exceed the comfort level, the building should be designed to reduce wind speeds to the
comfort level.

Exceptions can be granted pursuant to Section 309 allowing the building to add to the amount of
time the comfort level is exceeded if (1) the building cannot be shaped and other wind-baffling
features cannot be adopted without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form, and
without unduly restricting the development potential of the site; and (2) the addition is
insubstantial, either due to the limited amount of exceedances, the limited location where the
exceedances take place, or the short time when the exceedances occur. 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 for a single hour of the year.

A qualified wind consultant (RWDI) conducted a wind assessment (“Assessment”), analyzing ground-
level wind currents in the vicinity of the Site, and performed a wind tunnel analysis of three scenarios:
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existing, existing plus Project, and Project plus cumulative. As with the TCDP PEIR wind analysis, the
cumulative scenario included a model for the Transit Tower (now known as the Salesforce Tower or
Transbay Tower) and massing models of other potential future development in the vicinity of the
Transit Tower Site. Wind speed measurements were taken at 68 locations for the existing scenario
and 78 locations for the Project and cumulative scenarios. The number of test points along Howard,
Tehama, and Second streets were greater in the Assessment than the number of locations addressed
in the TCDP PEIR wind study. Therefore, the Assessment provides a more fine-grained analysis than
the PEIR of the project’s potential wind impacts. Development of the Site would not present a new
significant impact not previously identified in the PEIR, nor a substantially more severe impact than
identified in the PEIR.

Hazard Criterion

The Assessment found that the existing wind conditions on the adjacent streets do not exceed the 26-
mile-per-hour wind hazard criterion and the project is not anticipated to cause adverse wind impacts
or result in hazardous wind conditions. The Assessment found that the proposed project would not
cause winds to reach or exceed the 26-mile-per-hour wind hazard criterion at any pedestrian areas
on and around the proposed development that were tested, and that wind speeds at building
entrances and public sidewalks would be suitable for the intended pedestrian usage, under both
existing plus Project and Project plus cumulative scenarios. As a result, the Project is not anticipated
to cause adverse wind impacts or result in hazardous wind conditions in or around the Site.

Pedestrian/Seating Comfort Criterion

Regarding pedestrian comfort, the Assessment revealed existing wind conditions near the Site are
moderate to high with wind speeds averaging 12 mph for the 68 test locations under existing
conditions. Wind speeds at 35 of the 68 locations exceed the Planning Code’s 11 mph pedestrian-
comfort criterion. These areas are along Tehama Street west of First Street, along Second Street,
along Howard Street west of First Street, and at localized areas to the north and south of the project
site. Under the existing scenario, winds currently exceed the 11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion 13
percent of the time on average with an average wind speed of 12 mph.

Under the existing plus Project scenario, 7 additional test locations (for a total of 75 locations) were
added to determine wind speed immediately around the proposed building. These 7 locations were
not included under the existing scenario due to the presence of the existing buildings on the project
site. Under the existing plus Project scenario, wind speeds at 42 of the 75 test locations are expected
to exceed the Planning Code’s 11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion. These exceedances are generally
in the same locations as under the existing scenario. Specifically, the existing plus project scenario
would remove four exceedances and would add eleven new exceedances, resulting in a difference of
seven exceedances. However, wind speeds are generally expected to remain similar to existing
conditions, since wind conditions under the existing plus project scenario would exceed the 11 mph
pedestrian-comfort criterion 13 percent of the time on average with an average wind speed of 12
mph, which is the same as under the existing scenario. Additionally, when compared to the existing
scenario, wind speeds would be slightly lower to the east and south of the Project site under the
existing plus Project scenario.

Conclusion
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The Project does not result in substantial change to the wind conditions at the Site. However, the
addition of 7 new pedestrian-comfort exceedances requires an exception pursuant to Planning Code
Section 309.

It is unlikely the Project could be designed in a manner that would affect wind conditions
substantially enough to eliminate all existing exceedances, particularly considering the number of
high-rise buildings existing and under construction in immediate proximity to the Site. The majority
of the locations where wind speeds would exceed the comfort criterion are not immediately adjacent
to the Site, making it infeasible to incorporate wind baffles or other design features to reduce wind
at these locations, without creating an unattractive building or unduly restricting the development
potential of the Project.

The Project is not anticipated to cause adverse wind impacts or result in new hazardous wind
conditions in or around the Site. Therefore, the granting of an exception for ground level wind
currents is warranted.

D. Tour Bus Loading Spaces in C-3 Districts (Section 162). The Planning Code requires off-street
tour bus loading spaces for hotel uses in C-3 districts containing greater than 201 tourist hotel
guest rooms. The dimensions for each space shall be a minimum of 45 feet by nine feet with a
minimum vertical clearance of 14 feet. If more than one space is required there shall also be a
bypass through lane. In recognition of the fact that site constraints in C-3 Districts may make
provision of the required number of tour bus loading spaces impractical, a reduction in or waiver
of the provision of such spaces in C-3 Districts may be permitted, in accordance with the provisions
of Section 309 of this Code. In considering any such reduction or waiver, the following criteria shall
be considered:

1. The site size is not large enough to permit a configuration of spaces that could satisfy the
required number of spaces;

2. Provision of the required number and/or size of spaces would result in the use of an
unreasonable percentage of ground floor area and thereby preclude more desirable use of
the ground floor for retail, pedestrian circulation or open space uses;

3. Spaces for tour bus loading can be provided at adjacent curbs or in the immediate vicinity
without adverse effect on pedestrian circulation, transit operations or general traffic
circulation.

As the Project includes 401 tourist hotel guest rooms, one (1) off-street tour bus loading space is
required per Code. At under 15,000 square feet, and with only a 100-foot frontage along Howard
Street and a 75-foot frontage along Tehama Street, the size and configuration of the Site does not
allow for a practical ability to accommodate off-street tour bus loading spaces without significantly
compromising space for more desirable uses at the ground floor, such as retail, lobby, and pedestrian
circulation. Additionally, space for tour bus loading could be provided along the Howard Street
frontage, and/or within the immediate vicinity without causing an adverse effect on pedestrian
circulation, transit operations or general traffic circulation.
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Conclusion

A reduction in or waiver of the provision of off-street tour bus loading spaces is therefore warranted
due to the Site’s overall physical constraints at the ground floor which do not practically allow for off-
street tour bus loading spaces.

E. Height (Special Exceptions for Upper Tower Extensions in S Districts (Section 263.9). In S
Districts, additional height up to 10 percent of the heights may be allowed as an extension of the
upper tower, provided that the volume of the upper tower as extended is reduced as dictated by
Section 271 of the Code. This additional height may be allowed pursuant to the provisions of
Section 309 only to the extent it is determined that the upper tower volume is distributed in a way
that will add significantly to the sense of slenderness of the building and to the visual interest to
the termination of the building, and that the added height will improve the appearance of the
skyline when viewed from a distance, will not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties,
and will not add significant shadows to public open spaces.

The Projectis located in a 350-5 Height and Bulk District where upper tower extensions are permitted.
The design of the Project reduces the volume of the Upper Tower by approximately 18% of the Lower
Tower, an amount greater than the 15% volume reduction required by the Planning Code to allow for
the upper tower extension. Therefore, under Section 263.9, the permitted height of the Project may
be increased by 35 feet (10 percent of the 350" height limit) up to a roof height of 385 feet. The design
of the Project includes a significant volume reduction commencing at level 22 and substantial
vertical notches cut into the wide faces of the building which create the appearance of two separate,
more slender towers.

Conclusion

The exception for an upper tower extension is therefore warranted as the Project’s upper tower
volume is distributed in a way that will add significantly to the sense of slenderness of the building
while improving the appearance of the skyline without adversely affecting the light and air to
adjacent properties or adding significant shadows onto public open spaces.

F. Bulk (Section 270). Section 270 establishes bulk controls by district. For buildings located within
the “S” Bulk District, the following bulk controls apply to the lower tower: a maximum length of
160 feet, a maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet, and a maximum floor size of 20,000 sq. ft.
The upper tower bulk controls are as follows: a maximum length of 130 feet, a maximum diagonal
dimension of 160 feet, a maximum floor size of 17,000 square feet, and a maximum average floor
size of 12,000 square feet. The lower tower controls apply above the base height (1.25 times the
widest abutting street or 50 feet whichever is greater). The upper tower controls apply above a
point that varies with the height of the building, as defined in Chart B of Code Section 270. A
volume reduction requirement also applies to the upper tower where the floor size of the lower
tower exceeds 5,000 square feet. The bulk limits prescribed by Section 270 have been carefully
considered in relation to objectives and policies for conservation and change in C-3 Districts.
However, there may be some exceptional cases in which these limits may properly be permitted
to be exceeded to a certain degree, provided, however, that there are adequate compensating
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factors. Exceptions to the bulk limits may be approved in the manner provided in Section 309,
provided that at least one of the criteria listed within Section 272 is met.

Although the Project complies with most bulk controls pursuant to Section 270, the Project exceeds
the permitted maximum plan length of the lower tower. Whereas a maximum length of 160 feet is
permitted, 165 feet is proposed. However, exceptions to bulk control are warranted because the
Project meets more than one of the criteria contained in Section 272. Namely, the added bulk does
not significantly affect light and air to adjacent buildings, the appearance of bulk in the building is
reduced by providing variations in wall surfaces that significantly alter the mass as evidenced by the
notches separating the tower into what appears to be two to three different volumes, and the
building is compatible with the character and development of the surrounding area with respect to
overall height, silhouette, materials, and enhancement of the pedestrian environment by designing
a transparent, porous, building base activated by ground floor retail and hotel uses.

Conclusion

The exception for bulk is therefore warranted as the Project meets more than one of the criteria
contained in Section 272.

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan, the Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP”) (a sub-area of the Downtown
Area Plan), and the Downtown Area Plan as follows:

Objectives and Policies

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 which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated.

Policy 1.2

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

MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED

AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.

Policy 3.1:
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Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which provide employment
improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers.

Policy 3.2:
Promote measures designed to increase the number of San Francisco jobs held by San Francisco residents.

ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL CENTER FOR CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE.

Policy 8.1:
Guide the location of additional tourist related activities to minimize their adverse impacts on existing
residential, commercial, and industrial activities.

Objectives and Policies

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND NEXPENSIVE 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.

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.

USE THE EXISTING TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 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.

Objectives and Policies
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EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN
IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

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

Policy 1.7
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.

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 3.3
Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at prominent locations.

Objectives and Policies

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.

MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE SAN FRANCISCO’S POSITION AS A PRIME LOCATION FOR FINANCIAL,
ADMINISTRATIVE, CORPORATE, AND PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITY.

Policy 2.1
Encourage prime downtown office activities to grow as long as undesirable consequences of growth can be
controlled.

Policy 2.2

Guide location of office development to maintain a compact downtown core and minimize displacement of
other uses.

ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S ROLE AS A TOURIST AND VISITOR CENTER
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Policy 4.1
Guide the location of new hotels to minimize their adverse impacts on circulation, existing uses, and scale of
development.

WITHIN ACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF DENSITY, PROVIDE SPACE FOR FUTURE OFFICE, RETAIL, HOTEL, SERVICE
AND RELATED USES IN DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO.

Policy 6.1

Adopt a downtown land use and density plan which establishes subareas of downtown with individualized
controls to guide the density and location of permitted land use.

ASSURE THAT OPEN SPACES ARE ACCESSIBLE AND USABLE.

Policy 10.2

Encourage the creation of new open spaces that become a part of an interconnected pedestrian network.
CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRANCISCO'S STATURE AS ONE OF THE
WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTNE 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.

Objectives and Policies

MAINTAIN DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO AS THE REGION’S PREMIER LOCATION FOR TRANSIT-ORIENTED
JOB GROWTH WITHIN THE BAY AREA.

REINFORCE THE ROLE OF DOWNTOWN WITHIN THE CITY AS ITS MAJOR JOB CENTER BY PROTECTING AND
ENHANCING THE CENTRAL DISTRICT’S REMAINING CAPACITY, PRINCIPALLY FOR EMPLOYMENT GROWTH.
CONTINUE TO FOSTER A MIX OF LAND USES TO REINFORCE THE 24-HOUR CHARACTER OF THE AREA.

Policy 1.2
Revise height and bulk districts in the Plan Area consistent with other Plan objectives and considerations.
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Policy 1.4
Prevent long-term under-building in the area by requiring minimum building intensities for new development
on major sites.

FORM THE DOWNTOWN SKYLINE TO EMPHASIZE THE TRANSIT CENTER AS THE CENTER OF DOWNTOWN,
REINFORCING THE PRIMACY OF PUBLIC TRANSIT IN ORGANIZING THE CITY’S DEVELOPMENT PATTERN, AND
RECOGNIZING THE LOCATION’S IMPORTANCE IN LOCAL AND REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY, ACTIVITY, AND
DENSITY.

Policy 2.3
Create a balanced skyline by permitting a limited number of tall buildings to rise above the dense cluster that
forms the downtown core, stepping down from the Transit Tower in significant height increments.

ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT ENHANCES THE PEDESTRIAN NETWORK AND REDUCES THE SCALE OF
LONG BLOCKS BY MAINTAINING AND IMPROVING PUBLIC ACCESS ALONG EXISTING ALLEYS AND CREATING
NEW THROUGH-BLOCK PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS WHERE NONE EXIST.

Policy 3.11
Prohibit the elimination of existing alleys within the District. Consider the benefits of shifting or re-configuring
alley alignments if the proposal provides an equivalent or greater degree of public circulation.

Policy 3.12
Design new and improved through-block pedestrian passages to make them attractive and functional parts of
the public pedestrian network.

THE DISTRICT’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM WILL PRIORITIZE AND INCENTIVIZE THE USE OF TRANSIT.
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION WILL BE THE MAIN, NON-PEDESTRIAN MODE FOR MOVING INTO AND BETWEEN
DESTINATIONS IN THE TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT.

Policy 4.5:
Support funding and construction of the Transbay Transit Center project to further goals of the District Plan,
including completion of the Downtown Extension for Caltrain and High-Speed Rail.

The Project is located within an existing high-density downtown area which was re-zoned as part of an
area plan to design development around the Transbay Transit Center (officially named the Salesforce
Transit Center). The Transbay Transit Center is designed to serve as the Bay Area’s hub of intermodal
public transportation, with corresponding infrastructure improvements in this area of downtown. The
overarching premise of the Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP”) is to continue the concentration of
additional growth where it is most responsible and productive to do so—in proximity to San Francisco’s
greatest concentration of public transit service. The increase in development, in turn, will provide
additional revenue for the Transit Center project and for the necessary improvements and infrastructure
in the District. One of the specific goals of the Transit Center District Plan is to leverage increased
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development intensity to generate revenue that will enable the construction of new transportation
facilities, including support for the Transbay Transit Center, including the Downtown Rail Extension.
These revenues will also be directed toward improvements to sidewalks and other important pedestrian
infrastructure to create a public realm that is conducive to, and supportive of pedestrian travel.

Meanwhile, the well-established Downtown Plan recognizes the need to create jobs, especially for San
Franciscans, and to continue San Francisco's role as an international center of commerce and services.
New jobs to enhance these city functions, to expand employment opportunities, and to provide added
tax resources, make downtown growth at a reasonable scale a desirable course for the city. In particular,
visitor trade constitutes an important economic base and job source for San Franciscans. It generates
substantial revenues in many related economic areas, including transportation, general merchandising,
eating and drinking places, other retail trade, personal services, and entertainment and recreation. By
far the largest expenditures by visitors are for hotels, followed by restaurants and retail purchases.

This Project implements the vision of both Plans through the construction of a 401-room hotel located
within walking distance of the Salesforce Transit Center, as well as the Downtown Core. With
approximately 381,000 gross square feet of hotel use, Project will contribute substantial financial
resources toward these improvements, and will also serve to leverage these investments by focusing
intense employment growth within the core of planned transportation services. The Project would add
401 tourist hotel guest rooms to a site that is currently underdeveloped, well-served by existing and future
transit, and is within walking distance of substantial goods and services. Future hotel guests can walk,
bike, or access BART, MUNI, or regional bus service from the Site, including all future modes of public
transportation proposed to terminate at the Salesforce Transit Center, located adjacent to the Site.

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:

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.

While the existing retail uses will not be retained, the Project will provide new hotel uses,
including a full-service restaurant and bar at the ground floor and sky bar/lounge located on
level 35. These new retail service uses will expand job opportunities for residents and commuters
alike. Further, the new tourist hotel guests will provide additional demand for nearby businesses.

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

The Site contains non-historic buildings containing non-residential uses (office and retail uses).
Therefore, the Project would not displace any residential uses nor negatively affect the existing
housing and neighborhood character. The Project's unique mixed-use program provides
outstanding amenities to visitors and contributes significantly to the neighborhood character
envisioned by the Transit Center District Plan.

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

The Project would not displace any housing given the Site contains only non-residential uses.
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The Project would improve the existing character of the neighborhood by developing a high-
density, building containing commercial uses that will, in turn, support the various goals and
objectives of the Transit Center District Plan.

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 neighborhood
parking. As the Site is located in one of the most transit-rich environs in the city, the Project
provides no off-street parking. Future hotel guests and employees are expected to utilize an array
of mobility options (e.g. walking, cycling, public transit, taxis, rideshare). The Project is
anticipated to promote, rather than impede, the use of MUNI transit service.

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, nor would it displace
any existing industrial uses. The Project would be consistent with the character of existing
development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by neighborhood-serving ground floor
retail within high-rise buildings containing a mix of residential and non-residential uses. The
hotel use would create numerous service-sector employment opportunities.

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

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

G. Thatlandmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
Currently, the Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings.

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

The Project does not cast shadow on any open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Department. Shading on other publicly-accessible open spaces are minimal and do not
impact enjoyment of the subject spaces.

10. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program as
they apply to permits for residential development (Administrative Code Section 83.11), and the Project
Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all construction work and on-going
employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any building permit to construct or a
First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall have a First Source Hiring Construction
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11.

12.

and Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in
writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree,
the approval of the Employment Program may be delayed as needed.

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

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.

The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Downtown Project Authorization 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. 2019-000494DNX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated September 14, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”,
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as “EXHIBIT C” and incorporated herein
as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required improvement and mitigation measures identified
in the Transit Center District Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as Conditions of Approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329/309
Large/Downtown Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this
Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed (after the
15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of
Appeals. Any appeal shall be made to the Board of Appeals, unless an associated entitlement is appealed to
the Board of Supervisors, in which case the appeal of this Motion shall also be made to the Board of
Supervisors (see Charter Section 4.135). For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415)
575-6880, 1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103, or the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184,
City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

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

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

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 24,2020

Jonas P. lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
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Authorization

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a Project
that would permit the demolition of three existing structures containing non-residential uses and the
construction of a new 35-story building reaching a roof height of up to 385 feet tall (approximately 419 feet tall
inclusive of elevator overrun, and rooftop screening/mechanical equipment) with a total gross floor area of
approximately 381,000 square feet of Hotel Uses with 401 hotel rooms, located at 555 Howard Street, Lots 086,
107, and 110 of Assessor’s Block 3736, within the Downtown-Office (Special Development) (C-3-O(SD)) Zoning
District and a 350-S Height and Bulk District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 132.1(c), 132.1(d), 148, 162,
263.9, 270, and 309 in general conformance with plans, dated September 14,2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”
included in the docket for Record No. 2019-000494DNX and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and
approved by the Commission on September 24, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or
operator.

Recordation of Conditions of Approval

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is subject to the
conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on
September 24,2020 under Motion No. XXXXXX.

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans

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

Severability

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

Changes and Modifications

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional
Use authorization.
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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 628-652-7463,
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 628-652-7463,
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 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
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.



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

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

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

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

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



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must also obtain Conditional Use Authorization
Office to establish a hotel use, pursuant to Section 303; and Variances from the strict requirements of the
Planning Code related to the width of openings for off-street parking/loading entrances (Section
155(s)(4)(A)) and location of Class 1 bicycle parking (Section 155.1(b)(1)) and a Height Exemption for the
elevator penthouse (Section 260(b)(1)(B)) such that an elevator can meet state or federal regulations, and
satisfy all the conditions thereof. The conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in
connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the
Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning
Administrator, shall apply.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase the
required number of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of Use of TDR
prior to the issuance of a site permit for all development which exceeds the base FAR of 6.0 to 1, up to an
FAR of 9.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor area subject to this requirement shall be determined based
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Entertainment Commission - Noise Attenuation Conditions

9.

Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the “Recommended Noise
Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects,” which were recommended by the
Entertainment Commission on July 8,2020. These conditions state:

A. Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of 9PM-
5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form.

B. Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shallinclude sound
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readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of Entertainment, as
well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time. Readings should be taken at
locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of Entertainment to best of their
ability. Any recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding window glaze ratings and
soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls, doors, roofing, etc. shall be given
highest consideration by the project sponsor when designing and building the project.

C. Design Considerations.

i.  During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and
paths of travel at the Place(s) of Entertainment in designing the location of (a) any
entrance/egress for the residential building and (b) any parking garage in the building.

ii.  In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential building, project
sponsor should consider the POE’s operations and noise during all hours of the day and
night.

D. Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate with adjacent or nearby Place(s) of
Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how this
schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations.

E. Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phone number available to Place(s) of
Entertainment management during all phases of development through construction. In addition,
a line of communication should be created to ongoing building management throughout the
occupation phase and beyond.

Design - Compliance at Plan Stage

10.

11.

12.

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

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

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

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit a roof
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Streetscape Plan. 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 refine the design and
programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets the standards of the Better Streets
Plan and all applicable City standards. The Project Sponsor shall complete final design of all required
street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of first
architectural addenda, and shall complete construction of all required street improvements prior to
issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Open Space Provision - C-3 Districts. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138, the Project Sponsor shall
continue to work with Planning Department staff to refine the design and programming of the public open
space so that the open space generally meets the standards of the Downtown Open Space Guidelines in
the Downtown Plan of the General Plan.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Open Space Plaques - C-3 Districts. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138, the Project Sponsor shall
install the required public open space plaques at each building entrance including the standard City logo
identifyingit; the hours open to the public and contact information for building management. The plaques
shall be plainly visible from the public sidewalks on Howard Street and Tehama Street and shall indicate
that the open space is accessible to the public via the elevators in the lobby. Design of the plaques shall
utilize the standard templates provided by the Planning Department, as available, and shall be approved
by the Department staff prior to installation.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Signage. The Project Sponsor shall develop a signage program for the Project which shall be subject to
review and approval by Planning Department staff before submitting any building permits for construction
of the Project. All subsequent sign permits shall conform to the approved signage program. Once
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

approved by the Department, the signage program/plan information shall be submitted and approved as
part of the site permit for the Project. All exterior signage shall be designed to compliment, not compete
with, the existing architectural character and architectural features of the building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Transformer Vault Location. 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 in consultation
with Public Works shall require the following location(s) for transformer vault(s) for this project: sidewalk
on Howard Street. The above requirement shall adhere to the Memorandum of Understanding regarding
Electrical Transformer Locations for Private Development Projects between Public Works and the Planning
Department dated January 2, 2019.

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

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 (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfmta.org

Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall incorporate
acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Landscaping, Screening of Parking and Vehicular Use Areas. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 142,
the Project Sponsor shall submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the
building permit application indicating the screening of parking and vehicle use areas not within a building.
The design and location of the screening and design of any fencing shall be as approved by the Planning
Department. The size and species of plant materials shall be as approved by the Department of Public
Works. Landscaping shall be maintained and replaced as necessary.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented from
escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to implement the
project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and manufacturer specifications on
the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the primary fagade of the building.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Parking and Traffic

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, the
Project shallfinalize a TDM Plan prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit to construct
the project and/or commence the approved uses. The Property Owner, and all successors, shall ensure
ongoing compliance with the TDM Program for the life of the Project, which may include providing a TDM
Coordinator, providing access to City staff for site inspections, submitting appropriate documentation,
paying application fees associated with required monitoring and reporting, and other actions.

Prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit, 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 to document compliance with the TDM Program. This Notice shall
provide the finalized TDM Plan for the Project, including the relevant details associated with each TDM
measure included in the Plan, as well as associated monitoring, reporting, and compliance requirements.

For information about compliance, contact the TDM Performance Manager at tdm@sfgov.org or 628-652-
7463, www.sf-planning.org.

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.4, the Project shall provide no fewer
than 13 Class 1 or 20 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. SFMTA has final authority on the type, placement and
number of Class 2 bicycle racks within the public ROW. Prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, the
project sponsor shall contact the SFMTA Bike Parking Program at bikeparking@sfmta.com to coordinate
the installation of on-street bicycle racks and ensure that the proposed bicycle racks meet the SFMTA’s
bicycle parking guidelines. Depending on local site conditions and anticipated demand, SFMTA may
request the project sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for Class Il bike racks required by the Planning Code.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Off-Street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, the Project will provide 3 off-street loading
spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall
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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 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Provisions

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

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

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

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

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

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

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Downtown Park Fee - C-3 District. The Project is subject to the Downtown Park Fee, as applicable,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 412.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Child-Care Requirements for Office and Hotel Development. In lieu of providing an on-site child-care
facility, the Project has elected to meet this requirement by providing an in-lieu fee, as applicable,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 414.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Transit Center District Open Space Fee. Pursuant to Section 424.6, the Project Sponsor shall pay a fee
of to be deposited in the Transit Center District Open Space Fund.

For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-planning.org

Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Fee. Pursuant to Section 424.7, the
Project Sponsor shall pay a fee which will be deposited in the Transit Center District Transportation and
Street Improvement Fund.

For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-planning.org

Transit Center District Mello Roos Community Facilities District Program. Pursuant to Section 424.8,
the Project Sponsor is required to participate in a Transit Center District Mello Roos Community Facilities
District (CFD) and to include the Project Site in the CFD prior to issuance of the First Temporary Certificate
of Occupancy for the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-planning.org

Art. The Project is subject to the Public Art Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 429.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

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.

Forinformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Art. 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 submittal of the first building or site permit application

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-
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40. Art. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project

Sponsor shallinstall 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 628-652-7463, www.sf-
planning.org

Monitoring - After Entitlement

41.

42.

43.

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 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The Project
Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established under Planning
Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information about compliance.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Operation

44,

Eating and Drinking Uses. As defined in Planning Code Section 202.2, Eating and Drinking Uses, as
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defined in Section 102, shall be subject to the following conditions:

A. The business operator shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all sidewalks abutting
the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the Department of Public
Works Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. In addition, the operator shall be responsible
for daily monitoring of the sidewalk within a one-block radius of the subject business to maintain
the sidewalk free of paper or other litter associated with the business during business hours, in
accordance with Article 1, Section 34 of the San Francisco Police Code.

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

B. When located within an enclosed space, the premises shall be adequately soundproofed or
insulated for noise and operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises
orin other sections of the building, and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel
levels specified in the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance.

For information about compliance of fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning,
restaurant ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact
the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at 415-252-3800, www.sfdph.org.

For information about compliance with construction noise requirements, contact the Department of
Building Inspection at 415-558-6570, www.sfdbi.org.

For information about compliance with the requirements for amplified sound, including music and
television, contact the Police Department at 415-553-0123, www.sf-police.org

C. While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby residents and
passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance with the
approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors from
escaping the premises.

For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baagmd.gov
and Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org

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

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

45, Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
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46.

47.

48.

49.

Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

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

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Notices Posted at Bars and Entertainment Venues. Notices urging patrons to leave the establishment
and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful, and orderly fashion and to not litter or block driveways in the
neighborhood, shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the
establishment.

For information about compliance, contact the Entertainment Commission, at 415-554-6678,
www.sfgov.org/entertainment

Other Entertainment. The Other Entertainment shall be performed within the enclosed building only.
The building shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and operated so that incidental
noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of the building and fixed-source
equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the San Francisco Noise Control
Ordinance. Bass and vibrations shall also be contained within the enclosed structure. The Project Sponsor
shall obtain all necessary approvals from the Entertainment Commission prior to operation. The
authorized entertainment use shall also comply with all of the conditions imposed by the Entertainment
Commission.

For information about compliance, contact the Entertainment Commission, at 415-554-6678
www.sfgov.org/entertainment

Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding sidewalk
area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. Nighttime lighting
shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed so as to constitute a
nuisance to any surrounding property.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org
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PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MOTION

SEPTEMBER 24, 2020
Record No.: 2019-000494CUA
Project Address: 555 HOWARD STREET
Zoning: C-3-O(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District

350-S and Bulk District
Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial and
Transbay C-3 Special Use Districts
Downtown and Transit Center District Plan Areas
Block/Lots: 3736/086, 107, 110
Project Sponsor: PEAK Project Management Limited
c/o: Patricia Yeh
201 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA94111
Property Owner: Pacific Eagle Holdings Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA94111
Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA - (628) 652-7330
nicholas.foster@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS TO APPROVE CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE
SECTIONS 210.2 AND 303 TO PERMIT A HOTEL USE AS PART OF A PROJECT THAT INCLUDES THE
DEMOLITION OF THREE EXISTING STRUCTURES CONTAINING NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AND THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 35-STORY BUILDING REACHING A ROOF HEIGHT OF UP TO 385 FEET TALL
(APPROXIMATELY 419 FEET TALL INCLUSIVE OF ELEVATOR OVERRUN, AND ROOFTOP
SCREENING/MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT) WITH A TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF APPROXIMATELY 381,000
SQUARE FEET OF HOTEL USES WITH 401 HOTEL ROOMS LOCATED AT 555 HOWARD STREET, LOTS 086, 107,
AND 110 OF ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3736, WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN-OFFICE (SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT) (C-3-
O(SD)) ZONING DISTRICT AND A350-S HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

P HEFEE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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PREAMBLE

On February 1, 2019, Toby Bath, on behalf of PEAK Project Management Limited (hereinafter “Project
Sponsor”), filed an Environmental Evaluation Application for the proposed project (hereinafter “Project”), and
thereafter submitted a revised Application on May 23, 2019, with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”). The application packet was deemed accepted on February 14, 2019 and assigned Case
Number 2019-000494ENV.

On or after February 1, 2019, the Project Sponsor submitted the following applications with the Department:
Downtown Project Authorization; Conditional Use Authorization; Variance; Shadow Analysis; and
Transportation Demand Management. The application packets were accepted on or after February 14, 2019
and assigned to Case Numbers: 2019-000494DNX; 2019-000494CUA; 2017-000494VAR; 2019-000494SHD; and
2019-000494TDM, respectively.

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the Department to have been fully reviewed
under the Transit Center District Plan Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”). On May 24, 2012, the
Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR (“FEIR”) and found that the contents of said
report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the
California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14
California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. ("the CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31").

The Transit Center EIR is a program-level EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead agency finds
that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a subsequent project in
the program area, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by the
program EIR, and no new or additional environmental review is required. In certifying the Transit Center
District Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA findings in its Motion No. 18629 and hereby incorporates such
Findings by reference herein.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for projects
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general
plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are
project-specific effects which are peculiar to the Project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that examination of
environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or parcel on which
the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action,
general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c) are potentially significant off-site and
cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying EIR, or (d) are previously identified in the EIR,
but which are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR.
Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR
need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact.

On September 2423, 2020, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Transit Center District Area Plan and
was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Transit Center District EIR. Since the Transit Center
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District EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Transit Center District Plan and no
substantial changes in circumstances that would require major revisions to the Transit Center District EIR due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously
identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change
the conclusions set forth in the Transit Center District EIR. The file for this Project, including the Transit Center
District EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting forth mitigation
measures that were identified in the Transit Center District Plan FEIR that are applicable to the Project. These
mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft Motion as Exhibit C.

The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Department, fulfilled all procedural requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act, the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31.

The Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records for the Department materials, located in
the File for Case No. 2019-000494CUA, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 3, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Conditional Use Authorization application No. 2019-000494CUA. Before hearing the item,
the Commission voted 5-0 (Koppel absent) to continue the item to September 17, 2020.

On September 17, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Conditional Use Authorization application No. 2019-000494CUA. Before hearing the item,
the Commission voted 5-1 (Imperial against)¥-% to continue the item to September 24, 2020.

On September 24, 2020, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting regarding Conditional Use Authorization application No. 2019-000494CUA. At the same hearing, the
Zoning Administrator considered the request for a Variance (application No. 2019-000494VAR).

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application
No.2019-000494CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, and to the Mitigation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program contained in “EXHIBIT C”, and incorporated by reference, based on the
following findings:
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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. ProjectDescription. The proposed project (“Project”) includes demolition of three, existing buildings
containing non-residential uses and construction of a new 35-story building reaching a roof height up
to 385 feet tall (approximately 419 feet tall inclusive of elevator overrun and rooftop
screening/mechanical equipment). The Project includes a total gross floor area of approximately
381,000 gross square feet (gsf) of hotel uses and approximately 7,800 gsf of privately-owned public
open space (POPOS) located on the rooftop (level 36). The hotel would include 401 tourist hotel guest
rooms, and several accessory hotel uses that would be open to the public, including a full-service
restaurant and bar on the ground floor and a sky bar/lounge located on level 35. The hotel would
include approximately 15,000 gsf of function/meeting space including pre-function and function
spaces, and a range of conference room sizes to accommodate events of varying sizes. Fitness facilities
for use by hotel guests, including a pool, spa, and exercise room, would be located on level 6. The
Project includes 3 off-street loading spaces, 16 Class 1 and 10 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, with no
off-street parking provided.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site (“Site”) consists of three contiguous lots (Lots 086,
107, and 110) within Assessor’s Block 3736, totaling 14,505 square feet (0.33 acres) in area. The Site is
a through lot, bounded by Howard Street to the north and Tehama Street to the south, and contains
three separate buildings. The existing buildings include a 6,375 square foot, two-story office building
at 547 Howard Street; a 24,885 square foot, three-story office building at 555 Howard Street/56 Tehama
Street; and a 12,375 square foot, two-story mixed-use building at 557 Howard Street/58 Tehama Street
containing office over a ground-floor retail use. The three buildings were originally constructed in the
early 1900s, but were surveyed in the Transit Center District Historic Resource Survey in 2012 and not
found to be Contributory or Significant Buildings.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Site is located within the Downtown Core, and
more specifically, within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) area, and the Transbay (Zone 2)
redevelopment area. Development in the vicinity consists primarily of high-rise office buildings,
interspersed with low-rise mixed-use buildings. The block on which the Site is located contains several
low to mid-rise office buildings. Immediately to the west of the Site is the elevated bus ramp leading
to the Salesforce Transit Center, located north of the Site. The parcel, formerly known as Transbay
“Parcel G,” was owned by the State (Caltrans) and is now owned by the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority (TJPA). The parcel is zoned “P” for public use. TJPA, in consultation with the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCll), are planning for the development of a public park
(“Underground Ramp Park”) underneath the above-grade bus ramps, programmed with a balance of
hardscape and landscaped areas. The Project Sponsor holds an easement agreement with TJPA to
utilize a small area of the parcel abutting the Site for use as an outdoor sitting/eating area to help
active the future park. Immediately to the east of the Site are three low-rise, four to five story buildings
containing office and industrial uses. Located at the intersection of 1st and Howard Streets are four
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mid-rise, 10-story buildings known as “Foundry Square.” Immediately to the north of the Site is the
Transbay “Parcel F” site (542-550 Howard Street), currently an undeveloped construction staging area
used during the construction of the adjacent Salesforce Transit Center. The Parcel F project includes
the construction of an approximately 750-foot-tall, 61-story mixed used building with office, hotel, and
residential uses. The 5-story Salesforce Transit Center and the Salesforce Park, 3-story commercial
building at 540 Howard Street, a 4-story commercial building at 530 Howard Street, and a surface
parking lot at 524 Howard Street are located north and northeast of the Site. The parking lot at 524
Howard Street is planned to be replaced with a mixed-use development project. Several other high-
rise buildings are planned, under construction, or have recently completed construction in the
surrounding area, including a newly completed mixed-use project at 181 Fremont Street.

5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Project Sponsor has conducted community outreach to
stakeholders that includes local organizations and community groups. To date, the Department has
received four (4) letters of support from the following organizations/community groups: The East Cut
Community Benefit District; Hotel Council of San Francisco; San Francisco Chamber of Commerce; and
San Francisco Travel Association. The letters of support speak to the exceptionally transit-oriented
nature of the Site and general support for a new 401-room luxury hotel that will bolster the city’s
tourism economy. The Department has also received one (1) letter citing concerns over traffic and
loading, shadows, and construction impacts associated with the proposed Project.

6. Planning Code Compliance. The Planning Code Compliance as set forth in Downtown Project
Authorization Motion No. XXXXX apply to this Conditional Use Authorization Motion, and are
incorporated as though fully set forth herein.

7. PlanningCode Section 303(c). The Planning Code establishes criteria for the Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with
said criteria in that:

A. TheProposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated, and at the proposed location,
will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the neighborhood
or the community.

The Project is consistent with and helps to realize the vision set forth in the Transit Center District
Plan, providing an architecturally iconic building with significant residential and commercial activity
in a prime location at the center of the City's “new” downtown. The Site is located within the Transit
Center District Plan area, one block south of the Salesforce Transit Center, which, serves as an
intermodal rail facility with service by Caltrain, California High Speed Rail, and numerous regional
bus lines. The Project proposes a 35-story tourist hotel tower with supporting conference and event
space, bar and restaurant spaces, and a publicly accessible open space on the building’s roof. While
adjacent and nearby structures will be much taller (Salesforce Tower at 1,070 feet to the crown,
Oceanwide, 50 1st Street at 850 feet, and Parcel F, 542-550 Howard proposed to be 800 feet), the
subject building at 385 feet (405 feet to the top of the roof deck screening) will serve as a primary
contributor to the urban form of the Transit Center District due to its proximity to Salesforce Transit
Center and adjacency to the ramp leading to the Transit Center.
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The Project’s location will provide an invaluable supply of hotel space in a much-needed location,
close to many of San Francisco’s most popular tourist attractions, the Moscone Convention Center,
the Salesforce Transit Center and the most significant density of office space in the City. Thus, its 401
hotel rooms will help to alleviate the shortage of hotel rooms, serving the needs of the city in an ideal
location for both tourist and business travel. Furthermore, its unrivaled transit-oriented location one
block from the Salesforce Transit Center ensures that these needs will be met in the most sustainable
location possible.

A market study conducted by the Hudson Group concluded that the site's proximity to the downtown
core, Moscone Center, and Transbay Transit Center position the proposed hotel well to capture
market area demand, particularly considering the increasing number of international and domestic
passengers flying in and out of the San Francisco International Airport.

In summary, the Project provides a thoughtful and balanced response to the city's needs for
economic growth and public services, and represents a desirable, harmonious addition to the
burgeoning Transbay neighborhood.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare
of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that could be
detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that:

1. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The Project is further intended to be consistent with the zoning prescribed by the Transit Center
District Plan. Accordingly, the size, shape, and development potential on the Project site are all
consistent with a long-term vision for this particular location as a cornerstone of the Transbay
District. The Project proposes a building form and a mix of uses that will provide numerous
benefits to the evolving Transbay neighborhood and to the city.

The Project integrates 3 parcels amounting to approximately 14,505 square feet to propose a
381,063 gross square foot building. Along the northern portion of the parcel's eastern property
line, and 20-foot side setback is provided, whereas a 10-foot side setback is provided towards the
rear where the adjacent property to the east provides a side setback to accommodate an at-
grade parking lot. While no setback is provided on the property's western property line, the
parcel is zoned "P" for public, contains an elevated bus ramp to the Salesforce Transit Center,
and the Under Ramp Park is planned. Therefore, it is unlikely that development would occur in
this area. The building maintains a strong 45-foot tall, transparent base on all frontages,
creating a publicly accessible open space at the roof of the building, on top of a bar at the 35th
floor. At the ground-floor, a neighborhood-serving restaurant is envisioned, providing new
amenities to the community.

2. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

Because of its close proximity to the Salesforce Transit Center, the Project will be tremendously
accessible to hotel guests, employees, visitors and residents via multiple modes of
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transportation. Given its proximity to the primary transportation hub for the region, the Project
will be a model of transportation-oriented development. Specifically, the Project proposes no off-
street accessory parking, consistent with the City's “Transit First” policy, and proposes an
efficient program of both on-and off-street passenger and freight loading on a constrained site
that minimizes negative effects on the pedestrian realm.

The Project proposes a total of three (3) off-street loading spaces, two of which can be used for
service vehicles and VIP vanpools, which is accessed from the Tehama Street frontage, preserving
the Howard Street frontage for pedestrian and bicyclist activity. The Project also includes Class
1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Class 1 spaces are located at the basement level (B2),
accessible from an elevator on the ground floor while Class 2 spaces will be located along the
Tehama Street frontage.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic,
and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons visiting, residing or working in the
vicinity.

3. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor;

The Project does not propose any uses or materials that would present unusual emissions, noise,
glare, dust or odor. The Project Sponsor will work closely with the Planning Department to
minimize the potential for any such negative effects.

4. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The Project is designed to be aesthetically pleasing and provide safe, comfortable public and
private open spaces for visitors and the surrounding community to use and enjoy. The Project
includes 7,744 square feet of privately-owned public open space (POPQS). The exterior POPOS
would be located on the roof level (level 36), accessible via elevators from the ground floor. The
conceptional programming for the POPOS includes outdoor seating, vegetation, and public
restrooms situated within an open floor plan enclosed by an 18-foot-tall glass curtainwall
providing 360-degree views of San Francisco. Additionally, the Project proposes at-grade
landscaped areas in front of the proposed lobby (fronting Howard Street), and along the Site’s
western boundary (fronting Under Ramp Park). The Project provides visual screening of the off-
street loading area and will include a lighting design that facilitates 24-hour safety and security
in the vicinity of the Project.

C. Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with the various provisions of the San Francisco Planning Code and is consistent
with, and will not adversely affect the General Plan. The Project conforms to multiple goals and
policies of the General Plan, as described in further detail in the Downtown Project Authorization,
Motion No. XXXXX.
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D. Such use or feature as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the
purpose of the applicable Use District.

The City approved the Transit Center District Plan, a subarea plan of the Downtown Plan, and the
Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial Special Use District in 2012. The Subarea Plan and SUD reaffirm
long-standing City policy to concentrate intensive commercial development in the Transit Center
District and does so by mandating sites such as the subject property be reserved for predominately
commercial development.

8. Planning Code Section 303(g). The Planning Code establishes criteria for the Planning Commission
to consider with respect to applications for development of tourist hotels and motels. In addition to
criteria set forth in Section 303(c), the Planning Commission shall also consider:

A. The impact of the employees of the hotel or motel on the demand in the City for housing, public
transit, child-care, and other social services. To the extent relevant, the Commission shall also
consider the seasonal and part-time nature of employment in the hotel or motel;

The new 401-room hotel is not anticipated to have an adverse effect on housing. Due to the Project's
proximity to a variety of local transit services, many hotel employees are anticipated to be current
City residents and residents of nearby communities. The Sponsor’s contribution to the Jobs-Housing
Linkage Program will help fund the construction of affordable housing in the City.

Access to a variety of local public transit services, as well as the distribution of hotel employees
between different daily shifts will reduce the Project's impact on public transit. The Sponsor’s
contribution to the City’s Transportation Sustainability Fund and payment of the Transit Center
Transportation fee, as well as the Sponsor's ongoing participation in a Transportation Demand
Management Plan will augment the funding of many planned downtown transit improvements and
facilitate use by the Project employees of the available modes of transportation to and from the Site.
The Sponsor’s participation in the childcare program, pursuant to Section 414 of the Planning Code,
will enhance the availability of affordable childcare services in the city. The proposed hotel use will
have no appreciable effect on other social services. The Project is likely to provide new employment
for some currently unemployed workers and will participate in the City's First Source Hiring Program.
Providing additional job opportunities to San Francisco residents may lessen the need for some
social services.

The Project's location in downtown San Francisco will ensure business visitors and leisure travelers
throughout the year, resulting in a steady number of employees that is unlikely to vary significantly
on a seasonal basis. The hotel only has small-scale in-house banqueting and meeting spaces that
can be serviced primarily with in-house staff and is unlikely to require the hiring of significant part-
time or temporary labor.

B. The measures that will be taken by the project sponsor to employ residents of San Francisco in
order to minimize increased demand for regional transportation;
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The Project Sponsor will participate in the City’s First Source Hiring Program, which aims to increase
employment of San Francisco residents. The Project will benefit from steady occupancy due to its
proximity to the City’s major lodging demand generators, including the Moscone Convention Center
(which operates at very high capacity), numerous cultural institutions, and Downtown Financial
District. There are also high concentrations of technology companies in the immediate vicinity of the
Project, which also drive hotel occupancy. The steady occupancy will drive the hotel operator to hire
permanent positions rather than those that are seasonal. The stable, full-time nature of employment
will lead to the hiring of more local employees.

C. The market demand for a hotel or motel of the type proposed; and

A March 2020 market analysis conducted by a qualified consultant (“The Hudson Group Real Estate
Consultants, Inc.”) for the Project shows that the San Francisco lodging market and this location have
significant unsatisfied demand.! Unsatisfied demand typically results in the displacement of
travelers to locations further away from demand generators and increases the need for use of transit
systems. The Property's proximity to demand generator reduces the need for travelers to stay far
away from their destination and thus reduces the use of transportation systems. The analysis showed
hotel occupancy rates in San Francisco at 82 percent, substantially above the nationwide average.?
With this level of occupancy, hotels in the competitive market will be operating at capacity during
peak periods and will be unable to accommodate additional demand.

The San Francisco lodging market is comprised of several sub-markets, determined by location, size,
market orientation and price point. The proposed hotel use is expected to be competitive within the
luxury tier of the City’s hotels. This tier includes luxury hotels with internationally recognized brands
as well as near-luxury hotels operated independent of brand. The competitive supply includes five
hotels with 1,228 available rooms.? The hotels are located in the SOMA/Moscone Center area, the
Financial District, and Nob Hill. While the lodging demand in the overall San Francisco market is
relatively evenly balanced between individual commercial travelers, group/convention business,
and leisure travelers, demand in the competitive set is more heavily weighted towards commercial
traveler segment.

Broadly, San Francisco is currently undersupplied with hotel rooms and generates a significant
amount of unsatisfied demand. Unsatisfied demand causes displacement of visitors and revenues to
locations at the periphery or outside the city. It is anticipated the addition of the proposed 401 hotel
guestrooms will be readily absorbed into the marketplace in 2024 without significantly affecting
occupancy for any competitive properties. Market conditions clearly support the need for new hotel
stock, particularly in the luxury hotel range that would appeal to both tourists and business travelers.
Further increase in market demand is anticipated due to the expansion of the Moscone Convention
Center, as well as the development of several Class-A office towers on surrounding sites in the
Project’s vicinity.

! “Study of Potential Market Demand 401-room Langham Place Hotel 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, CA,” The Hudson Group Real Estate
Consultants, Inc., March 1, 2020.

2Tbid.

*Tbid
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Prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, hotel occupancy rates in San Francisco had consistently
averaged in the low- to mid-80 percentage range. Year to year, the occupancy rate has remained
approximately 20 points above the national average and the city has been among the strongest
lodging markets in the country. In light of the effects to tourism and the lodging industry attributed
to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, the Department requested an update to the initially submitted
market demand study. The Project Sponsor secured a market demand update from The Hudson
Group Real Estate Consultants, Inc. The analysis acknowledges the highly fluid status of all global
economic activities as impacted by COVID-19, especially on the retail sales and service sectors,
including tourism in San Francisco.” The update also acknowledges the lack of information relating
to tourism recovery, making precise demand assessments difficult. However, if approved, the Project
would not commence operations until early 2024 (Q1), providing a three-and-one-half year period
for global economic recovery. Should market demand recover between 2022 and 2024, as is widely
expected, then the original forecast of market demand for the Project would remain valid.?

D. In the Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial Special Use District, the opportunity for commercial
growth in the Special Use District and whether the proposed hotel, considered with other hotels
and non-commercial uses approved or proposed for major development sites in the Special Use
District since its adoption would substantially reduce the capacity to accommodate dense, transit-
oriented job growth in the District.

The Project’s hotel use will not substantially reduce the capacity of Transit Center C-3-O (SD)
Commercial Special Use District to accommodate dense, transit-oriented job growth. The Project’s
approximately 381,000 gross square feet of hotel space provide a density of jobs that would not likely
be realized with a project containing only residential uses. As of January 2020, the Oceanwide Center
located at First and Mission Streets (with 169 hotel rooms), along with the proposed hotel project at
Parcel F located at 542-546 Howard Street (189 hotel rooms), located directly across from the Site,
are the only other hotel uses proposed within the District, and there remains capacity for several
more hotels to be developed in the Transit Center District.

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the Transit Center District Plan (“TCDP”) (a sub-area of the Downtown Area Plan), the
Downtown Area Plan, and the General Plan for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown
Project Authorization, Motion No. XXXXX, which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein.

10. Planning Code Compliance 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 findings in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. XXXXX, which are
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein.

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

“Update on market demand during COVID-19, The Hudson Group Real Estate Consultants, Inc., June 10, 2020.
°Ibid.
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and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization 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 Conditional Use Authorization
Application No. 2019-000494CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general
conformance with plans on file, dated September 14, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” for Case No. 2019-
000494DNX, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as “EXHIBIT C” and incorporated herein
as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required improvement and mitigation measures identified
in the Transit Center District Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as Conditions of Approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use
Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective
date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the
date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further
information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

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

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

| hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 24, 2020

Jonas P. lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
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ADOPTED: September 24,2020
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Authorization

This authorization is for a Conditional Use Authorization to permit a hotel use pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 210.2 and 303, as part of a Project that includes the demolition of three existing structures containing
non-residential uses and the construction of a new 35-story building reaching a roof height of up to 385 feet
tall (approximately 419 feet tall inclusive of elevator overrun, and rooftop screening/mechanical equipment)
with a total gross floor area of approximately 381,000 square feet of Hotel Uses with 401 hotel rooms, located
at 555 Howard Street, Lots 086, 107, and 110 of Assessor’s Block 3736, within the Downtown-Office (Special
Development) (C-3-O(SD)) Zoning District and a 350-S Height and Bulk District, in general conformance with
plans, dated September 14, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2019-
000494 CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September
24, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the
property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

Compliance with Other Requirements

The Planning Code Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No. XXXXX, Case No. 2019-000494DNX (Downtown
Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309) and the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program adopted as Exhibit C to Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX, Case No. 2019-000494DNX apply to
this Motion, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

Recordation of Conditions of Approval

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is subject to the
conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on
September 24, 2020 under Motion No. XXXXXX.

Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans

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

Severability

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

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional
Use authorization.
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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 628-652-7463,
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 628-652-7463,
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 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the

Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a
legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has
caused delay.

For_information _about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
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.
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For_information _about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must also obtain Downtown Project
Authorization with requests for exceptions, pursuant to Section 309; and Variances from the strict
requirements of the Planning Code related to the width of openings for off-street parking/loading
entrances (Section 155(s)(4)(A)) and location of Class 1 bicycle parking (Section 155.1(b)(1)) and a Height
Exemption for the elevator penthouse (Section 260(b)(1)(B)) such that an elevator can meet state or federal
regulations, and satisfy all the conditions thereof. The conditions set forth below are additional conditions
required in connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed
on the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning
Administrator, shall apply.

For_information _about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

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

For_information _about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628-652-7463,
www.sf-planning.org

8. Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase the
required number of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of Use of TDR
prior to the issuance of a site permit for all development which exceeds the base FAR of 6.0 to 1, up to an
FAR of 9.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor area subject to this requirement shall be determined based
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628-652-7463, www.sf-

planning.org




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

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

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

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

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

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



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2019-000494CUA
September 24,2020 555 Howard Street



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



Record No. 2019-000494DNX
555 Howard Street

EXHIBIT C:
MMRP





APPENDIX B
COVER SHEET

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING

PROG

RAM

September 22,2020

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

555 Howard Street
Case No. 2019-000494ENV

The table below indicates when compliance with each mitigation measure must occur. Some mitigation measures span multiple phases. Substantive descriptions of each

mitigation measure’s requirements are provided on the following pages of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This cover sheet must be included as the title page of

the first construction document submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department for review.

Period of Compliance

: Post- . .

Mitigation Measure Prior fo the ;tarE of During Construction Construction or Compliance with MM
Construction : completed?

Operational

Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing Program X X

Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Construction Coordination X X

Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Loading Dock Management. X

Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise X X

Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Mechanical Equipment X

Project Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1: Construction Air Quality X X

Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel X

Generators

*Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a developmen
foundation installation, and building construction.

t project including, but not

limited to: site preparation, cl

earing, demolition, ex

cavation, shoring,

Prior to start of : : POSt_. Compliance with MM
Improvement Measure . During Construction Construction or
Construction : completed?
Operational
Improvement Measure | - TR-1: Passenger Loading Zone Management X
Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Event-Related Transportation Demand Management X

Cover page 1
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MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing Program

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be Project sponsor’s Prior toissuance  Environmental Review Considered complete
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken  qualified of construction Officer after Final Archeological
to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project  archeological permits and Resources Report is
on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and consultant and throughout the approved.
associated or unassociated funerary objects. The project sponsor shall retain - construction construction

the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department  contractor. period.

Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning

Department archeologist. After the first project approval action or as directed

by the ERO, 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 testing program as specified herein. In addition, the

consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or

data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The

archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this

measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). 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

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
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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, the Overseas Chinese, or
other potentially interested descendant group 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 offer
recommendations to the 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 Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare
and submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan
(ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance

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

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

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the Project sponsor’s Prior toissuance  Planning Department Considered complete
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely qualified of construction after approval of
affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the archeological permits and Archeological Testing
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing  consultant and throughout the Report.
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence  construction construction
of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any contractor. period.
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical
resource under CEQA.
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological Project sponsor/ After completion  Archeological consultant Archeological Testing

consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include
preservation in place, additional archeological testing, archeological
monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No
archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval
of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist.

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and
that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the
ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether
preservation of the resource in place is feasible. If so, the proposed project
shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource. If preservation in place is not feasible, a data

of the
Archeological

archeological
consultant at the

direction of the ERO.  Testing Program.

shall submit report of the
findings of the ATP to the

ERO.

Result report or memo
on file with
Environmental Planning,
with email or other
written documentation
of concurrence on need
to archeological data
recovery.
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Schedule
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recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance
and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

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

e Thearcheological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related
soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with
the archeological consultant shall determine what project activities
shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any 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 risk these activities pose to potential
archeological resources and to their depositional context;

e Thearcheological consultant shall undertake a worker training program
for soil-disturbing workers that will include an overview of expected
resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s),
and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an
archeological resource;

The Project Sponsor
and archeological
consultant at the
direction of the ERO.

After consultation with
and approval by ERO of
AMP.

Consultation with ERO on
scope of AMP.

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

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

e Ifanintactarcheological depositis 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 activities and
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving or
deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation
activities may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving or deep
foundation activities 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
make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the
findings of this assessment to the ERO.

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the
monitoring program to the ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery Project sponsor’s

plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall qualified Inthe eventthat  Planning Department Considered complete
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft archeological an archeological upon approval of Final
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. consultant and site is uncovered Archeological Results
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will construction during the Report.

preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected  contractor. construction

to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research period.

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.

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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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.
e 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 Project sponsor / Inthe eventthat  Planning Department Considered complete
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary archeological human remains after approval of Final
objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with consultantin are uncovered Archeological Results
applicable State and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification ~ consultation with during the Report and disposition of

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, inthe  the San Francisco construction human remains has
event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remainsare ~ Medical Examiner, period. occurred as specified in

Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American
Heritage Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).
The MLD will complete his or her inspection of the remains and make
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being
granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The ERO
also shall be notified immediately upon the discovery of human remains.

The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a
Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible,
for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of human
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed in
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, scientific
analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains
and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to
scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary
objects, the archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains
and associated or unassociated funerary objects until completion of any
such analyses, after which the remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement.

Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept treatment recommendations of
the MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor and MLD are unable to reach

NAHC, and MLD. Agreement.
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an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, with cooperation of the project
sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and/or mortuary materials are stored
securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with
appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future subsurface
disturbance.

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity,
additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s archeological
treatment documents, and in any related agreement established between
the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall Project sponsor’'s At completion  Planning Department
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that  qualified of archeological

evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource archeological investigations.

and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed
in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. The Draft FARR shall include a curation and deaccession plan for
all recovered cultural materials. The Draft FARR shall also include an
Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all significant archeological
features.

consultant.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.
Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare a public
distribution version of the FARR. Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as

Considered complete
after Final
Archeological
Resources Report is
approved.
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follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center
(NWIC) shall receive one 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 and one unlocked,
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of public interest in or the high interpretive value of
the resource, the ERO may require a different or additional final report
content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

TRANSPORATION
Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Construction Coordination
To minimize potential disruptions to transit, traffic, and pedestrians  Project sponsor, Prior to the

and bicyclists, the project sponsor shall work with construction SFMTA, SF Public  issuance of a

contractors to develop a Construction Management Plan that include Works, ISCOTT, as  site permit,

the following: directed by the demolition

«  Limit construction truck movements to the hours between ERO permit, or any

9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (or other times, if approved by other permit
SFMTA) to minimize disruption of traffic, transit, and from the
pedestrian flow on adjacent streets and sidewalks during the Department of
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Building

SFMTA, SF Public Works,
Planning Department.

Considered complete
upon completion of
project construction
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«  Identify optimal truck routes to and from the site to minimize

impacts to traffic, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists; and

+  Encourage construction workers to use transit when
commuting to and from the site, reducing the need for
parking.

The project sponsor shall also coordinate with SFMTA/Sustainable
Streets Division, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and
construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the Transit Center project,
and with Muni, Golden Gate Transit and other potential impacted
transit agencies to develop construction phasing and operations
plans that would result in the least amount of disruption that s
feasible to transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity, and
vehicular traffic.

The Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate
information to contractors and affected agencies with respect to
coordinating construction activities to minimize overall disruptions
and ensure that overall circulation in the project area is maintained
to the extent possible, with particular focus on securing transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle access. The program would supplement and
expand rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or

Inspection for

the 555 Howard

Street building
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provisions set forth by SFMTA, SFPW, or other City departments and
agencies, or Caltrans.
Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2: Loading Dock Management.
The project sponsor shall ensure that building management employs Project sponsor Sponsor to Project sponsor or Considered complete
an attendant for the project’s off-street loading dock and on-street submit Loading successor owner/ upon ERO approval of
commercial loading zone. The attendant will be stationed at the Dock manager of building Loading Management
project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the off- Management Plan;
street loading dock and avoid any safety-related conflicts with Plan to ERO
pedestrians, and bicyclists on the sidewalk, and other roadway users prior to the
on the sidewalk and along the adjacent travel lane during the a.m. issuance of any
and p.m. peak periods of traffic and pedestrian activity, with certificate of Ongoing monitoring to
extended hours as dictated by traffic and pedestrian conditions and occupancy for continue indefinitely
by activity in the project loading dock. If there is a delivery truck the proposed
longer than SU-30, the attendant will direct it to the on-street project.
commercial loading zone and facilitate the loading activities to
minimize the dwell time and blockage of the off-street loading Project sponsor
spaces. The project shall also install audible and visible warning or successor
devices, or comparably effective warning devices, as approved by the owner/
planning department and/or the Sustainable Streets Division of the manager of the
Municipal Transit Agency, to alert pedestrians and bicyclists of the building to
outbound vehicles from the loading dock. implement
CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

12





Attachment B

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and

Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance
ongoing
Deliveries by trucks longer than an SU-30 shall be restricted to off- monitoring of
peak hours (e.g., between 9 p.m. and 5 a.m.) and shall be required to loading
reserve on-street parking spaces to complete loading activities. operations
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project indefinitely

sponsor shall consult with the Municipal Transportation Agency
concerning the design of loading and parking facilities.

The project sponsor shall also coordinate with the property owner for
543 Howard Street or the property owner representative for the
proposed project at 543 Howard Street regarding the on-street
commercial loading zone along Tehama Street and submit a color
curb application to the SFMTA for this zone’s review and approval.

NOISE
Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise

The project sponsor and general contractor shall adhere to the
following measures to reduce construction noise:

e  Temporary plywood noise barriers shall be used along the
boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive
receptors and reduce noise levels. For the noise barrier to be

Project  sponsor During

and project construction.

contractor

Project sponsor to
provide planning
department with
monthly reports during
construction period.

Considered completed
upon receipt of final
monitoring report at
completion of
construction.
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effective, it must be minimum 8 feet high, 2 psf, and
constructed without cracks or gaps. Where gates are needed
for access to the site, they shall be closed when not in use.

e Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall
use the best available noise control techniques (e.g.,
improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-
attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).

e Stationary noise sources (e.g., generators, CoOmpressors)
shall be located as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive
receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to
construct barriers around such sources and/or the
construction site, as needed. To further reduce noise,
stationary equipment shall be located in pit areas or
excavated areas (e.g., dewatering pumps), as feasible.

e Impacttools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and
rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered
shall be used wherever possible to avoid noise associated
with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered
tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an
exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be
used, along with external noise jackets on the tools.

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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e Allwork shall be performed in a manner that minimizes
noise to the extent feasible; uses equipment with effective
mufflers; undertakes the noisiest activities during times of
least disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants,
as feasible; and selects haul routes that avoid residential
buildings, where such routes are otherwise feasible.

e Priorto theissuance of a building permit, along with the
submission of construction document, the project sponsor
shall submit to the planning department and department of
building Inspection a list of measures to respond and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise. These
measures shall include 1) information regarding the noise
complaint procedures and phone numbers for notifying the
building department, public health department, and police
department, 2) a sign posted on-site describing noise
complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that
shall be answered at all times, 3) designation of an on-site
noise enforcement manager, and 4) notification to
neighboring residents and non-residential building
managers within 300 feet of the project construction area at
least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-generating

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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activity (defined as activities generating noise level of 90
dBA or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity.
e The effectiveness of noise attenuation measures shall be
monitored by taking noise measurements during
construction.
Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Mechanical Equipment
The project acoustical consultant has provided recommendations to  Project sponsor. Prior to receipt  Project sponsor to Considered completed
reduce noise from the mechanical systems associated with the of a certificate  provide planning upon receipt of final
project, including the following noise reduction measures: of occupancy.  department with analysis project design

that building mechanical incorporating

e The Level 1.5 exhaust fan discharge systems, discharging systems meet specified  reduction measures

into the loading dock, would need to include a minimum of

10 feet of internally lined duct. noise ordinance and analy5|§
requirements. demonstrating
e The Level 4 cooling towers would need to be selected with compliance with the
Ultra-Quiet Fans and Splash Attenuation. specified noise
ordinance

e The Level 4 Kitchen Exhaust Fan (KEF 04-01) would need to

include a 6-inch deep acoustic louver at the fan discharge. requirements.

e TheLevel 6 mechanical room would need a 6-inch deep
acoustic louver.
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e Thelevel4,5,6and 21 exhaust and outside discharging
through the west facade will require a

6 -inch deep acoustic louver.

These recommendations from the acoustical consultant shall be
included in the final design of the project. In addition, priorto a
certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit
documentation to the planning department demonstrating that the
building’s mechanical systems meet the noise limits specified in
section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code (i.e., a 8 dB increase at
the property plane and interior limits of 55 dBA and 45 dBA for
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively). In the event the analysis
does not demonstrate the noise levels meet these requirements,
additional noise reduction measures shall be installed until it is
demonstrated that these noise limits have been met.

Air Quality

Project Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1: Construction Air Quality

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply  Project sponsor/  Prior to Project sponsor, Considered complete

with the following: contractor(s). construction contractor(s) to submit ~ upon submittal of
activities certification statement to certification

A.  Engine Requirements. .
g q requiring the the ERO. statement.

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for use of off-road
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of equipment.
construction activities shall have engines that meet or
exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-
road emission standards, and have been retrofitted with an
ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy.

Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4
Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this
requirement.

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available,
portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment,
shall not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any
location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable
state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road
equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating
conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and visible
signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated
queuing areas and at the construction site to remind
operators of the two minute idling limit.

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 555 Howard Street
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Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment
operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction
equipment, and require that such workers and operators properly
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer
specifications.

Waivers.

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or
designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power
requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO
grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit
documentation that the equipment used for onsite power
generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1).

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1)
if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3
VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce
desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes;
installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or
impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling
emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not retrofitted
with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the

CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Implementation Mitigation
Responsibility Schedule

Monitoring/ Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of

Compliance

Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment,

according to Table below.

Complianc . .
Engine Emission .

e Emissions Control

. Standard
Alternative
1 Tier2 ARB Level 2 VDECS
2 Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS
3 Tier2 Alternative Fuel*

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment

requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need

to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the

Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance
Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative
2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor
must meet Compliance Alternative 3.

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS.
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and

Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site Project sponsor/ | Priorto Project sponsor, Considered complete
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction contractor(s). issuance of a contractor(s) to prepare | on findings by ERO
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and permit and submit a Plan to the | that Planis complete.
approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the specified in ERO.
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. Section

106A.3.2.6 of

the San

Francisco

Building Code.

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction
timeline by phase, with a description of each piece of off-
road equipment required for every construction phase. The
description may include, but is not limited to: equipment
type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier
rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected
fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed, the
description may include: technology type, serial number,
make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level,
and installation date and hour meter reading on installation
date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel
being used.
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the
contract specifications. The Plan shall include a
certification statement that the Contractor agrees to
comply fully with the Plan.

The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review
on-site during working hours. The Contractor shall post at the
construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan. The
sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan for
the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how
to request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one
copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the construction
site facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor Project sponsor/ | Quarterly. Project sponsor, Considered complete
shall submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance contractor(s). contractor(s) to submit upon findings by the
with the Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior quarterly reports to the ERO that the Plan is
to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall ERO. being/has been
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, implemented.
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction
phase, and the specific information required in the Plan.
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Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/ Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of

Compliance

Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control
Technology for Diesel Generators

The project sponsor shall ensure that the backup diesel generator
meets or exceeds one of the following emission standards for
particulate matter: (1) Tier 4 certified engine, or (2) Tier 2 or Tier 3
certified engine that is equipped with a California Air Resources
Board (ARB) Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy
(VDECS). A non-verified diesel emission control strategy may be used
if the filter has the same particulate matter reduction as the identical
ARB verified model and if the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (air district) approves of its use. The project sponsor shall
submit documentation of compliance with the air district New
Source Review permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and
Regulation 2, Rule 5) and the emission standard requirement of this
mitigation measure to the planning department for review and
approval prior to issuance of a permit for a backup diesel generator
from any city agency.

Project sponsor
and project
contractor; air
district

Prior to
issuance of
permit for
backup diesel
generator.

Project sponsor and
project contractor.

Considered complete
upon submittal of
documentation of
compliance.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR

TRANSPORTATION

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Passenger Loading Zone Management

It will be the responsibility of the project sponsor to ensure that
project-generated passenger loading activities along Howard Street

Project sponsor.

Ongoing

Project Sponsor

Ongoing
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Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

are accommodated within the confines of the passenger loading
zone. Specifically, the project sponsor will monitor passenger
loading activities at the proposed zone to ensure that such activities
are in compliance with the following requirements:

« That double parking, queueing, or other project-generated
activities do not resultin intrusions into the adjacent travel lane.
Any project-generated vehicle conducting, or attempting to
conduct, passenger pick-up or drop-off activities, should not
occupy, or obstruct free-flow traffic or bicycle circulation, in the
adjacent travel lane.

«  Thatvehicles conducting passenger loading activities are not
stopped in the passenger loading zone for an extended period
of time. In this context, an “extended period of time” shall be
defined as more than five consecutive minutes.

If passenger loading activities at the proposed on-street passenger
loading zones will not be incompliance with the above requirements,
the project sponsor will employ abatement methods as needed to
ensure compliance. Suggested abatement methods may include
employment or deployment of additional staff to direct passenger
loading activities; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking
with nearby uses; travel demand management strategies such as
additional bicycle parking; and limiting hours of access to the
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Schedule and
Implementation Mitigation Monitoring/ Reporting Verification of
Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures Responsibility Schedule Responsibility Compliance

passenger loading zones. Any new abatement measures should be
reviewed and approved by the planning department.

In general, hotel management will also work with tour groups and
event sponsors booking rooms or space in the building to determine
what transportation needs they have, and will coordinate regularly
with the valet operator to ensure that sufficient curb space is
available in the passenger loading zone to accommodate passenger
loading needs. If necessary, building management and/or the valet
operator will clear space at the zone in advance of the arrival of tour
buses or other tour/event traffic. If additional space is necessary, a
temporary signage application can also be filed with the SFMTA to
convert on-street parking in the immediate vicinity of the project site
into additional space for passenger loading.

Building management will also ensure that passenger loading
activities do not obstruct pedestrian circulation and safety in the
adjacent sidewalk. While passenger loading activities would
temporarily occupy portions of the sidewalk as part of regular hotel
and valet operations (e.g., valet stand stationed in the sidewalk,
porters moving hotel guests’ luggage to and from curbside),
pedestrian access along the sidewalk fronting the building will be
maintained at all times. Major obstruction to pedestrian circulation -
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such as large tour groups assembling in the sidewalk to board or
alight tour buses - will be avoided.

If the Planning Director or their designee suspects that project-
generated passenger loading activities in the proposed passenger
loading zone are not in compliance with the above requirements,
the planning department will notify the property owner in writing.
The property owner or their designated agent (such as building
management), will need to hire a qualified transportation consultant
to evaluate conditions at the site for no less than seven total days.
The consultant should submit a report to the planning department
documenting conditions. Upon review of the report, the planning
department will determine whether project-generated passenger
loading activities are in compliance with the above requirements,
and will notify the property owner of the determination in writing.

Improvement Measure |- TR-2: Event-Related Transportation Demand Projectsponsor. | Ongoing Project Sponsor Ongoing

Management

When booking events in the hotel’s function and conference spaces,
the project sponsor, hotel operator, and/or building management
will work with event sponsors to identify the expected transportation
needs of the event and implement measures to assist with event
activities. Potential measures could include the following:
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. For events that may generate substantial demand for curbside
passenger loading (e.g., tour buses, limousines, etc.) in excess of
regular (non-event) conditions (and could result in disruptions
to traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation along Howard
Street), manage use of the proposed passenger loading zone to
ensure that sufficient space is provided to accommodate the
additional vehicles while maintaining regular (non-event) use of
the zone. If additional space is necessary, the project sponsor
will apply for temporary signage through the SFMTA to convert
on-street parking in the immediate vicinity of the project site
into additional space for event-related passenger loading. If
warranted, the project sponsor will deploy additional curbside
valet and/or hotel staff to assist with passenger
loading/unloading activities, valet operations, and general
management of the zone.

. Provide general transit information (e.g., directions to / from key
transit hubs, routes, schedules, fares) to event sponsors for
distribution to event attendees, and encourage attendees to
take transit, bike, or walk when traveling to / from the event. If
necessary, provide general information about nearby public
parking facilities (e.g., maps, directions, rates, etc.) to event
sponsors for distribution to event attendees.
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. For events that may generate substantial demand for valet
parking in excess of regular (non-event) conditions, the project
sponsor will pursue negotiations with off-site facilities to secure
access to additional vehicle parking spaces to accommodate
events.
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CERTIFICATE OF DETERMINATION
COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION

Record No.: 2019-000494ENV, 555 Howard Street

Zoning: C-3-0(SD) Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District
350-S and Bulk District Transit Center C-3-O(SD) Commercial and
Transbay C-3 Special Use Districts

Plan Area: Downtown and Transit Center District Plan Areas

Block/Lot: 3736/086, 107, 110

Lot Size: 14,505 square feet

Project Sponsor: Patricia Yeh, PEAK, (415) 780-7313, patricia.yeh@peakdpm.com
Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham - (628) 652 - 7579, chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org

Project Description

The project site encompasses three lots on the block bounded by Howard Street to the north, Folsom Street to
the south, First Street to the east, and Second Street to the west within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP)
subarea of the San Francisco General Plan’s Downtown Plan. The project site is developed with the three existing
buildings. The project sponsor proposes the demolition of the three existing buildings at the project site and
construction of a new 35-story (plus 4 basement levels), high-rise tower with approximately 428,620 square feet
of hotel uses. The proposed project would be approximately 385 feet in height to the roofline, 405 feet to the top
of the curtain wall, and 418 feet tall to the top of the elevator machine room and roof screen. The proposed
building would include 401 hotel rooms and several ancillary uses that would be open to the public or available
for public use, including a full-service restaurant and a sky bar totaling 6,950 square feet. The hotel would
include function and conference spaces, including ballroom spaces/pre-function spaces and meeting rooms
totaling 20,900 square feet. The four below-grade levels would be for storage, office associated with the hotel,
and back-of-house and mechanical equipment.

The proposed project would provide 16 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in basement level 2 and 4 Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces on the Howard Street sidewalk near the building entrances. The proposed project would provide
one off-street freight loading dock accessed via Tehama Street and two on-street service vehicle loading spaces
located on Tehama Street. The proposed off-street services vehicle loading spaces would require the
construction of a 19°3” curb cut on Tehama Street and would accommodate two service vehicles. The project
proposes an approximately 48-foot-long, on-street commercial loading (yellow curb) zone on Tehama Street and
an approximately 100-foot-long, on-street passenger loading (white curb) zone on Howard Street. Valet
operations would occur along the Howard Street frontage of the proposed hotel from the passenger loading
zone. Hotel guests would drop-off and pick-up their vehicles at a valet station located at the Howard Street





Certificate of Determination 555 Howard Street
2019-000494ENV

passenger loading zone, with valet attendants taking the vehicle to and from off-site locations. Off-street vehicle
parking is not proposed and no self-parking would be available.

Approval Action: The approval action for the proposed project is the approval of the downtown project
authorization by the Planning Commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal
period for this CEQA determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The
approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA determination pursuant to
section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Community Plan Evaluation Overview

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

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 555 Howard Street
project described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the programmatic EIR for the
Transit Center District Plan (PEIR).* Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine
if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Transit Center
District Plan (TCDP) PEIR.

Findings

As summarized in the initial study - community plan evaluation prepared for the proposed project (Attachment
A)
1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in the
TCDP;

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department Case
Nos. 2007.0558E and 2008.0789E, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072073, certified May 24, 2012. Available online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-
eirs, accessed May 3, 2016

2 Theinitial study - community plan evaluation is available for review at the San Francisco Property Information Map, which can be accessed at
https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. The file can be viewed by clicking on the Planning Applications link, clicking the “More Details” link under the project’s
environmental record number 2019-000494ENV and then clicking on the “Related Documents” link.
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2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the project or
the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the TCDP PEIR;

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were
notidentified in the TCDP PEIR;

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the TCDP PEIR was certified, would be more severe than
were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the TCDP PEIR to mitigate
project-related significant impacts (see Attachment B).

Mitigation measures are included in this project and the project sponsor has agreed to implement these
measures. See the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Attachment B) for the full text
of required mitigation measures.

CEQA Determination

The project is eligible for streamlined environmental review per section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and
California Public Resources Code section 21083.3.

Determination

| do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

September 23, 2020

Lisa Gibson Date
Environmental Review Officer

Attachments

A. Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation
B. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

CC: Patricia Yeh, Peak PEAK Project Management Limited, Project Sponsor;
Supervisor Haney, District 6;
Nick Foster, Current Planning Division.





INITIAL STUDY - COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION

Record No.: 2019-000494ENV, 555 Howard Street

Zoning: C-3-O(SD) - Downtown Office (Special Development)
350-S Height and Bulk District
Transbay C-3 Special Use District
Transit Center C-3-0(SD) Commercial District

Plan Area: Transit Center District Plan (TCDP)

Block/Lot: 3736/107,3736/086, 3736/110

Lot Size: 14,495 square feet

Project Sponsor:  Patricia Yeh, PEAK, (415) 780-7313, patricia.yeh@peakdpm.com
Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham, (628) 652-7579, chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org

Project Description

Project Location and Site Characteristics

The project site encompasses three lots on the block bounded by Howard Street to the north, Folsom Street to the
south, First Street to the east, and Second Street to the west within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) subarea
of the San Francisco General Plan’s Downtown Plan (See Figure 1). Both Howard Street and Tehama Street front
the project site, which is currently developed with three buildings. The western edge of the project site abuts the
Transbay Transit Center bus ramps (connecting the Transbay Transit Center with the Bay Bridge) and the
associated Under Ramp Park (formerly Oscar Park). The project site is developed with the following buildings:

e 547 Howard Street (Lot 110): an approximately 20-foot-tall, two-story, commercial building that is
approximately 6,380 square feet in size. The building was constructed in 1907 and is currently occupied by
office use.

e 555 Howard Street (Lot 086): an approximately 30-foot-tall, three-story, commercial building that is
approximately 24,900 square feet in size. The building was constructed in 1911 and is currently occupied
by office uses and a leisure/entertainment use (“Eagle Club Indoor Golf”).





e 557 Howard Street (Lot 107): an approximately 20-foot-tall, two-story commercial building that is
approximately 12,375 square feet in size. The building was constructed in 1922 and is occupied by a
ground-floor restaurant (“The Melt”) with office use above.

There are no mechanical penthouses on these on-site buildings. Access to these buildings is primarily pedestrian
in nature, with all three buildings having primary access via street-level entrances facing Howard Street, although
Lots 086 and 107 occupied by 555 and 557 Howard Street buildings have frontage and secondary access along
Tehama Street. Only one of the on-site buildings (555 Howard Street on Lot 086) has direct vehicular access,
provided by a single curb cut measuring approximately 12 feet in width along the building’s Tehama Street
frontage. With the exception of this curb cut, all curbs fronting the project site on both Tehama and Howard
streets are designated for use as on-street parking.

Project Characteristics

The project sponsor proposes the demolition of the three existing buildings at the project site and construction of
a new 35-story (plus 4 basement levels), high-rise tower with approximately 428,620 square feet of hotel uses. The
proposed project would be approximately 385 feet in height to the roofline, 405 feet to the top of the curtain wall,
and 418 feet tall to the top of the elevator machine room and roof screen. The project site is located within the
350-S Height and Bulk District and would request a rooftop extension of 10 percent of the base permitted 350-foot
height limit, as permitted by Planning Code Section 263.9.' The proposed building would include 401 hotel rooms
and several ancillary uses that would be open to the public or available for public use, including a full-service
restaurant and bar (approximately 4,750 square feet) on the ground floor and a sky bar (approximately 2,200
square feet) on Level 35. Restaurant uses would total 6,950 square feet. The hotel would include function and
conference spaces on Levels 2, 3,4, 5, and 34, including ballroom spaces/pre-function spaces and meeting rooms
totaling 20,900 square feet. Fitness facilities for use by hotel guests, including a pool, spa, and exercise room (up
to approximately 11,700 square feet total), would be located on Level 6. The four below-grade levels would be for
storage, office associated with the hotel, and back-of-house and mechanical equipment (see Table 1 below).

Typical event types that could be held by the proposed hotel facilities include the following: large events could
take place approximately 10 times per year with a maximum attendance of approximately 666 persons and
medium-size events, such as small conferences or galas, could take place approximately 90 times per year with a
maximum attendance of approximately 280 persons.

The proposed project would include a total of approximately 7,744 square feet of public open space, plus ancillary
uses that would be open to the public or available for public use, including a full-service restaurant (approximately
4,750 square feet) on the ground floor and a sky bar (approximately 2,200 square feet) on Level 35.

Mechanical equipment serving 555 Howard would be either located externally on flat roof areas or is housed
within mechanical rooms, discharging noise and air required to run this equipment through louvers in the
building facade. The proposed project includes heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems and
other mechanical equipment that would be installed in enclosures between levels 1.5, 4, 5, 6, 21, and 35 and
additional HVAC and other mechanical equipment that would be installed within a mechanical penthouse screen
on the building rooftop. The back-up generator would be located in the basement level one.

1 Section 263.9 allows an additional 10 percent of the heights shown on the Zoning Map in S Districts as an extension of the upper tower subject to the
volume reduction requirements of the Code. The additional height may be allowed if determined that the upper tower volume is distributed in a way
that will add to the sense of slenderness of the building and to the visual interest of the termination of the building, and that the added height will
improve the appearance of the skyline when viewed from a distance, and will not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties, and will not add
significant shadows to public open spaces.
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Project Summary

Project Characteristic

Land Use Characteristics
Hotel

Event Space (Conference and Event
Space)

Restaurant

Hotel Amenities (pool, spa, fitness
facilities)

Total Building Area’
Open Space

Privately-owned public open space
(POPOS)

Approximate Area
(Gross Square Feet)

371,457

20,900

Total - 6,950

Full-service restaurant
-4.750

Sky bar-2,200

11,700

428,620

7,744

Site Circulation, Commercial and Passenger Loading

Passenger Loading (spaces)

Bicycle Parking and Facilities (spaces)

Commercial Loading

1 Remaining square footages not included in this table are not spaces exempt from the planning code
calculation of gross square feet including mechanical equipment, circulation, storage, and hotel lobby.

Record No. 2019-000494ENV

5 passenger spaces
white curb (100-foot-
long passenger loading)

16 Class 1 spaces

4 Class 2 spaces

One off-street freight
loading dock (1,489 gsf)

Two on-street service
vehicle loading spaces
(48-foot-long)

Location
(Building Level or Street)

Levels6-34

Levels 2,3,4,5,and 34

Level 1 and Level 35

Level 1 and Level 1.5

Level 35

Level 6

Level 1-35 (+4 basement levels)

Roof Level

Along Howard Street

Basement Level 2

Along Howard Street

Level 1

Tehama Street

555 Howard Street





Passenger, Bicycle, and Commercial Loading Facilities

The proposed project would provide 16 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in basement level 2 and 4 Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces on the Howard Street sidewalk near the building entrances. Pedestrians would access the
proposed hotel at multiple locations along the building’s perimeter. The hotel lobby would be accessed through
the main building entrance on Howard Street. Building entrances on Howard Street and entrances fronting the
proposed Under Ramp Park”would provide access to the ground floor café and restaurant spaces. A separate staff
entrance would be provided on Tehama Street near the proposed loading dock.

The proposed project would provide one off-street freight loading dock accessed via Tehama Street and two on-
street service vehicle loading spaces located on Tehama Street. The proposed off-street services vehicle loading
spaces would require the construction of 19’3” curb cut on Tehama Street and would accommodate two service
vehicles. The project proposes an approximately 48-foot-long, on-street commercial loading (yellow curb) zone on
Tehama Street and an approximately 100-foot-long, on-street passenger loading (white curb) zone commercial
loading on Howard Street. Valet operations would occur along the Howard Street frontage of the proposed hotel
from the passenger loading zone. Hotel guests would drop-off and pick-up their vehicles at a valet station located
at the Howard Street passenger loading zone, with valet attendants taking the vehicle to and from off-site
locations. The hotel operator would negotiate an agreement with the nearby parking garages for the number of
parking spaces needed for the valet operations. Off-street vehicle parking is not proposed and no self-parking
would be available.

The project would include sidewalk improvements, such as the installation of street trees, pervious paving, and
furniture, and other public realm upgrades consistent with the public realm improvements called for in the TCDP.
New street trees would be planted in accordance with Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(1).

Construction activities

Construction of the proposed project would take approximately 37 months. Excavation would be conducted to a
maximum depth of approximately 77 feet below the ground surface for construction of the four below-grade
basement levels, which would result in the removal of approximately 40,000 cubic yards of soil. The area of
estimated excavation would be 13,800 square feet. The proposed tower would be supported by a reinforced mat
foundation that is eight feet thick at the northwest and southeast sides of the tower and 12 feet thick at the tower
core. Shoring likely consist of soil-cement walls that would extend below maximum extent of excavation. Impact
piling driving is not proposed or required.

As noted above, the project site is within the TCDP area, which is centered on the new Transbay Transit Center site.
The TCDP is a comprehensive plan for a portion of the southern downtown financial district and contains the
overarching premise that to accommodate projected office-related job growth in the City, additional office
development capacity must be provided in proximity to the City’s greatest concentration of public transit service.
The TCDP, which was adopted and became effective in September 2012, includes a comprehensive program of
zoning changes, including elimination of the floor area ratio (FAR) maximums and increased height limits on
certain parcels, including the project site. The TCDP’s policies and land use controls allow for increased
development and improved public amenities in the project area, with the intention of creating a dense transit-
oriented district.

2 Under Ramp Park will be located just south of the proposed project with frontages on Howard Street and Tehama Street. This park is not yet
constructed.
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The project site is within Zone 2 of the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Area. At the time of redevelopment plan
adoption, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency implemented a Delegation Agreement with the Planning
Department to generally assign responsibility and jurisdiction for planning, zoning, and project entitlements in
Zone 2 of the redevelopment area to the Planning Department and Planning Commission. As such, the Planning
Department retains land use authority within Zone 2 and this zone is governed by the Planning Code, as
administered by the Planning Department and Planning Commission. Although California dissolved all California
Redevelopment Agencies, effective February 1, 2012, this act did not result in changes to land use controls or
project approval processes for projects proposed within Zone 2.

As noted above, the project site is within the C-3-O (SD) Downtown Office Special Development Use District, and is
also within the Transit Center Commercial Special Use District (SUD), identified in the TCDP, in which the limits on
non-commercial space apply (Planning Code Section 248). The project site is also located within the Transbay C-3
SUD, which is coterminous with Zone 2 of the Transbay Redevelopment Area and which contains additional land
use controls to implement the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its companion documents (Planning Code
Section 249.28). In general, these controls require proposed development within the SUD to undertake
streetscape improvements, deposit fees into the Downtown Open Space Fund, pay other fees into the Citywide
Affordable Housing Fund to construct affordable housing on-site, and (for any parcels adjacent or facing the new
Transit Center and its ramp structures) provide active ground floor uses and direct pedestrian access from these
areas to the ramps around the future Transit Center.

In addition, the TCDP establishes new development impact fees to be collected from almost all development
projects within the C-3-O (SD) District. These include the Transit Center District Open Space Impact Fee and Fund,
Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Impact Fee and Fund, and the Transit Center
District Mello Roos Community Facilities District Program. The Transbay Transit Center building site is located
north of the project site and extends from Beale Street westward almost to Second Street. The five-story (three
above ground) Transbay Transit Center is a one-million-square-foot regional bus and rail station with a five-acre
public park atop the building.

Project Approvals

The proposed 555 Howard Street project would require the following approvals:

Actions by the Planning Commission
e Conditional Use Authorization to allow a tourist hotel use (Section 303);
e Downtown project authorization, pursuant to planning code sections 210.2 and 303, to allow a project
greater than 50,000 square feet of floor area within the C-3 zoning district with exceptions including
“eround-level wind currents in C-3 districts” (section 148);

Actions by other City Departments
e Demolition and building permits (San Francisco Department of Building Inspection) for the demolition of
existing buildings and the construction of the proposed project.
e Site Mitigation Plan per article 22A of the Health Code (Maher Ordinance) (San Francisco Department of
Public Health).

Actions by Other Agencies
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
e Approval of a white curb passenger loading zone along Howard Street to accommodate passenger.
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e Approval of any necessary construction permits for work within roadways, if required.

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
e Review and approval of building and demolition permits.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
e Review and approval of the stormwater management system to meet the Stormwater Design Guidelines.
e Review and approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San
Francisco Public Works Code for construction activities.

San Francisco Department of Public Works
e Approval of any changes in the public right-of-way and any necessary construction permits for work within
roadways.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
e Approval of a permit to operate the proposed backup emergency generators.

The Downtown Project Authorization approval by the Planning Commission is the approval action for the project.
The approval action date establishes the date of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA determination pursuant
to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Community Plan Evaluation Overview

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

This initial study evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the proposed 555 Howard Street
project described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the programmatic EIR for the
Transit Center District Plan (PEIR)". The following project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project
to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) PEIR:

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department Case Nos.
2007.0558E and 2008.0789E, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072073, certified May 24, 2012. Available online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs,
accessed May 3, 2016.
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Project Specific Studies

e Archeology review e Phase 1 environmental site assessment
e Geotechnical report e Shadow fan/analysis

e Greenhouse gas analysis checklist Transportation impact study or site circulation review

e Noise impact analysis e Wind analysis
Project Setting
Existing Setting

The project site is within the C-3-O (SD) (Downtown Office Special Development) use district and the 350-S height
and bulk district. The 350-S height and buk district allows for the construction of building up to 350 feet in height
with exception for various rooftop features. The C-3-O use district is intended to play a leading national role in
finance, corporate headquarters and service industries, and serve as an employment center for the region. It
consists primarily of office development, supported by residential, retail and service uses, all of which are served
by City and regional transit systems. The project site parcels, (3736/107, 3736/086 and 3736/110) are located on
the block bounded by Second Street to the west, Tehama Street to the south, First Street to the east, and Howard
Street to the north, each within the C-3-O (SD) use district and the 320-I height and bulk district. The block is
bisected unequally by the elevated bus off-ramp from Interstate Highway 80, and, near Second Street, by Maldon
Alley, a narrow, through street between Howard Street and Tehama Street. The parcels occupying the remainder
of the block are zoned C-3-0 and are within the 350-S height and bulk district.

The block north of the project site, bounded by Second Street to the west, Howard Street to the south, First Street
to the east, and Mission Street to the north, includes C-3-S and Public Use districts, height and bulk districts
ranging from 100-S (public use) to 850-S-2, and is adjacent to the trans-bay terminal and the 1,000-foot high Sales
Force Tower, and includes Salesforce Park. The block south of the project site, bounded by Second Street to the
West, Clementina Street to the south, First Street to the east, and Tehama Street to the north, includes C-3-O (SD)
and Public use districts, and height and bulk districts ranging from 80-X to 360-S. Development in the vicinity
consists primarily of high-rise office buildings, interspersed with low-rise mixed-use buildings. Numerous other
high-rise developments are under construction in the surrounding area.

The Second Street Improvement project recently completely construction in the project vicinity. The project is
located on Second Street between Market and King streets, and is planned to include one-way cycle track bicycle
facilities in the northbound and southbound directions, transit boarding islands at most transit stops along with
planted medians, ADA-compliant curb ramps, new street trees, site furnishings (trash receptacles, bike racks,
benches, and pedestrian lighting), upgrades to the traffic signal system, and a repaved street. The first and fourth
segments of the project, which covers Second Street between Market and Folsom streets, and Second Street
between Townsend and King streets, respectively, have been completed. The third segment, which is in the
vicinity of the proposed project, is Second Street between Folsom and Bryant streets.

The project site is well-served by both local and regional transit service. Local public transit service to and from
the project site is provided by San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) bus and rail lines, while regional public
transit service is provided by a variety of transit operators including the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
District (BART), the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), Golden Gate Transit, and the San Mateo
County Transit District (SamTrans). The project site is served by multiple bikeway facilities, including the bike lane
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on Folsom Street. Folsom Street is a major arterial and serves an important role for traffic circulation, generally
with three travel lanes operating one-way in the eastbound direction.

Cumulative Setting

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1) provides two methods for cumulative impact analysis: the “list-based
approach” and the “projections-based approach.” The list-based approach uses a list of projects producing closely
related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project to evaluate whether the project would
contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The projections-based approach uses projections contained in a
general plan or related planning document to evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts. This project-specific
analysis employs both the list-based and projections-based approaches, depending on which approach best suits
the resource topic being analyzed.

The proposed project is located within the Transit Center District Plan area. The TCDP PEIR evaluated the physical
environmental impacts resulting from the rezoning of this plan area, including impacts resulting from an increase
of up to 1,300 net dwelling units and 7,000,000 square feet of net non-residential space through year 2030. The
cumulative impact analysis provided in this initial study uses updated projections as needed for certain topics to
evaluate whether the proposed project could result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than
were anticipated in the TCDP PEIR. For example, the cumulative transportation analysis in this initial study is
based on projected 2040 cumulative conditions, whereas the TCDP PEIR relied on 2030 cumulative transportation
projections.

The cumulative analysis for certain localized impact topics (e.g., cumulative shadow and wind effects) uses the
list-based approach. Reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity (approximately one-quarter mile)
may be included in the cumulative analysis for individual topics as appropriate (i.e., when impacts of the project
would combine with those of cumulative projects).

Foreseeable Projects

e 543 Howard St (Case No.2018-010838ENV), which would construct a 23-story, 350-foot tall tower with
49,500 sf of office on 14 levels, 28,700 sf of residential on 6 levels containing 6 new dwelling units, and one
double-height lobby level with 2,257 sf of retail space and 11,602 sf of accessory event space;

e 585 Howard Street, (Case No. 2018-016668CUA) which would permit office use on the ground floor and
mezzanine of an existing tree-story building.

e 200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street-Transbay Block 4, which would construct a 47-story, 501-foot-tall
building containing a total of 683 dwelling units, ground-floor-retail, and an underground garage with 327
parking spaces.

e 655 Folsom Street (case no. 2013.0253ENV), which would demolish a two-story commercial building and
construct a new 14-story mixed-use building with 89 dwelling units, 2,300 square feet of commercial
space, and 36 below-grade parking spaces;

e 525 Harrison Street (case no. 2013.0159ENV), which would demolish a two-story former industrial building
and construct a 23-story mixed-use building with 205 dwelling units, 1,000 square feet or retail, and 103
off-street parking spaces.
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95 Hawthorne Street (case no. 2016-001794ENV) - which would demolish the existing office building and
construct a new 42-story, approximately 444-foot tall building featuring 392 dwelling units above
approximately 4,000 square feet of ground-floor retail. Off-street vehicle parking and loading facilities will
b e provided, as will Class 1 and 2 bicycle parking.

Transbay Parcel F (542-550 Howard Street, case no. 2016-013312ENV), which would construct a 61-story
mixed use tower with 10 floors of hotel rooms containing approximately 220 guest rooms, 16 floors of
office, 26 residential floors with 175 units, and seven floors of shared amenity space.

462 Bryant Street (case no. 2015-010219ENV), which would add five stories of office to an existing three-
story office building for a total of approximately 60,000 square feet of office use.

350 Second Street (case no. 2016-012031ENV), which would construct a new 130-foot-tall, 14-story
building with a 297-guest-room hotel, and ground-floor restaurant use;

744 Harrison Street (case no. 2016-004823ENV), which would demolish a two-story vacant commercial
building and parking lot, and construct an eight-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use project, consisting of hotel,
residential, and retail uses;

667 Folsom Street (case no. 2015-002604ENV), which would demolish existing office and industrial
buildings and construct a new 13-story mixed-use building with 230 dwelling units and ground-level
commercial space; and

400 Second Street (One Vassar, case No. 2012.1384ENV), which would demolish existing one- to four-story
buildings on the project site and construct three buildings: a 250-foot-tall office building, a 200-foot-tall
hotel and office building, and a 250-foot-tall residential building.

524 Howard Street, (case no. 2013.0882ENV), which would replace an existing surface parking lot with a
48-story 495-foot tall residential tower with 334 dwelling units over 1,470 square feet of ground floor retail
uses.

Cumulative Transportation Projects

The Folsom-Howard Streetscape project completed near-term improvements on Folsom and Howard in
winter of 2019 between Eleventh and Falmouth streets (between Sixth and Fifth streets), which included
new signalized mid-block crossings, raised bikeway crossings, corner bulbouts that shorten crossing
distances, and improved signal timing on Folsom and Howard streets. Longer-term improvements have
recently undergone environmental review. The Central SoMa Plan EIR (case no. 2011.1356E) contains a
project-level environmental analysis for the proposed Folsom-Howard Streetscape project, which
evaluated two options for the proposed street network changes: the Howard/Folsom one-way option and
the Howard/Folsom two-way option. Since the certification of the EIR, the project has been modified.
Howard Street, between Fourth and Eleventh streets, would include two westbound travel lanes, a two-
way cycle track along the southern curb, new bulb-outs on the north side at all intersections, parking and
loading on both sides of Howard Street, turn pockets at intersection approaches, and 12-foot-wide
sidewalks on both sides of the street. Folsom Street, between Second and Eleventh streets, would include
two eastbound travel lanes from Fourth to Tenth streets, three eastbound travel lanes from Tenth to
Eleventh and Second to Fourth streets, a two-way cycle track along the southern curb, a transit-only lane
from Mabini to Tenth streets, new bulb-outs on the north side of the street (east of Eighth Street only), turn
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pockets at intersection approaches, and 10-foot sidewalks on both sides of the street. New and
permanent transit boarding islands would replace existing, temporary transit boarding islands on Folsom
Street between Eleventh Street and Fifth Street. Additional permanent transit boarding islands would be
constructed between Fifth Street and Second Street. All permanent transit boarding islands would be
designed to accommodate potential double berthing for the specific type of buses used on each route,
where appropriate. Existing Golden Gate Transit service would be accommodated at the proposed transit
boarding islands. On the two blocks of Folsom Street between Third and Second streets (which includes
street frontage adjacent to proposed project site), the project would remove a traffic lane on the south
side of the street (opposite the proposed project site) and add a two-way bicycle lane on the south side of
the street protected by a median.

e The Better Market Street project (case no. 2014.0012E), which is a coordinated multi-city agency effort
currently underway to redesign Market Street, San Francisco’s main thoroughfare, including
transportation and streetscape improvements, including changes to roadway configuration and private
vehicle access; traffic signals; surface transit, such as transit-only lanes, stop spacing, service, stop
location, stop characteristics and infrastructure; bicycle facilities; pedestrian facilities; streetscapes;
commercial and passenger loading; vehicular parking; plazas; and utilities. The project encompasses
Market Street from Octavia Boulevard to The Embarcadero and potentially Mission Street between
Valencia Street and The Embarcadero.

Summary of Environmental Effects

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages
present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental topic.

|:| Land Use and Land Use Planning |:| Greenhouse Gas Emissions |:| Geology and Soils

[ ] Population and Housing [ ] wind [ ] Hydrology and Water Quality

|E Cultural Resources |:| Shadow |:| Hazards and Hazardous Materials
|Z| Tribal Cultural Resources |:| Recreation |:| Mineral Resources

IZl Transportation and Circulation |:| Utilities and Service Systems |:| Energy Resources

|E Noise |:| Public Services |:| Agriculture and Forestry Resources
<] Air Quality [ ] Biological Resources [] wildfire

Evaluation of Environmental Effects

The TCDP PEIR identified significant impacts related to aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation, noise and
vibration, air quality, shadow, wind, biological resources, and hazards and hazardous materials. Additionally, the
PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts related to aesthetics, cultural resources, noise, air quality, shadow,
and wind. Mitigation measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced some impacts to less-than-
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significant; however, impacts related to aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation, noise, air quality, and
shadow remained significant and unavoidable.

This initial study evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in the
TCDP PEIR." This initial study checklist provides a project-specific and cumulative analysis of environmental
effects to determine whether the proposed project would result in significant impacts that are peculiar to the
project or project site; that were not identified as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the
TCDP PEIR; or that were previously identified as significant effects that, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time that the TCDP PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more
severe impact than discussed in the TCDP PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific
mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. If no such impacts are identified, no additional
environmental review will be required for the project beyond that provided in the TCDP PEIR and this project-
specific initial study in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. As discussed
below in this initial study checklist, the proposed project would not result in new significant environmental
effects, effects that are peculiar to the project site, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and
disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area. Applicable project mitigation
measures are denoted by topic code and number. For example, Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 refers to the
first identified cultural resource mitigation measure that applies to the proposed project.  The full text of
mitigation measures that are applicable to the proposed project are included in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Attachment B to the Community Plan Evaluation Certificate of Determination).

Updates to the Initial Study Checklist

In March 2019, the San Francisco Planning Department updated its initial study checklist to reflect revisions made
by the California Natural Resources Agency to Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. The topics and questions in the department’s revised checklist are reflected in this initial study
checklist.

Regulatory Changes

Since the certification of the TCDP PEIR in 2012, several new policies, regulations, statutes, and funding measures
have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical environment and/or environmental review
methodology for projects in the TCDP plan area. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies,
regulations, statutes, and funding measures have or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-
than-significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include:

e Statelegislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for infill
project in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department Case Nos.
2007.0558E and 2008.0789E, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072073, certified May 24, 2012. Available online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs,
accessed May 3, 2016.

5 Note that TCDP PEIR mitigation measure topic codes may differ from those in this initial study checklist because this initial study checklist has been
updated to reflect revisions to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (see “Updates to the Initial Study Checklist,”) below.
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e Statelegislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution 19579 replacing
level of service analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT), effective March 2016 (see
“CEQA Section 21099” heading below);

e Transit Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014; Vision Zero adoption by
various city agencies in 2014; Propositions A (Transportation and Road Improvement Bond) and B
(Transportation Set-Aside) passage in November 2014; and the Transportation Sustainability Program
consisting of adoption of a transportation sustainability fee, effective January 2016; planning commission
resolution 19579, effective March 2016; and adoption of a transportation demand management program,
effective March 2017.

e San Francisco ordinance establishing enhanced ventilation required for urban infill sensitive use
developments, amended December 2014 (see initial study section “Air Quality”);

e San Francisco Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see initial
study section “Recreation”); and

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

CEQA Section 21099

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

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

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider aesthetics
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. Project renderings and elevations are
included in the project description.

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 VMT metric. On March 3, 2016, the San Francisco
Planning Commission adopted OPR’s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to
evaluate the transportation impacts of projects (resolution 19579). In December 2018, OPR released its Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, finalizing these recommendations and the Natural
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Resources Agency finalized updates to the CEQA Guidelines that replaced level of service with VMT as a
transportation threshold in the Appendix G initial study checklist.

Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the TCDP PEIR associated with automobile delay are not
discussed in this checklist, including PEIR Mitigation Measures M-TR-1a through M-TR-1m, and this initial study
does not evaluate the project’s impact on vehicular level of service. Instead, a VMT and induced automobile travel
impact analysis is provided in the Transportation and Circulation section.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR analyzed the land use changes anticipated under the TCDP and determined that significant
adverse impacts related to the division of an established community would not occur and the TCDP would not
conflict with an applicable land use plan (including the General Plan), policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of mitigating an environmental effect.

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

Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? O O 0

b) Cause asignificant physical environmental impact due O O 0

to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

E.1.a) The proposed project would be located in an area of primarily higher-density office development oriented
around the Transit Center, which is in the block immediately to the north west of the project site. Development
patterns in this area reflect its proximity to the downtown Financial District, the Bay Bridge and 1-80 off-ramps, the
former Transbay Terminal, and Rincon Hill. Ground-floor retail, residential, and institutional uses are interspersed
among office uses in this area. The proposed project would result in demolition of three existing office buildings.
In its place, the project would construct a new hotel within established lot lines. Therefore, the proposed project
would not physically divide an established community.

E.1.b) The project would add hotel and retail uses to the project site, which are uses that are allowed under the C-
3-0 (SD) zoning district and were anticipated under the TCDP. The Current Planning division of the planning
department determined that the proposed project and the project’s height, bulk, and density are consistent with
the San Francisco Planning Code, General Plan, and C-3-O (SD) zoning. Because the proposed land uses would be
the same as those evaluated for the area in the PEIR, there would be no significant physical environmental impact
resulting from the proposed project related to a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of mitigating environmental effect.
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Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to physically dividing a community or conflicting with an
applicable land use plan and therefore would not have the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative
impact related to land use and planning.

Conclusion

Because the proposed project would be developed within established lot boundaries and is consistent with the
zoning established in the TCDP, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts
that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR related to land use and planning, and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

Population and Housing

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR concluded that the adoption of the Transit Center District Plan would induce growth in population
and employment. The PEIR found that while the proposed rezoning associated with the plan would result in
population and employment growth beyond what would be expected under existing zoning, the additional
growth would not be substantial in the context of San Francisco and its downtown. The increase in population
would not itself result in adverse physical impacts, and would serve to advance a key goal of the TCDP, which is to
concentrate future employment growth where it is best served by public transit, through rezoning to allow
increased density in the plan area. The TCDP PEIR found that the increased employment and household
population generated by the TCDP would be in line with regionally forecasted growth for the city, and that the
TCDP would not create substantial new demand for housing or reduce the existing housing supply to the extent
that the Plan would result in secondary physical environmental impacts. However, the PEIR identified significant
impacts on the physical environment that would result indirectly from the growth afforded under the Plan,
including impacts on transportation, air quality, and noise. The PEIR contains detailed analyses of these
secondary effects under each of the relevant resource topics and identifies mitigation measures to address
significantimpacts where feasible.

The PEIR determined that implementation of the Plan would not displace a large number of people, involving
either employment or housing. The increased development potential on the opportunity sites in the plan area
could result in displacement of existing office tenants, as about 550,000 square feet of office space could be
demolished. However, up to 9 million square feet of new office space could be constructed. To the extent that
existing office tenants would be displaced, they would likely have to relocate elsewhere in San Francisco, or
outside the city, because most of the building space in the Plan area that is anticipated to be replaced is
considered Class C space, whereas new office construction would be Class A space, and commercial rents would
be considerably higher. No residential uses would be directly displaced by development pursuant to the plan.
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 0 0 0
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 people or 0 O 0

housing units necessitating the construction of
replacement housing?

E.2.aand b) The proposed project would demolish three existing building and construct a 35-story, approximately
405-foot-tall, 428,620 square-foot building with 401 hotel rooms. The proposed project would also develop
approximately 6,400 square feet of restaurant uses. The proposed project would generate approximately 465 total
employees at full occupancy.

The project would also be located in a developed urban area with available access to necessary infrastructure and
services (transportation, utilities, schools, parks, hospitals, etc.). Since the project site is located in an established
urban neighborhood and is not an infrastructure project, it would not indirectly induce substantial unplanned
population growth. Therefore, the estimated employment growth that would be generated by the project would
not result in new or more severe impacts than were identified in the TCDP PEIR. The physical environmental
impacts resulting from housing and employment growth generated by the project are evaluated in the relevant
resource topics in this initial study.

The proposed project would includes no residential units and the existing project site does not contain residential
uses, and therefore would have no effect on displacing, creating demand for or necessitating the construction of
additional housing units.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for the population and housing topic is the City and County of San Francisco. The
proposed project would provide commercial space that could result in increases in population (households and
jobs). As discussed above, San Francisco is anticipated to grow by 137,800 households and 295,700 jobs between
2010 and 2040. Between 2010" and 2018,” San Francisco’s population grew by 51,739 households and 183,287
jobs, leaving approximately 86,061 households and 112,413 jobs projected for San Francisco through 2040. As of
the fourth quarter of 2018, approximately 70,960 net new housing units are in the pipeline, i.e., are either under
construction, have building permits approved or filed, or applications filed, including remaining phases of major

6 Employment calculations in this section are based on the City of San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, which estimate an average
density of 350 square feet per employee assigned to retail space (6,950 square feet) and 0.9 employees per hotel room (401 rooms).

7 BayArea Census. Available: http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/counties/SanFranciscoCounty.htm. Accessed April 17, 2019.

8  United States Census Bureau. QuickFacts San Francisco County, California. Available:
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia#. Accessed April 17,2019.
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multi-phased projects.” Conservatively assuming that every housing unit in the pipeline is developed and at 100
percent occupancy (no vacancies), the pipeline would accommodate an additional 70,960 households. The
pipeline also includes projects with land uses that would result in an estimated 94,600 new employees and
includes the proposed project. ™" As such, cumulative household and employment growth is below the ABAG
projections for planned growth in San Francisco. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with citywide
development would not result in significant cumulative environmental effects associated with inducing
unplanned population growth or displacing substantial numbers of people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Conclusion

The proposed project would contribute a small portion of the growth anticipated for San Francisco. The project’s
incremental contribution to this anticipated growth would not result in a significant individual or cumulative
impact related to population and housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant physical
environmental impacts related to population and housing that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Cultural Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR determined that future development facilitated through the changes in use districts and height
limits under the TCDP could have substantial adverse changes on the significance of historic architectural
resources and on historical districts within the plan area. Although the precise nature of this impact could not be
determined at the time, the PEIR determined that such an impact would be significant and unavoidable. To
partially mitigate the impact, the PEIR identified PEIR Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a: Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) Documentation, M-CP-3b: Public Interpretative
Displays, M-CP-3c: Relocation of Historical Resources, and M-CP-3d: Salvage of Historical Resources. These
measures would reduce impacts to historic resources, but not to a less-than-significant level.

The TCDP PEIR concluded that construction of subsequent development projects could result in a significant
impact on adjacent historic buildings. PEIR Mitigation Measures M-CP-5a: Construction Best Practices for Historical
Resources and M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources were identified to reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level by requiring contractors to implement best-management practices during
construction, as well as perform pre-construction surveys of historical resources within 125 feet of a project site.

The TCDP PEIR found that development under the TCDP could cause a substantial adverse change to the
significance of archeological resources because the entire plan area could be considered generally sensitive for
both prehistoric and historic-era archeological resources. PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1: Subsequent
Archaeological Testing Program was identified to ensure that projects developed within the TCDP area are subject

9  San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4. Housing Development Pipeline. Available online at: https://sfplanning.org/project/pipeline-
report.Accessed April 10, 2019.

10 Ibid.

11 San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division, Information and Analysis Group, Scott Edmundson, March 19, 2019.
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to preliminary archeological review by Planning Department archaeologists. Based on the ARDTP, the in-house
review would identify any data gaps and require additional investigations to make an archeological sensitivity
assessment. The PEIR mitigation measure also states that any accidental discovery of human remains or potential
associated funerary objects during soils- disturbing activity shall comply with all applicable laws.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance 0] O O
of a historical resource pursuant to §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 O O O
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 0] O O

outside of formal cemeteries?

E.3.a) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings or
structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or are identified
in a local register of historical resources, such as articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code, or
otherwise determined by a local agency to be “historically significant.”

The proposed project involves the demolition of three buildings, one on each lot; the building on lot 107 was built
in 1922, the building on lot 86 was built in 1911, and the building on lot 110 was built in 1907. These three
buildings were included in the Transbay Center Survey and were given a rating of ‘6Z’ (“Found ineligible for
National Register, California Register, or Local designation through survey evaluation”)."” Therefore, the existing
buildings on the project site are not considered historical resources pursuant to CEQA. The project site is not
located within the boundaries of any identified historic district. Therefore, the project would not result in
significant direct impacts on historic architectural resources. As such, the project site does not contain historical
resources pursuant to CEQA, and PEIR Mitigation Measures M-CP-3a, M-CP-3b, M-CP-3c, and M-CP-3d are not
applicable.

Construction activity can generate vibration that can cause structural damage to nearby buildings. The proposed
project would require demolition of the existing buildings on the project site and on-site excavation to
approximately 77 feet below ground surface. The 543 Howard Street building, which is adjacent to the project site
and was builtin 1925, and was evaluated in the Transit Center District Survey and was not determined to not be a
historic resources. The nearest identified historic resource is the building at 531 Howard Street, approximately 125
feet east of the project site. As such, the project site is not within 125 feet of a historical resource, and the proposed
project’s construction activity would not result in damage to historic resources. Therefore, PEIR Mitigation
Measures M-CP-5a and M-CP-5b are not required.

12 Carey &Co, Inc., Transbay Center Survey, Summary Report and DPR 523B forms, March 23, 2010.
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In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to historic architectural resources that
were not identified in the TCDP PEIR, nor would it result in substantially more severe impacts than were previously
identified in the PEIR.

E.3.b) The TCDP Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP) maps portions of the project site as
highly sensitive for buried resources. '™ Three buried prehistoric sites are present within 600 to 1,000 feet of the
project site. A planning department archeologist completed archeology review on November 29, 2019, and
determined that the project site is archeologically sensitive and the proposed excavation for the four basement
levels and mat foundation, on the order of 66 to 77 feet below existing street grades could potentially affect
archeological resources, resulting in a significant impact. Consistent with PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1,
projects found to impact archeological resources are required to prepare and implement an Archeological Testing
Program (ATP) and may require data recovery to necessitate preparation of an Archeological Data Recovery Plan
(ADRP). An Archeological Monitoring Plan (AMP) may also be required based on the outcome of the ATP and/or
ADRP. Project Mitigation Measure-1, Archaeological Testing Program (implementing PEIR Mitigation Measure M-
CP-1) is required to reduce archeological impacts of the project to a less-than-significant level, consistent with the
conclusions of the PEIR. With implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, the proposed project would
not result in significant impacts to archeological resources or human remains that were not identified in the PEIR,
nor would the project result in more severe impacts than identified in the PEIR.

E.3.c) Archeological resources may include human burials. Human burials outside of formal cemeteries often
occur in prehistoric or historic period archeological contexts. The potential for the proposed project to affect
archeological resources, which may include human burials is addressed above under topic 3.b. The treatment of
human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects must comply with applicable state laws. This
includes immediate notification to the county coroner (San Francisco Office of the Chief Medical Examiner) and, in
the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American, notification to the
California Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a most likely descendant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, the proposed project would have no effect on historic architectural resources and therefore
would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative historic resources impact. The cumulative context
for archeological resources and human remains is site specific and generally limited to the immediate
construction area. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not
result in a cumulative impact on archeological resources or human remains.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to historic resources and impacts to archeological
resources would be mitigated to less than significant levels with implementation Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-
1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources that were not
identified in the TCDP PEIR.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Transit Center District Plan Area, San Francisco,
California, prepared by Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc.; Past Forward, Inc.; and JRP Historical Consulting, LLC; February 2010.

14 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Archeological Review: 555 Howard Street. Reviewed November 19, 2019.

15 California Public Resources Code section 5097.98.
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Tribal Cultural Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives in San Francisco, while there are no other known
or potential tribal cultural resources in San Francisco, prehistoric archaeological resources are presumed to be
potential tribal cultural resources. The TCDP PEIR found that development under the TCDP could cause a
substantial adverse change to the significance of archeological resources because the entire plan area could be
considered generally sensitive for both prehistoric and historic-era archeological resources. Therefore, TCDP PEIR
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1: Subsequent Archaeological Testing Program would also mitigate impacts to tribal
cultural resources to less than significant.

Project Analysis
Significant Impact Significant Significant Impact No Significant
Peculiar to Impact not due to Impact not
Project or Project Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Cause asubstantial adverse change in the O O O

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, or cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is:

(i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

(ii) A resource determined by the lead agency in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in this
subdivision, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

E.4.a) For projects in San Francisco, based on the results of consultation between the City and County of San
Francisco and Ohlone tribal groups, all archaeological resources of Native American origin are assumed to be
potential tribal cultural resources. The preferred mitigation of impacts to such resources developed in
consultation with Ohlone tribal groups is preservation in place or, where preservation is not feasible, development
and implementation of archaeological and public interpretation plans for the resource, in consultation with local
Native American tribes. As discussed in the Cultural Resources topic, the project site is sensitive for prehistoric
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resources, which may contain tribal cultural resources. Therefore, the project’s proposed excavation to 77 feet
below ground surface would result in a significant impact, should tribal cultural resources be encountered.

Identification of potential tribal cultural resources that would be affected by a project, followed by preservation
and/or archaeological treatment and public interpretation, are within the scope of TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure
M-CP-1. Consistent with this measure, when a potential tribal cultural resource is found or suspected to be present
on a project site, and where preservation is not feasible, archaeological treatment and interpretive plans would
developed and implemented in consultation with an Ohlone representative. With implementation of Project
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on tribal cultural
resources.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for tribal cultural resources is site-specific and generally limited to the immediate
construction area. For this reason, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would
not result in cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources.

Conclusion

The proposed project’s impact to tribal cultural resources would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with
the implementation Project Mitigation Measures M-CR-1, Archaeological Testing Program (implementing TCDP
PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CR-1). Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to tribal
cultural resources that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Transportation and Circulation

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR anticipated that growth associated with the zoning changes could result in significant impacts on
transportation and circulation. The PEIR identified 22 transportation mitigation measures, including
implementation of traffic management strategies, and traffic and transit improvements. Even with mitigation,
however, the PEIR concluded that the significant adverse impacts on certain local intersections and transit,
pedestrian, loading, and construction impacts would not be fully mitigated, and these impacts were identified as
significant and unavoidable. Effects on emergency access were determined to be less than significant.

The PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result in significant and unavoidable
with mitigation impacts on automobile delay and transit (both delay and ridership). The PEIR identified mitigation
measures M-TR-1a through M-TR-1m, and M-TR-3a through M-TR-3e to address these impacts. The city is
responsible for implementing these measures, not developers of individual development projects. At the time of
the PEIR, the city could not guarantee the future implementation of these measures. Since PEIR certification, the
city implemented some of these measures (e.g., Transit Effectiveness Project, increased transit funding, and others
listed under “Regulatory Changes”).

This initial study reflects two changes to the environmental review analysis because of state and local actions. The
state amended CEQA to remove automobile delay as a consideration (CEQA section 21099(b)(2)). In March 2016,
Planning Commission resolution 19579 implemented this state-level change in San Francisco. In February 2019,
the department updated its Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (2019 guidelines). With that update, the
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department deleted the transit capacity significance criterion. The deletion is consistent with state guidance
concerning the environmental benefits of new transit riders and to reflect funding sources for and policies that
encourage additional ridership. ' Accordingly, this initial study does not evaluate the project’s impact on
automobile delay or transit capacity.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 0] O 0
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 0 ] 0
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
¢) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design O O 0
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses?
d) Resultininadequate emergency access? 0 O 0

E.5.ato d) The proposed project would construct a 35 story (plus four below grade basement levels) 385-foot-high,
(418-foot with rooftop equipment), high-rise tower approximately 428,620 gross square feet in size. The proposed
building would include 401 hotel rooms, and several ancillary uses that would be open to the public or available
for public use, including a full-service restaurant and bar (approximately 4,200 square feet), a sky bar
(approximately 2,200 square feet), ballroom spaces (8,500 square feet) with pre-function space (approximately
3,800 square feet), and meeting rooms (approximately 8,600 square feet), 16 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 4
Class 2 bicycle parking spaces with no vehicle parking. A transportation impact study (TIS) was prepared for the
proposed project to evaluate potential project-level and cumulative effects and is summarized herein.

Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and information in
the 2019 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (2019 guidelines) developed by the
San Francisco Planning Department.” The proposed project would generate an estimated 409 peak hour, person
trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 62 person trips by auto, 58 transit trips, 227
walk trips and 61 trips by other modes."” Assuming maximum event attendance with 100 percent of arrivals or
departures occurring within the weekday p.m. peak hour, the proposed project and event would generate 666

16 San Francisco Planning Department, “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes Memorandum”, February 14, 2019.

17 Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 555 Howard Street Transportation Study - Final Memorandum Case No 2019-000494ENV San Francisco, California. February
28, 2020.

18 Ibid.

19 Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 555 Howard Street Transportation Study - Final Memorandum Case No 2019-000494ENV San Francisco, California, Table 2:
Weekday p.m. Person-Trip Generation Estimates by Mode and Land Use. February 28, 2020. Pp. 15.
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additional person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, consisting of 123 person trips by auto, 192 transit trips,
282 walk trips and 69 trips by other modes.

The department used these estimates to inform the analysis of the project’s impacts on transportation and
circulation during both construction and operation.

Construction

Project construction would last approximately 37 months. During construction, the project may result in
temporary closures of the public right-of-way. Affected areas would be along the north side of Howard Street and
Tehama Street. Construction staging would occur primarily within the confines of the project site, although the
sidewalk fronting the site along Howard Street and/or Tehama Street may need to be closed temporarily. Any
closures along Howard Street would likely require the temporary closure of the adjacent parking lane to maintain
pedestrian access but would likely otherwise have little effect on roadway capacity. It is anticipated that no
roadways or travel lanes would need to be closed and no transit service or bus stops would need to be rerouted or
relocated during the construction period In general, lane (travel and parking) and sidewalk closures are subject to
review and approval by the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), an interdepartmental committee that
includes the San Francisco Police, Public Works, Planning, and Fire Departments and SFMTA muni operations.

For the duration of the construction period, project contractors would need to use the sidewalk area adjacent to
the building site for purposes of installing shoring and staging construction. Construction-related activities would
typically occur Monday through Friday (occasional Saturdays as required) and is not anticipated to occur on
Sundays or major legal holidays. The hours of construction would be enforced by the Department of Building
Inspection, and the contractor would need to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, enforced by the
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, which permits construction activities seven days a week,
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., unless a special permit is obtained to permit nighttime construction activities.

Itis assumed that a portion of construction equipment and related machinery may be located on site, within the
temporarily-closed sidewalk areas, and commercial and passenger loading spaces along the project frontage.
Parking lanes would be restricted along Howard Street. Vehicular access would be maintained at all times. In
general, lane (travel and parking) and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by the Transportation
Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), an interdepartmental committee that includes the San Francisco Police, Public
Works, Planning, and Fire Departments and SFMTA muni operations. The project would be required to consult
with SEMTA muni operations prior to construction to review potential effects to nearby transit operations.

Throughout the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site.
The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of local streets due to the
slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect traffic operations. It is anticipated that a
majority of the construction-related truck traffic would use I-80/U.S. 101 and 1-280 to access the project site from
the East Bay and South Bay.

The project would be subject to the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the blue
book). The blue book is prepared and regularly updated by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
under the authority derived from the San Francisco Transportation Code. It serves as a guide for contractors

20 Ibid. Table 4: Person-Trip Generation Estimates by Mode and Land Use - Event. Pp. 16.
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working in San Francisco streets. The blue book establishes rules and guidance so that construction work can be
done safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians, bicycle, transit and vehicular traffic.

Construction truck traffic could result in minor congestion and conflicts with vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Construction-related activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and would not result in
substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas.
Therefore, during construction the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions and
would result in less-than-significant construction-related transportation impacts.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The proposed project would provide one off-street freight loading dock and two off-street service vehicle loading
spaces. The project proposes an approximately 48-foot-long commercial loading (yellow curb) zone on Tehama
Street and an approximately 100-foot-long passenger loading (white curb) zone on Howard Street. The off-street
freight loading zone would require the construction of a new 19°3” curb cut on Tehama Street that would
accommodate two service vehicles. This proposed curbcut is located in a similar location as the existing 12 foot
curbcut that would be removed as part of the project. Valet operations would occur on the Howard Street frontage
from the passenger loading zone. The project would add 71 (38 private vehicle trips and 33 taxi/TNC trips) p.m.
peak hour vehicle trips. These vehicle trips would likely start from or end at project’s passenger loading zones on
Howard and Tehama Streets and be dispersed along nearby streets. Off-street vehicle parking is not proposed and
no self-parking would be available, and therefore, the project would not result in conflicts with pedestrians or
bicycles created from off-street parking. Therefore, the project would result in less-than-significant impacts with
regards to potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility.

Public Transit Delay

The 2019 guidelines set forth a screening criterion for projects that would typically not result in significant public
transit delay impacts. The project would add 62 inbound p.m. peak hour vehicle trips, which is well below the
screening criterion of 300.”" Therefore, the project meets the screening criterion and the project would have a less-
than-significant public transit delay impact.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria for types of projects that would typically not result in significant
vehicle miles traveled impacts. The project site is an area where existing vehicle miles traveled per capita is more
than 15 percent below the existing regional per capita and per employee average. The project meets this
locational screening criterion and the project would have a less-than-significant vehicle miles traveled impact.

The project also meets the proximity to transit screening criterion. The project site is within one-half mile of an
existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor and the project meets other
characteristic requirements, such as planning code section 169, which requires implementation of a
Transportation Demand Management plan, which serves to reduce VMT. This screening criterion also indicates the
project’s uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.

21 The screening criteria is based on the probability of inbound vehicles conflicting with buses, taking into account the amount of time it takes vehicles and
buses to clear conflict areas, and an acceptable delay level of 1.4 minutes.
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Loading

Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand

Freight loading demand consists of the number of freight delivery and service vehicle-trips generated by a
development. The number of delivery/service vehicle-trips is estimated based on the size of each land use and
truck trip generation rate, which is specific to each land use. The number of freight loading spaces necessary to
accommodate demand is dependent on the anticipated hours of operation, turnover of loading spaces, and an
hourly distribution of trips. The information and rates used in the loading demand analysis were estimated using
the 2019 TIA Guidelines.” The estimated freight and service peak hour vehicle loading demand totals four,
including hotel and restaurant demand.

The proposed project would provide one off-street freight loading dock and two on-street service vehicle loading
spaces. The project proposes an approximately 48-foot-long commercial loading (yellow curb) zone on Tehama
Street. The off-street freight loading zone would require the construction of a new 19’3” curb cut on Tehama
Street that would accommodate two service vehicles. The loading spaces would be dedicated for trucks and
deliveries (e.g., large delivery of goods for the hotel and restaurant uses, garbage pick-up activities, etc.),
freight/deliveries via small trucks/vans, and for utility vehicles (e.g., plumbing, electric, and related maintenance
vehicles, etc.). Approximately two-thirds of daily service vehicle activity typically consists of vehicle types similar to
personal vehicles, including 25 percent consisting of cars and pickups and 42 percent consisting of vans. These
vehicles would have the option of using on- or off-street parking spaces, and would not be required to use the
building’s loading bay or off-street service vehicle loading dock. These vehicles are also substantially more
maneuverable than larger vehicles and would not have difficulty entering or exiting the loading bay or off-street
service vehicle loading dock. The remaining 33 percent of daily freight loading activity, corresponding to about
one or 1.33 trucks during the average and peak hour of freight loading activity, respectively, would consist of larger
vehicles needing to use the building’s freight loading bay, off-street service vehicle dock, or nearby on-street
commercial loading zones. While one third of daily service vehicle activity would consist of larger trucks, there is
the potential for multiple large trucks to arrive at the site while the dock is in use. These situations could resultin
double-parking along Tehama Street or other forms of illegal parking, such as parking (either partially, or in whole)
in the sidewalk.

Trucks accessing the building’s loading dock on Tehama Street would stop west of the curb cut and reverse into
the dock. Truck maneuvers into and out of the loading dock would disrupt the flow of people walking and
temporarily obstruct the Tehama Street sidewalk. Turning template analysis indicates that the largest truck that
could use the dock (the SU-30 truck) would be able to make a southbound right-turn from First Street to Tehama
Street, maneuver into and out of the loading dock despite the relatively narrow curb-to-curb width of Tehama
Street (approximately 20 feet), and make a northbound right-turn from Tehama Street to Second Street. Some
truck drivers may need to complete a three-point turn to access the loading dock, or additional turns if they
miscalculate clearances or when nearby on-street parking spaces are occupied. Truck drivers may have difficulty
seeing people walking adjacent to orimmediately in front of the path of a truck reversing into the dock, due to
blind spots. Trucks exiting the dock may pull across and block the sidewalk as they check for oncoming vehicle
traffic. Because of the limited street and sidewalk widths along Tehama Street, the overhang on trucks entering or
exiting the dock may temporarily intrude into portions of the opposite (south) sidewalk, which would result in

22 San Francisco Planning Department. Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines. February 2019.
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temporary disruptions to people walking along the south side of Tehama Street. Similarly, trucks attempting to
enter or exit the dock would temporarily block vehicle traffic and bicycle circulation along Tehama Street.

Based on the truck turning templates, trucks larger than an SU-30 would not be able to successfully maneuver
into the loading dock and would need to park on street. Vehicles larger than SU-30 could pull into and out of the
curbside loading zone without blocking the adjacent vehicle travel lane on Tehama Street. However, if trucks are
longer than the proposed 48-foot-long loading zone, they could block the surface parking lot entrance to 543
Howard Street, the loading dock of 555 Howard Street, or both. The proposed loading supply would meet the
average-hour freight loading demand. Thus, queuing would only arise if a freight vehicle arrives while a longer
freight vehicle (longer than the 48-foot zone) already occupies the on-street commercial zone, which would be
infrequent. Tehama Street does not include a high level of pedestrian activity and is not a primary bicycle
connection; bicyclists primarily use Howard Street and other vicinity bicycle facilities for circulation. The proposed
project’s hotel lobby would be accessed through the main building entrance on Howard Street, and entrances to
the ground floor café and restaurant spaces are provided on the southwest side, fronting the Under Ramp Park.
Thus, most pedestrian and bicycle activities generated by the proposed project would occur on Howard Street
and would not substantially increase the pedestrian and bicycle activity level on Tehama Street. Therefore, the
infrequent double parking would not create potentially hazardous secondary effects to these road users.

Any double parking would not create potentially hazardous secondary effects to transit. The project is located
approximately 400 feet away from First Street, so it is unlikely that a queue on Tehama Street due to double
parking would extend to First Street. In addition, there is no transit line running on First Street, and no transit
vehicles operate on Tehama Street.

For reasons discussed above, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant freight loading impact.
While the effects would be less-than-significant, Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Loading Dock Management
discussed below would further minimize this less-than-significant impact.

Proposed Project Passenger Loading Activity

The hotel and restaurant uses (non-event conditions) would generate a passenger loading demand of
approximately three spaces during the peak hour and six spaces during the peak 15-minute period of passenger
loading demand, by assuming a duration of 2.5 minutes to complete passenger loading for hotel and a typical
duration of 1 minute for restaurant and/or valet service. While the proposed supply of 100 feet passenger loading
zone can accommodate up to five passenger vehicles, the supply would fall short of meeting demand by one
space during the peak 15 minutes. The additional passenger loading demand could take place in adjacent travel
lane through double-parking orin areas not intended to accommodate curbside activity. Howard Street is a three-
lane one-way street with a speed limit of 25 miles per hour. The peak 15 minutes of passenger loading demand
typically occur in the p.m. peak hour, when congestion keeps vehicle speeds past the project frontage relatively
slow. Further, people driving in the left lane obstructed by double parking could change lanes to avoid the double-
parked vehicle, and the valet operators provided by the hotel could further assist pull-in and pull-out maneuvers
and to promote efficiency and avoid potential conflicts with motor vehicle traffic. This section of roadway along
Howard Street does not include curves or grades that would cause sight distance issues. The next intersection,
northeast of the project site along Howard Street, that includes a left turn approximately 350 feet away, so any
temporary blocking of the far-left travel lane would not interfere with intersection turning movements.

Muni does not operate regular revenue service along Howard Street west of Beale Street, although overhead lines
are provided along the north side of Howard Street. In addition, Howard Street serves several Golden Gate Transit
commuter buses arriving San Francisco. However, operations of these buses are concentrated along the north
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side of Howard Street in order to access curbside stops. Since the proposed project is located along the south side
of Howard Street, there would be multiple travel lanes between the project site and the Golden Gate Transit buses
along Howard Street.

The bike lane on Howard Street is located on far-right side of the roadway, so there would not be conflicts
between bicyclists and double-parked vehicles outside the passenger loading zone. Any double-parked vehicles
would not be stopped along a sidewalk, curb cut, or crosswalk. Thus, the effect of excess passenger loading
demand would be a temporary disruption of traffic flow in the far-left lane but no conflicts with bicyclists or transit
delay.

The marginal increase in vehicle traffic resulting from off-site valet activity is within the typical daily variation in
traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would be unlikely to change overall traffic circulation in the
surrounding area. The proposed off-site parking would be provided through existing spaces at an existing facility
(as opposed to construction or restriping to provide new parking spaces), such that the overall effect of off-site
valet operations would not be substantially different from current conditions. Furthermore, while valet operations
would slightly increase localized traffic volumes on the surrounding street network as valet attendants move
vehicles to and from the off-site facility, the relevant increase in traffic volumes and intersection turning
movements, by itself, would not be expected to cause major traffic hazards. The project does not propose any
modifications to the roadway network, and all the associated turning movements between the passenger loading
zone and the off-street facility would be permitted movements.

As described above, the proposed passenger loading zone would not meet the estimated curb space demand
generated by regular hotel function during the peak 15 minutes of the weekday p.m. peak hour by one space.
However, given this is anticipated to only occur during the peak 15 minutes and would not generate potentially
hazardous effect on vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffic or cause substantial transit delays, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant passenger loading impact.

Event Conditions Passenger Loading Activity

Aside from tour bus loading, events held in the hotel’s function and conference spaces would generate some
demand for passenger loading by taxis and rideshare vehicles. A large conference event could generate a
passenger loading demand of up to 41 taxi/TNC person-trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a conservative
estimate given the frequency of these types of events and the assumption that all attendees would be present for
the entire day and leave during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Assuming an average stop duration of one minute
and that half of the peak hour activity occurs within a 15-minute period, the recommended amount of curb space
for the combined loading demand by the hotel and restaurant use and event-related passenger
loading/unloading activities would be seven loading spaces during the peak 15-minute period of passenger
loading demand. This demand would not be met by the proposed loading zone, which could accommodate up to
five passenger vehicles.

If the passenger loading zone were fully occupied, it is likely that passenger loading activities generated by the
uses at the project site would take place in nearby white curb zones, the adjacent travel lane (through double-
parking or other means of parking illegally) orin areas not intended to accommodate curbside activity, such as red
zones near fire hydrants. The latter two options would likely result in disruptions to vehicle traffic and bicycle
circulation.

The project does not propose any sidewalk widening along Howard Street which would continue to feature
sidewalks measuring approximately 12 feet in width. There is some potential that passenger loading activities in
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the proposed zone could disrupt pedestrian circulation in the sidewalk, particularly during periods of high
pedestrian activities or during events. These effects would be most tangible as passenger loading activities are
conducted, when passengers are waiting in the sidewalk for pick-up or after being dropped off. While people
waiting to pick up their vehicles from the valet station would have the option of waiting inside the hotel lobby
along Howard Street, people choosing to wait outside of the building could disrupt pedestrian flow along the
sidewalk. Given the temporary nature of passenger loading activities, however, any such effects would be minor
and short in duration. While there may be some concentrated passenger pick-up taking place at the Howard Street
passenger loading zone at the conclusion of events hosted at the hotel, these activities would be spread over the
course of the post-event period and would be unlikely to result in substantial disruptions to pedestrian circulation
given the expected attendance for typical events. Valet and hotel staff would also be regularly stationed at the
Howard Street passenger loading zone and would be able to ensure that any event-related passenger loading
takes place without adverse effects on pedestrian circulation, similar to operations at other hotels in the
Downtown area. Even assuming that the zone is occasionally used for tour bus loading activities generated by the
hotel, valet and hotel staff would be present at the Howard Street zone during these activities to help minimize
adverse effects on other modes, such that the potential effects to pedestrian circulation and safety would
constitute a less-than-significant impact.

As described above, the proposed passenger loading zone would not meet the estimated curb space demand
generated by hotel event occasions during the peak 15 minutes of the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, given
that the event passenger loading demand may not be met only during approximately 10 larger conference events
during the year (with up to 666 attendees) for short periods of time, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant passenger loading impact. The less-than-significant impact of passenger loading could be further
reduced through implementation of Project Improvement Measures I-TR-1 (Improvement Measure TR-1: Passenger
Loading Zone Management) and I-TR-2 (Event-Related Transportation Demand Management) are recommended
to further minimize the less-than-significant effects related to passenger loading. Implementation of
Improvement Measure I-TR-1 and I-TR-2 would require the management of the passenger loading zone and
deployment of staff to assist with passenger loading/unloading activities and valet operations, as well as
coordination with off-site parking facilities to secure additional vehicle parking spaces, as necessary.

Passenger Loading Supply and Valet Operations

The proposed project would convert up to five on-street parking spaces along the Howard Street frontage of the
project site to provide a new passenger loading zone measuring approximately 100 feet in length. The zone would
primarily be used for passenger loading/unloading (including, but not restricted to, activities generated by the
project) and valet operations for the building. The proposed passenger loading zone would be subject to SFMTA
review and approval.

Avalet station would be provided at which hotel guests and restaurant customers visiting the building would be
able to drop-off and pick-up vehicles. The hotel operator would negotiate an agreement with the nearby parking
garages for the number of parking spaces needed for the valet operations. The proposed project would generate
71 vehicle trips (38 private vehicle trips and 33 taxi/TNC trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour; during this
period, a total of 13 private vehicles would be accessing the site and 25 would be departing. A total of 11 taxi/TNC
vehicles would be conducting passenger drop-off and 22 taxi/TNC vehicles would be picking up passengers during
the weekday p.m. peak hour. The project sponsor proposes to secure a total of 25 parking spaces in nearby
facilities to accommodate this level of private vehicle parking demand.
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Valet service would be provided during business hours, and the specific hours of operation would be dependent
upon the event and may be provided for up to 24 hours per day. The valet operator would be expected to provide
staffing at levels necessary to maintain reasonable wait times and ensure customer satisfaction with the valet
program. Provision of valet service would help manage vehicle parking and passenger loading activities and
reduce potential for vehicle conflicts.

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative Construction

Construction of the proposed project may overlap with construction of other projects, particularly the projects
located at: 543 Howard Street, 95 Hawthorne Street, 524 Howard Street, Transbay Parcel F, and Transbay Block 4.
Construction activities associated with these projects would affect access, traffic, and pedestrians on streets used
as access routes to and from the project sites (e.g., Folsom and Mission streets, etc.). Other projects in the area that
could be under construction concurrently with the proposed project in the project vicinity include the Third Street
Transit and Safety project, Folsom-Howard Streetscape project, and the Under Ramp Park.”” While construction
schedules cannot be known with certainty, there is a possibility of overlapping construction schedules among the
projects, which would compound the circulation effects of each project. Construction activities at the project site
would need to be coordinated with any construction activities taking place simultaneously in the surrounding
area, potentially (but not limited to) 524 Howard Street and Parcel F; work related to Under Ramp Park; and the
Folsom-Howard Streetscape Project.

Project construction activities could potentially result in a significant impact to traffic, transit, pedestrian, and
bicycle circulation if they take place concurrently with nearby projects. Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-9:
Construction Coordination (Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Construction Coordination) is applicable to the
proposed project. Specifically, the mitigation measure would require development of a construction management
plan that could include time-based restrictions on construction truck movements, identification of optimal truck
routes to and from the project site, encouragement of transit use among construction workers, coordination with
City agencies and construction contractors in the surrounding area, and other strategies to minimize disruptions
to traffic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation. Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1:
Construction Coordination would reduce the potential transportation impacts from project construction activities
to less-than-significant levels.

Cumulative Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The PEIR disclosed that vehicular and other ways of travel (e.g., walking, bicycling) volumes would increase
because of the plan and other cumulative projects. This volume increase would result in a potential for more
conflicts between various ways of travel. The following cumulative projects are within the study area intersections
that could overlap with the project’s vehicle trips near the project site: 543 Howard Street, 95 Hawthorne Street,
524 Howard Street, Transbay Parcel F, Transbay Block 4, and the Folsom-Howard Streetscape project. The Folsom-
Howard Streetscape project would result in three eastbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track along the
southern curb, and a transit-only lane in the project vicinity on Folsom Street. The parking lane adjacent to the
project site on Folsom Street would remain with implementation of the Folsom Howard Streetscape project.

23 The Second Street Improvements project is currently close to completion and would very likely be completed (status date is summer 2019) before
construction of the proposed project occurs.

24 Project Mitigation Measure 6 would also be applicable to the Code-compliant variant to reduce construction impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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The vehicle trips from these cumulative projects would not combine to result in a potentially hazardous condition
at any nearby vehicular turning movement. These cumulative projects would also not block access to a
substantial number of people walking and bicycling within the sidewalk and bicycle lane. Therefore, the project, in
combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative potentially hazardous conditions
and accessibility impacts.

Cumulative Public Transit Delay

Public transit delay typically occurs from traffic congestion, including transit reentry, and passenger boarding
delay. The project would add 62 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips and 58 p.m. peak hour transit trips. These trips would
be dispersed along Mission, Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Fourth, Third, Second and First streets among multiple
transit lines, including the 10, 12, 14, 25 and 30. The minor number of trips would not contribute considerably to
cumulative transit delay impacts identified in the TCDP PEIR. Projects currently under construction would improve
public transit. The Third Street Transit and Safety project is implementing transit and safety improvements,
including relocating the transit lanes to improve transit vehicle movement, and improved transit boarding
facilities. The Folsom-Howard Streetscape project would result in a transit-only lane on Folsom Street. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in new or more severe transit delay impacts than were identified in the
TCDP PEIR.

Cumulative Vehicle Miles Traveled

VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. As described above, the project would not exceed the project-
level quantitative thresholds of significance for VMT. Furthermore, the project site is an area where projected year
2040 vehicle miles traveled per capita is more than 15 percent below the future regional per capita and per
employee average. Therefore, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a
significant cumulative vehicle miles traveled impact.

Cumulative Loading

Cumulative Freight Loading/Service Vehicle Demand

The PEIR disclosed that implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would result in loading demand during
the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or
within convenient on-street loading zones and create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays
affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. Under cumulative conditions, there would be a slight increase in
freight loading activity on the surrounding street network as a result of the nearby developments such as 543
Howard Street, 524 Howard Street, 95 Hawthorne Street and Parcel F, and a slight increase in available on-street
freight loading spaces as a result of the Folsom-Howard Streetscape Project. It is possible that the cumulative
freight loading activity of the nearby developments and the proposed project would not be accommodated within
available on-street and off-street loading spaces, and would create potentially hazardous conditions for vehicle
traffic, people walking and biking. Therefore, Transit Center Plan FEIR found that the cumulative freight loading
impacts would be significant. With the PEIR’s identified Mitigation Measure M-TR-7a (“Loading Dock Management”)
and Mitigation Measure M-TR-7b (“Augmentation of On-Street Loading Space Supply”), implementation of the
Transit Center District Plan would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

To the extent that the proposed project’s freight loading demand could not be conveniently accommodated
within available on-street and off-street loading spaces, double parking is likely to occur, but it would not create
potentially hazardous conditions affecting vehicle traffic, people walking and biking. Under cumulative conditions,
double-parking would be more likely to overlap with freight or other circulation needs along Tehama Street due to
the increased level of freight loading and travel activity along the roadway associated with new developments in
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the area. In particular, the loading demand for the adjacent 543 Howard Street/48 Tehama Street project has
frontages on both Howard and Tehama streets. The 48-foot-long commercial loading zone on Tehama Street
would accommodate a portion of the loading demand for both 555 Howard Street and 543 Howard Street, but it
would not accommodate all of the cumulative loading demand. Therefore, the proposed project on 555 Howard
Street, in combination with cumulative projects, could result in cumulative significant freight loading impact
because of greater potential for double-parking which could lead to potentially hazardous conditions. The
proposed project would contribute considerably to this impact. To mitigate this impact to less-than-significant
levels, the project sponsor shall implement Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 (Loading Dock Management).

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 would require the project sponsor to deploy building personnel
such as a dock attendant, inform tenants of limitations and conditions on loading schedules and truck size, and
reserve on-street parking spaces for commercial loading, which would minimize potential for large trucks to block
access to the service vehicle dock and disrupt traffic on Tehama Street. The hired dock attendant is responsible to
assist in the truck maneuvers and would reduce potential for conflicts generated by delivery/service vehicles with
vehicle traffic, people walking, and bicycling along Tehama Street, and would facilitate safe and efficient dock
ingress and egress for trucks. With implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2, the potential transportation
impacts from project-generated freight loading activities would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Cumulative Passenger Loading

Implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would convert Howard Street between Fremont Street and First
Street into a two-way section and consolidate the morning casual carpool drop-off area along this section to the
north side only but would add additional drop-off area on the west side of Fremont Street which would offset the
loss of part of the Howard Street curb space for drop-off activities. Under cumulative conditions, there would be
an increase in passenger loading activity on Howard Street on the project block, as a result of the Parcel F and
Under Ramp Park developments. With construction of the Folsom-Howard Streetscape Project and construction
of a two-way curb and parking protected cycle track on the south side of Howard Street along the project frontage,
there would be a net reduction in available on-street passenger loading and parking spaces along Howard Street
between Fremont Street and First Street. Despite the net reduction, the Transit Center District Plan PEIR found no
substantial impacts and the cumulative impact on passenger loading would be less than significant.

The Folsom-Howard Street project frontage in cumulative conditions would include the conversion of on-street
parking to six passenger loading spaces: one more than analyzed in the existing plus project conditions. The
proposed passenger loading zone would serve passenger loading activity generated by the proposed project, as
well as by other uses in the area. The passenger loading zone would be located within the bulb-in adjacent to the
concrete median separating the two-way cycle track from the vehicle parking and travel lanes and people would
be required to cross the cycle track to access the stopped vehicles.

Under cumulative conditions, the proposed passenger loading zone would meet the estimated curb space
demand generated by regular hotel functions during the peak 15 minutes of the weekday p.m. peak hour. During
event conditions, the passenger loading demand during would be seven spaces for the peak 15 minutes. Given the
nature of events, it is likely that there would be some concentrated passenger pick-up and drop-off activity taking
place at the Howard Street passenger loading zone at the commencement and conclusion of events hosted at the
hotel. This would result in an increase in activity over a short time period that could result in demand exceeding
the provided six passenger loading spaces. Therefore, it is expected that project passenger loading demand may
not be met during approximately 10 larger conference events during the year. Furthermore, under cumulative
conditions, with the addition of passenger pick-up and drop-off activity associated with Parcel F, Under Ramp Park

Record No. 2019-000494ENV 30 555 Howard Street





and other nearby uses, it is possible that combined demand for passenger loading of 555 Howard Street and the
nearby sites would not be met by available on-street passenger loading zones which might result in double
parking.

However, the combined unmet demand and the resulting increase in the potential for double parking is not
expected to cause major traffic hazards. With the revised street design, Howard Street has two travel lanes. Drivers
in the left-lane obstructed by double parking could move over to the right lane to avoid the impact, and the valet
operators could assist and ensure safe pull-in and pull-out maneuvers. Transit traffic would travel in the right lane
to access curbside stops.

There is some potential that passenger loading activities in the proposed zone could disrupt bicycle movements
in the cycle track, particularly during periods of high bicycle volumes or during events with concentrated periods
of passenger loading demand. These effects would occur when passengers are waiting in the concrete median or
on the sidewalk for pick-up or after being dropped off. While people waiting to pick up their vehicles from the
valet station would have the option of waiting inside the hotel lobby along Howard Street, people choosing to wait
outside of the building could disrupt bicycle flow along the cycle track. Given the temporary nature of passenger
loading activities, however, any such effects would be minor and short in duration. While there may be some
concentrated passenger pick-up taking place at the Howard Street passenger loading zone at the conclusion of
events hosted at the hotel, these activities would be spread over the course of the post-event period and would be
unlikely to result in substantial disruptions to bicycle movements given the expected attendance for typical
events. Valet and hotel staff would also be regularly stationed at the Howard Street passenger loading zone and
would be able to ensure that any event-related passenger loading takes place without adverse effects on bicycle
movements. Even assuming that the zone is occasionally used for tour bus loading activities generated by the
hotel, valet and hotel staff would be present at the Howard Street zone during these activities to help minimize
adverse effects on other modes.

Overall, the proposed project on 555 Howard Street, in combination with cumulative projects, would be less-than-
significant for passenger loading under cumulative conditions. To further minimize the impact, Improvement
Measures I-TR-1 and I-TR-2, would further lessen the less-than-significant effects related to passenger loading.

Implementation of Improvement Measure |-TR-1 (Passenger Loading Zone Management) would require the
management of the passenger loading zone and deployment of staff to assist with passenger loading/unloading
activities and valet operations, as well as coordination with off-site parking facilities to secure additional vehicle
parking spaces, as necessary. Implementation of Improvement Measure |-TR-2 (Event-Related Transportation
Demand Management) would require the management of the passenger loading zone and deployment of staff to
assist passenger loading/unloading activities and valet operations, as well as coordination with off-site parking
facilities to secure additional vehicle parking spaces, as necessary. With Improvement Measure I-TR-1 and I-TR-2,
the less-than-significant impact of the project can be further minimized.

For informational purposes, the project sponsor of 555 Howard project will continue to work with the Howard-
Folsom Streetscape team to incorporate design elements to further reduce potential for conflicts among
pedestrian and bicyclists. Some possible elements include:

e Installing signage and/or yield markings in advance of the passenger loading zone to instruct bicyclists to
yield to people crossing
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e Raising the bike lane along the passenger loading zone to slow bicycle traffic and facilitate movement for
people with luggage

e Using a different surface treatment within the cycle track along the passenger loading zone to increase
awareness of the possible presence of people crossing and highlight the crossing area

These possible elements would not have separate significant impacts on their own, although they could lead to
slightly different construction assumptions than that described for the project herein.

Conclusion

The TCDP PEIR projected substantial increases in congestion and consequent significant impacts to public transit.
With Project Mitigation Measures M-TR- 1 and Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 and Project Improvement
Measures I-TR-1 and I-TR-2, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe transportation and
circulation impacts than were identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Noise

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR noted that noise levels adjacent to all major streets in the TCDP plan area from Main Street to the
west exceed the level, 70 decibels (dBA) Ldn, at which the General Plan noise compatibility guidelines recommend
that new residential construction should be undertaken only following completion of a detailed analysis of noise
reduction requirements. The PEIR identified significant impacts related to the introduction of new sensitive uses
that would be affected by existing noise levels and to the exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of
standards in the General Plan. The PEIR also noted that TCDP implementation may also result in temporary
significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts from pile driving and other construction
activities. The PEIR also identified significant impacts that would occur to non-residential sensitive receptors such
as child care centers, schools and libraries, and noise from building equipment.

The TCDP PEIR included several mitigation measures (some of which are intended to guide the analysis of
individual projects within the TCDP plan area and others that are intended to be implemented during the design
and construction of a respective project). These mitigation measures include the following: noise surveys for
residential uses (PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a), implementation of certain noise minimization measures to
meet residential and non-residential noise standards (PEIR Mitigation Measures M-NO-1b and M-NO-1c"), and
noise minimization measures to meet mechanical equipment noise standards (PEIR Mitigation Measures M-NO-1d
and M-NO-1e).

With respect to construction noise, the PEIR determined that construction activities in the Plan area could expose
persons to temporary increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels, but that these impacts

25 TCDP PEIR mitigation measures M-NO-1a, M-NO-1b, and M-NO-1c address the siting of noise sensitive receptors and residential open space in noisy
environments. Based on a California Supreme Court decision, the effect of existing environmental noise on a proposed project that does not exacerbate
an existing environmental condition would not be considered significant under CEQA California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369; December 17, 2015. Available at: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html. Therefore,
because the proposed project, with implementation of other TCDP PEIR mitigation measures to reduce the project’s noise impact, would not
exacerbate the existing noise environment, TCDP Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a, M-NO-1b, M-NO-1c are not applicable.
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could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with implementation of certain noise control measures during
pile driving (PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a) and other general construction noise control measures (PEIR
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b). The PEIR determined that construction activities could expose people to temporary
increases in vibration levels that would be substantially in excess of ambient levels, which would result in
significant and unavoidable vibration impacts. The PEIR acknowledged that specific projects may reduce vibration
impacts to less than significant through adoption of PEIR Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-CP-5a, and M-CP-5b;
however, the PEIR determined that program-level impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Generate substantial temporary or permanent O O O
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Generate excessive groundborne vibration or 0] O O
groundborne noise levels?
c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private 0] O O

airstrip or an airport land use plan area, or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
area to excessive noise levels?

E.6.a) Two noise studies™ ~" were prepared for the proposed project that determined the noise environment at
the proposed project site, maps the nearest noise-sensitive uses within two blocks of the project site, evaluates
the proposed project’s noise impact and identifies applicable mitigation measures from the TCDP PEIR to be
implemented by the project.

Construction Noise

TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b relate to construction noise. Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a
address individual projects that include pile driving and Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b address general construction
noise control measures. As the project would not include pile driving, TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a
would not be applicable.

All construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 37 months) would be subject to the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance (article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). The San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance for private construction projects during normal
business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). The police department is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance during all
other hours. The noise ordinance states that it is unlawful for any person to operate any powered construction

26 Charles M. Salter Associations, Inc., 555 Howard Street, Noise Mitigation Compliance Letter, December 6, 2016.

27 Charles M. Salter Associations, Inc., 555 Howard Street, Transit Center District Plan FEIR Noise Mitigation Compliance, September 4, 2020
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equipment (except impact equipment) if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80
dB(A) when measured at a distance of 100 feet. Impact equipment must be housed with intake and exhaust
mufflers, shields, or shrouds, as recommended by the manufacturer and approved by the Director of Public Works.
These sections also state it shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00
a.m. of the following day to erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure if the
noise level created thereby is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dB(A) at the nearest property plane, unless a
special permit therefor has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building
Inspection.

Compliance with the noise ordinance would reduce construction noise. However, because the noise ordinance
does not include an overall construction noise standard and does not establish a noise limit forimpact tools and
equipment meeting certain requirements, compliance with the noise ordinance may not necessarily be sufficient
to ensure that a project’s construction noise would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels. Given the project’s adjacency to numerous residential buildings (noise sensitive receptors), in particular the
residence located at 33 Tehama Street located directly southeast of the project site, construction noise impacts
would be significant, consistent with the TCDP PEIR findings. Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction
Noise (implementing TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b) would ensure that the proposed project would not
result in a significant construction noise impact by requiring specific construction noise control measures,
including erecting temporary plywood noise barriers and monitoring the effectiveness of noise attenuation
measures by taking noise measurements during construction. With implementation of Project Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1, the proposed project would not result in significant construction noise impacts.

Operational Noise

Building Equipment

Section 2909 of the noise ordinance (article 29 of the Police Code) regulates noise from mechanical equipment
and other similar sources. This would include all equipment, such as electrical equipment as well as mechanical
equipment that is installed on commercial/industrial and hotel properties. Section 2909 states in subsection (b)(1)
that equipment operating on commercial property must not produce a noise level more than 8 dBA above the
ambient noise level at the property boundary. Section 2909 also states in subsection (d) that no fixed (permanent)
noise source (as defined by the Noise Ordinance) may cause the noise level inside any sleeping or living room in a
dwelling unit on residential property to exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or 55 dBA between 7:00
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. when windows are open, except where building ventilation is achieved through mechanical
systems that allow windows to remain closed.

TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-1e addresses impacts related to related to individual projects that include
uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the project vicinity. Mechanical
equipment serving 555 Howard Street is either located externally on flat roof areas or is housed within mechanical
rooms, discharging through louvers in the building facade. The proposed project includes HVAC systems and
other mechanical equipment that would be installed in enclosures between levels 1.5, 4, 5, 6, 21, and 35 and
additional HVAC and other mechanical equipment that would be installed within a mechanical penthouse screen
on the building rooftop. The back-up generator would only be used for emergency purposes and testing and
would be located in the basement level one. Pursuant to air district permitting regulations, the back-up generator
would be permitted up to 50 hours per year for testing. Due to the limited amount of operation of the generator
and because the generator would be below ground, noise from the generator would not substantially increase
ambient noise levels. Additionally, the proposed project would not have any exterior amplified music.
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Unlike the proposed generator, which would operate for limited periods of time for testing and emergencies, the
building’s mechanical equipment would operate continuously. In compliance with TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1e, the design of the proposed building includes locating mechanical equipment away from adjacent
properties, enclosures for mechanical equipment between levels 1.5,4, 5, 6,21, and 35, and a mechanical
penthouse screen on the building rooftop. In further compliance with this mitigation measure, Project Mitigation
Measure M-NO-2: Mechanical Equipment, would ensure that once installed, the buildings mechanical systems
meet the requirements of the noise ordinance. Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 would
ensure that the proposed project would not substantially increase the ambient noise environment and noise
impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant.

Traffic Noise

Increases in ambient noise levels could result also from increases in traffic. A potentially significant increase in the
ambient noise level due to traffic resulting from a proposed project is unlikely unless the project would cause a
doubling of existing traffic levels, which is generally assumed to result in a 3 dBA increase in the existing ambient
noise environment.?® An increase of less than 3 dBA is generally not perceptible outside of controlled laboratory
conditions.” The proposed project would generate new daily vehicle trips within the Plan area. The transportation
study evaluated traffic and determined the project would result in 117 new vehicle trips. As the project would not
cause a doubling in traffic volumes, there would not be a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity, and the proposed project’s traffic noise impact would be less than significant.

E.6.b) Pile driving, usually during construction, generates the greatest amount of vibration. As discussed above,
the proposed project does not include pile driving activities. However, other construction equipment can also
result in construction vibration that may affect certain types of buildings, in particular historic and older buildings.
As discussed in the Cultural Resources topic, no historic resources are located adjacent to the project site. The
buildings adjacent to the project site were construction in 1925 and pursuant to the Transit Center District Survey,
are not considered historic resources. Therefore, it is not anticipated that construction equipment, such as
bulldozers, would result in vibration at levels that could cause damage to adjacent buildings. Additionally,
development projects, such as the proposed project, are not typically sources of operational vibration. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to vibration.

E.6.c) The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within 2 miles of a public airport, or in the
vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, initial study checklist question 6.c is not applicable to the proposed project.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for traffic noise analyses are typically confined to the local roadways nearest the project
site. As project generated vehicle trips disperse along the local roadway network, the contribution of traffic noise
along any given roadway segment would similarly be reduced. As discussed in initial study checklist question 6.a,
the proposed project would not result in a perceptible increase in traffic noise. Should background traffic levels
increase under 2040 cumulative conditions, the project’s contribution to traffic noise would be even lower than
under existing plus project conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a considerable
contribution to ambient noise levels from project traffic.

28 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf . Accessed: December 18,
2017.

29 California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, pp. 2-44 to 2-45, September 2013. Available:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013B.pdf. Accessed July 30, 2017.
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The cumulative context for point sources of noise, such as building HVAC systems are typically confined to the
immediate vicinity in an urban environment because noise attenuates with distance and sight lines are
interrupted by nearby buildings. Therefore, it is not likely that the proposed project’s mechanical equipment noise
would combine with that of cumulative projects to result in a significant increase in ambient noise levels.

The cumulative context for construction noise is usually not further than about 900 feet from the project site.
Based on the list of projects under the Cumulative Setting section above, there are multiple reasonably
foreseeable projects within 900 feet of the project site that could combine with the project’s noise impacts to
generate significant cumulative construction noise. These projects include 655 Folsom Street, 543 Howard Street,
525 Harrison Street, Transbay Parcel F (542-550 Howard Street), 462 Bryant Street, 350 Second Street, 744 Harrison
Street, 667 Folsom Street, and 400 Second Street, which could combine with the project’s noise impacts to
generate significant cumulative construction noise. The proposed project’s construction noise, in combination
with the reasonably foreseeable projects listed above, would result in a significant cumulative noise impact,
consistent with the conclusions in the TCDP PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any
significant noise impacts that were not identified in the PEIR, nor would it result it in more severe impacts than
identified in the PEIR. The proposed project’s construction noise impact would be reduced through compliance
with Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, however, it cannot be stated with certainty, given the amount of
construction anticipated in the immediate area, that the project’s contribution to cumulative construction noise
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Conclusion

The TCDP PEIR determined that implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would result in significant noise
impacts during construction and from noise generating uses. The proposed project would implement mitigation
measures identified in the TCDP PEIR to reduce construction and operational noise, referred to as Project
Mitigation Measures M-NO-1 and M-NO-2. With implementation of mitigation measures identified in the TCDP
PEIR, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe noise impacts than were identified in the TCDP
PEIR.

Air Quality

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR determined that future construction activity would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
related to the generation of criteria air pollutants and exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants
(TACs). PEIR Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-5 were identified to reduce project-specific impacts
associated with construction activities. The PEIR determined that impacts at the program-level would remain
significant and unavoidable. In general, with respect to air quality, the PEIR found that project-specific impacts
may be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

The TCDP PEIR identified significant and unavoidable air quality impacts related to exposure of existing and future

sensitive receptors, such as residences and child care centers, to emissions of fine particulate matter (PM,s) and

30 Thisdistance was selected because typical construction noise levels can affect a sensitive receptor at a distance of 900 feet if there is a direct line-of-
sight between a noise source and a noise receptor (i.e., a piece of equipment generating 85 dBA would attenuate to 60 dBA over a distance of 900 feet).
An exterior noise level of 60 dBA will typically attenuate to an interior noise level of 35 dBA with the windows closed and 45 dBA with the windows open.
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TACs as a result of existing and future mobile (vehicles) and stationary (generators, boilers, and cogeneration
facilities) sources within and adjacent to the TCDP area. PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 was identified to reduce
impacts to sensitive receptors through the implementation of a risk and hazard overlay zone, within which certain
health risk reduction policies would apply. PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 was identified to require site-specific
analyses of stationary sources and requires implementation of measures to reduce health risks where necessary;
however, the PEIR determined that program-level impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 0] O O
applicable air quality plan?
b) Resultinacumulatively considerable net increase of 0 0 0
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or
regional ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 0 O O
concentrations?
d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to ] = =
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

E.7.a) The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
2017 Clean Air Plan. The primary goals of the clean air plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional
and local scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in health risk from toxic air contaminants;
and (3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The clean air plan recognizes that, to a great extent, community design
dictates individual travel mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria
pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant
urban communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable transportation
options. The compact development of the proposed project and the availability of non-auto transportation
options in the project area would ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and
consequent air pollutant emissions. In addition, as discussed above in the Population and Housing resource topic,
the project site is located within the Transbay Terminal priority development area. Channeling development
within such areas is a key land use strategy under Plan Bay Area to meet statewide greenhouse gas reduction goals
pursuant to Senate Bill 375. Furthermore, for the reasons described in the initial study checklist topics 6.b-c, the
proposed project would not result in significant air pollutant emissions or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the
2017 Clean Air Plan.

E.7.b) The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) prepared updated 2017 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines),”" which provide screening criteria for determining whether a project’s criteria

31 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017.
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air pollutant emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in nonattainment criteria air
pollutants.

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six
criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide
(SO.), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by developing
specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin) experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to
federal or state standards. The air basin is designated as either in attainment™ or unclassified for most criteria
pollutants with the exception of ozone, PM,s, and PMso, for which these pollutants are designated as non-
attainment for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative
impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards.
Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s
contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be
considered significant.”™ Regional criteria air pollutant impacts resulting from the proposed project are evaluated
below.

Construction Dust Control

The TCDP PEIR determined that emissions from fugitive dust would be less than significant with implementation
of the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) and PEIR Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-4b: Dust Control Plan. The ordinance amended the San Francisco Building Code by adding section
106.3.2.6 to require that all construction activities that would expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500
square feet of soil must comply with specified dust control measures. Dust suppression activities may include
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering
frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt-moving
activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in
progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days)
greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel,
sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts the use of
potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or
demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control
activities during project construction and demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a
recycled water truck-fill station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for
these activities at no charge.

PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b applies to sites that are too small (one-half acres or less) to be subject to the
Dust Control Ordinance requirement to develop a dust control plan. However, the measures in the dust control
ordinance for site less than one-half acre are sufficient to ensure that fugitive dust impacts would not be
significant. Therefore, TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b is not required. Compliance with the dust control

32 “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specific criteria air pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to
regionsr that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria air pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough
data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified air pollutant.

33 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3.
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ordinance would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant construction related fugitive dust
impacts.

Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that meet the air district’s screening criteria do not have the
potential to result in a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air pollutant emissions during
construction and operation of the proposed project would exceed the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria of
554 hotel rooms for construction, as the proposed project would construct 401 hotel rooms, and would also
exceed the screening criteria of 10,000 cubic yards of soil excavation, as the proposed project would require
approximately 40,000 cubic yards of excavation. Since the project involves more than 10,000 cubic yards of soil
removal, the proposed project would exceed the BAAQMD screening levels and would contribute to the significant
construction criteria air pollutant impact identified in the PEIR. Therefore, Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1:
Construction Air Quality (implementing TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a), related to emissions exhaust by
requiring engines to meet higher emission standards on certain types of construction equipment is required.
Specifically, this measure requires off-road construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower to have engines
that meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and California Air Resources Board Tier 4 interim off-road
emissions standards. Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Air Quality, would reduce criteria air
pollutant emissions below the thresholds of significance and thus, impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Criteria Air Pollutants

The proposed project would generate criteria pollutant emissions associated with vehicle traffic (mobile sources),
on-site area sources (i.e., natural gas combustion for space and water heating, and combustion of other fuels by
building and grounds maintenance equipment), energy use, and testing of a backup diesel generator.

While the PEIR determined that at a program-level the TCDP would result in less-than-significant regional air
quality impacts, the PEIR states that, “It is possible that individual development projects, if large enough, could
result in significant effects related to emissions of criteria air pollutants, even if the [TCDP] is determined to have a
less than significant impact.”** The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide
screening criteria® for determining whether a project’s criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that meet the screening criteria
would not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air pollutant emissions during
operation of the proposed project would not exceed the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria (489-room hotel).
Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the BAAQMD screening criteria and would not have a significant
impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required. For these reasons,
implementation of the proposed project would not result in either project-level or cumulative significant impacts
that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR related to increases in non-attainment criteria air pollutants during
project operations.

34 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final Environmental Impact Report. See page 395. Available online
at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs. Accessed February 1,2017.

35 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2010. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3. Available at:
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/draft_baagmd_cega_guidelines_may_2010_final.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 1,
2017.
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E.7.c) In addition to regional criteria air pollutants analyzed above, the following air quality analysis evaluates
localized health risks to determine whether sensitive receptors would be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Subsequent to publication of the PEIR, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series
of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as Enhanced Ventilation
Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, or Health Code article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective
December 8,2014). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an air
pollutant exposure zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use
development within the air pollutant exposure zone. The air pollutant exposure zone as defined in article 38
includes areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources undertaken by the city in partnership
with the air district, exceed health protective standards for cumulative PM, s concentration and/or cumulative
excess cancer risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Article 38 requires that
the project sponsor submit an Enhanced Ventilation Proposal for approval by the Department of Public Health
(DPH) that achieves protection from PM,s (fine particulate matter) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value 13 filtration. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the
Director of Public Health that the applicant has an approved Enhanced Ventilation Proposal. In compliance with
article 38, the project sponsor submitted an initial application to DPH on February 6,2019.%

Projects within the air pollutant exposure zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s
activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas
already adversely affected by poor air quality.

Construction Health Risk

The project site is located within an identified air pollutant exposure zone; therefore, the ambient health risk to
sensitive receptors from air pollutants is considered substantial.

The proposed project would require the use of heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during most of
the anticipated 37-month construction period. Thus, the proposed project’s construction emissions would result
in significant health risk impacts, consistent with the findings of the TCDP PEIR. Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1,
implementing PEIR mitigation measures M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-5, would reduce diesel particulate matter exhaust
from construction equipment by at least 89 to 94 percent compared to uncontrolled construction equipment.”’

Operational Health Risks

In regard to siting new sources of air pollutant emissions, PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 was identified to reduce
the health risk impact from new sources of diesel particulate matter. The proposed project would include an
emergency back-up generator and is located within the air pollutant exposure zone. Therefore, the proposed
project would result in a significant health risk impact from diesel particulate emissions resulting from the back-up

36 Sabrina Eshaghi, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Application for Article 38 Compliance Assessment on behalf of Trammell Crow Residential, February 6, 2019.

37 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 off-road engines do not have PM
emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling -
Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to
have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, requiring off-road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent
and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr). The 63 percent
reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr). In
addition to the Tier 2 requirement, if ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required, they would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent. Therefore, utilizing Tier 2 and
ARB Level 3 VDECS would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM emissions, as compared
to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). The proposed mitigation measure would use Tier 4 interim off-road emission
standards for equipment rated at 50 hp or greater, which would result in greater PM emission reductions than the use of Tier 2 and ABR Level 3 VDECs.

Record No. 2019-000494ENV 40 555 Howard Street





generator. Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators, which
would implement TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3, would require the generator to meet the most stringent
emissions standards for particulate matter and potential effects of diesel particulate matter from the proposed
emergency generator would be reduced to a less than significant level.

E.6.d) Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations,
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, fiberglass
manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities. During construction,
diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However, construction-related odors
would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion. The proposed project includes residential
and retail uses that would not be expected to create significant sources of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts
would be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and
future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself
would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.™ The project-level thresholds
for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air
quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed
project would result in significant criteria air pollutant impacts, the project would result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts. However, with implementation of Project Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-1, the project’s contribution to this significant impact would be reduced to less than significant.

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality. The project
would add temporary construction equipment, new vehicle trips, and stationary sources of emissions from a
backup generator within an area already adversely affected by poor air quality, resulting in a considerable
contribution to cumulative health risk impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. This would be a significant
cumulative impact. The proposed project would be required to implement Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1:
Construction Air Quality, which could reduce construction period emissions by as much as 94 percent, and Project
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators, which requires best available
control technology to limit emissions from the project’s emergency back-up generator. Implementation of these
mitigation measures would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative localized health risk impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, with implementation of Project Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 and M-AQ-2, the project would
not result in any significant air quality impacts that were not previously identified in the TCDP PEIR, nor would it
result in substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the PEIR.

38 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1.
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Greenhouse Gas

TCDP PEIR Findings

The PEIR concluded that the adoption of the Transit Center District Plan would not directly result in greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions; however, implementation of development projects in the Plan area would result in GHG
emissions. The Plan includes goals and policies that would apply to the proposed project, and these policies are
generally consistent with the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.*” The PEIR concluded that
emissions resulting from development under the Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation measures
were required.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or O O O
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or O O O

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

E.8.aand b) The air district has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are
consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of
significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions and allow for projects that are consistent with an
adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project’s GHG impact is less than significant. San Francisco’s
Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and
ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the air district
and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 36 percent reduction in GHG emissionsin
2017 compared to 1990 levels,™ exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air district’s 2017 Clean Air
Plan,”" Executive Order S-3-05"7, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).”"" In
addition, San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals

39 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010. Available at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Reduction_Strategy.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.

40 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint (2017), May 2019. Available at https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-
footprint, accessed May 14, 2019.

41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2017. Available at http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-
plans/current-plans, accessed July 13, 2018.

42 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861, accessed March 3, 2016.

43 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-
0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.

44 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020.
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established under Executive Orders S-3-05," B-30-15,"%"" and Senate Bill (SB) 32."%“** Therefore, projects that are
consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy would not result in GHG emissions that would have a
significant effect on the environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans
and regulations.

The proposed project would demolish three existing building and construct a 35 story (plus 4 basement levels),
approximately 405-foot-tall, 428,620 square-foot building with 401 hotel rooms. The proposed project would also
develop approximately 6,950 square feet of restaurant uses. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to
annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and commercial
operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal.
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions.

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

Compliance with the city’s Emergency Ride Home program®’, Transportation Demand Management program,
Transportation Sustainability Fee, bicycle parking requirements, and car sharing requirements would reduce the
proposed project’s transportation-related emissions. These regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-
occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower GHG emissions
on a per capita basis.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the city’s Green
Building Code, Stormwater Management, and Water Conservation and Irrigation ordinances, which would
promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s energy-related GHG emissions.”
Additionally, the project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code,

45 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010,
reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to
1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).

Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which

present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential.

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

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

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

49 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute requirements for the
disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules,
regulations, and measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

50 Executive Order B-15-18, which was signed in September 2018, establishes a statewide goal to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no
later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net negative emissions after. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-
Executive-Order.pdf, accessed September 25, 2018. The statewide executive order is slightly more aggressive than the commitment made by Mayor Mark
Farrellin April 2018 for the City to reach net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. The San Francisco Department of the Environment is currently
developing a plan to meet the goal of carbon neutrality.

51 The Emergency Ride Home Program applies to all commuters who work in San Francisco and walk, bike, take transit or drive to work, and is funded by
CommuteSmart.

52 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water required for the
project.
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further reducing the project’s energy-related GHG emissions. The proposed project would meet a GreenPoint
Rated building energy efficiency certification.

The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City’s Recycling
and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and Green Building Code
requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by
landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their embodied energy” and
reducing the energy required to produce new materials.

Compliance with the City’s street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon sequestration. The
proposed project would plant two street trees and pay an in-lieu fee for the remaining five required trees in
accordance with Public Works Code Section 806(d). The proposed project will not include the installation of wood
burning fireplaces. Other regulations, including those limiting refrigerant emissions and the restaurant-related
Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance would reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations
requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds.™ Thus, the proposed project is
determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.

Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction
plans and regulations and GHG impacts from the project would be less than significant. No mitigation measures
are required.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative GHG
impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG impacts that were not identified in the
TCDP PEIR.

Wind

TCDP PEIR Findings

Awind tunnel test was conducted for the TCDP PEIR. The test included massing models of other potential future
development in the vicinity of the Transit Tower and were modeled as boxy, rectangular massings, extending up to
the maximum height limit. The TCDP PEIR identified significant but mitigable impacts related to the substantial
increases in wind speeds in publicly accessible open spaces, including City Park, and new exceedances of the
section 148 Planning Code wind hazard criterion. The TCDP PEIR identified PEIR Mitigation Measure M-WI-2 (Tower
Design to Minimize Pedestrian Wind Speeds) to mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant level. However, the
mitigation measure only applies to specific sites, which include Parcel F, 524 Howard Street, 50 First Street, 181
Fremont Street, and Golden Gate University sites, and does not include the proposed project site.

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

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

55 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 555 Howard Street, September 18, 2018.
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 0 0 O

substantial pedestrian use?

E.9.a) Within the C-3-O (SD) District, the planning code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria to
evaluate new development. In terms of wind comfort criteria, wind speeds should not exceed, more than 10
percent of the time between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., 11 miles per hour (mph) in substantial pedestrian use areas.
Similarly, the hazard criterion established within the planning code requires that buildings not cause equivalent
wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph as averaged from a single full hour of the year. This
wind hazard criterion is used by the planning department as the CEQA significance threshold for the
determination of whether a project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial
pedestrian use.

Based on the height and location of the project, a pedestrian wind assessment was prepared by a qualified wind
consultant for the proposed project The wind study measured wind speeds for the existing, existing plus
project, and cumulative scenario. As with the TCDP PEIR wind analysis, the cumulative scenario included a model
for the Transit Tower (now known as the Salesforce Tower or Transbay Tower) and massing models of other
potential future development in the vicinity of the Transit Tower project site. Wind speed measurements were
taken at 68 locations for the existing scenario and 75 locations for the project and cumulative scenarios. The
number of test points along Howard, Tehama, and Second streets were greater in the 555 Howard Street wind
assessment than the number of locations addressed in the TCDP PEIR wind study. Therefore, the wind assessment
provides a more fine-grained analysis than the PEIR of the project’s potential wind impacts

Hazardous Wind Conditions and Potential Effects

The wind assessment found that the existing wind conditions on the adjacent streets do not exceed the 26-mile-
per-hour wind hazard criterion and the project is not anticipated to cause adverse wind impacts or result in
hazardous wind conditions. The wind assessment found that the proposed project would not cause winds to
reach or exceed the 26-mile-per-hour wind hazard criterion at any pedestrian areas on and around the proposed
development that were tested, and that wind speeds at building entrances and public sidewalks would be
suitable for the intended pedestrian usage, under both existing plus project and project plus cumulative scenarios.
As a result, the project is not anticipated to cause adverse wind impacts or result in hazardous wind conditionsin
or around the project site.

Pedestrian Comfort Conditions and Project Effects

Pedestrian comfort effects related to wind are evaluated based on criteria in the planning code and are provided
forinformational purposes. Regarding pedestrian comfort, existing wind conditions near the project site are
moderate to high with wind speeds averaging 12 mph for the 68 test locations under existing conditions. Wind

56 RWDI, 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, CA. Pedestrian Wind Study, February 6, 2017.

57 RWDI, 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, CA. Qualitative Pedestrian Wind Assessment, September 21, 2020
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speeds at 35 of the 68 locations exceed the Planning Code” s 11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion. These areas
are along Tehama Street west of First Street, along Second Street, along Howard Street west of First Street, and at
localized areas to the north and south of the project site. Under the existing scenario, winds currently exceed the
11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion 13 percent of the time on average with an average wind speed of 12 mph.

Under the existing plus project scenario, seven additional test locations (for a total of 75 locations) were added to
determine wind speed immediately around the proposed building. These seven locations were not included
under the existing scenario due to the presence of the existing buildings on the project site. Under the existing plus
project scenario, wind speeds at 42 of the 75 test locations are expected to exceed the Planning Code’s 11 mph
pedestrian-comfort criterion. These existing plus project scenario exceedances are generally in the same locations
as under the existing scenario. Specifically, the existing plus project scenario would remove four exceedances and
would add eleven new exceedances, resulting in a difference of seven new exceedances.” However, wind speeds
are generally expected to remain similar to existing conditions, since wind conditions under the existing plus
project scenario would exceed the 11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion 13 percent of the time on average with an
average wind speed of 12 mph, which is the same as under the existing scenario. Additionally, when compared to
the existing scenario, wind speeds would be slightly lower to the east and south of the project site under the
existing plus project scenario. The addition of new pedestrian-comfort exceedances would require the project
sponsor to seek exception under Planning Code Section 309.

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative conditions for the wind analysis included the following reasonably foreseeable projects: 524 Howard
Street, 542-550 Howard Street, Transbay Block 9, 325 Fremont Street, Transbay Block 2, Transbay Block 4, Transbay
Block 5, 50 1st Street (Oceanwide Center), 536 Mission Street (Golden Gate University), 562, 564, 568 Howard St.
(Parcel F), 201 2nd Street, 648 Howard Street, 663 Howard Street, 633 Folsom Street, 524 Howard Street, and 543
Howard.™

Under the project plus cumulative scenario,” of the 75 locations tested for the existing scenario and project plus
cumulative scenarios, none are expected to exceed the hazard criterion. Under the project plus cumulative
scenario®’, wind speeds at 40 of the 75 test locations are expected to exceed the Planning Code’s 11 mph
pedestrian-comfort criterion. Wind speeds would exceed the 11 mph pedestrian-comfort criterion 14 percent of
the time on average with an average wind speed of 12 mph. When compared to the existing plus project scenario,
the project plus cumulative scenario would result in two fewer exceedances, would increase the percent of time
wind speed exceeds the pedestrian-comfort criterion by one percent, and would not change the average wind
speed.

58 Of these seven locations that exceed the pedestrian-comfort criterion, two of which were not tested under the existing scenario due to the presence of
the existing buildings on the project site.

59 The Pedestrian Wind Study, prepared in 2017 did not include the massing of the proposed 543 Howard Street development, which was not known at the
time of this study and was not included in the cumulative massing test configuration. Therefore, a qualitative pedestrian wind assessment was
undertaken to evaluate if this site would result in any additional wind hazard conditions. For the purposes of this assessment it was assumed that the
543 Howard Street project would consist of a 350-foot-tall tower, plus a 35-foot-tall tower extension, that will cover all three lots.

60 The cumulative scenario includes eight in-construction projects and 21 reasonably foreseeable projects near the project site, including the 524 Howard
Street, Parcel F (562, 564, and 568 Howard Street), and Transbay Tower developments.

61 The cumulative scenario includes eight in-construction projects and 21 reasonably foreseeable projects near the project site, including the 524 Howard
Street, Parcel F (562, 564, and 568 Howard Street), and Transbay Tower developments.
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The incorporation of the 543 Howard Street cumulative project since the preparation of the 2017 wind study is
expected to increase wind speeds along Howard Street to the northeast of the site. While the increases are not
expected to result in additional wind hazard conditions, they could cause wind comfort concerns. The increases
would be the result of increased downwashing wind flows from the relatively large projected fagade now created
by the combined northwest facades of the 555 Howard and the 543 Howard Street towers. However, the 543
Howard Street cumulative project would not result in any additional wind hazard conditions. Therefore, wind
conditions for the project plus cumulative and existing plus project scenarios are generally expected to be similar.
Wind conditions around the project site are not expected to be affected substantially by construction of
reasonably foreseeable development under project plus cumulative.

The wind assessment also evaluated potential wind speed increases within public seating areas, including at the
intersection of Howard and First Streets, and determined that the project would result in an insubstantial (one to
three mph) increase in wind speeds within public seating areas under existing plus project and cumulative plus
project scenarios. As a result, the proposed project would not result in new or peculiar impacts, or adverse effects
of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the TCDP PEIR with respect to the wind comfort
criteria.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in significant wind impacts, either individually
or cumulatively. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant wind impacts that were not
identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Shadow

TCDP PEIR Findings

Planning code section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional
shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission
between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless that shadow would not
result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. The TCDP PEIR evaluated the shadow effects of
plan implementation by analyzing shadow that would be cast by the Transit Tower (now the Salesforce Tower), as
well as shadows cast by the other buildings that could be built, which included a total of 17 key sites, including the
Transit Tower.

Shadow impacts from development of these sites in the plan area were quantified on section 295 parks that
would be affected by plan implementation. The PEIR also noted that no parks subject to section 295 are within the
plan area. The TCDP PEIR evaluated subsequent development projects enabled by the plan on 13 specific sites (of
the total of 17 evaluated in the PEIR) in greater detail in the TCDP, based on generalized massing models of
buildings at the heights that would be allowed under the TCDP. The PEIR found that new shadows from
development within the Plan area would affect nine parks, eight of which have established Absolute Cumulative
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Limits™ for net new shadow under section 295. Considered together, development under the TCDP would require
that the Absolute Cumulative Limit be increased on eight downtown parks.

Additionally, privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) were developed in conjunction with office buildings,
many of which were created in accordance with the Downtown Plan and Planning Code provisions to provide
publicly accessible space as part of private developments. Given that POPOS are typically required in areas with
higher height limits and given that POPOS are typically provided on the ground floor, POPOS frequently are
heavily shaded throughout the day.

The TCDP PEIR found a significant and unavoidable shadow impact as a result of plan implementation. No
mitigation is available for shadow impacts on existing parks, because it not possible to lessen the intensity or
otherwise reduce the shadow cast by a building at a given height and bulk. Therefore, the TCDP PEIR found a
significant and unavoidable shadow impact as a result of plan implementation.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely O O O

affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible
open spaces?

E.10.a) To evaluate the design of the proposed project, a project-specific shadow study for the 555 Howard Street
project was prepared using a detailed 3-D model of the proposed project. The results of this project-specific
shadow study were discussed in the 555 Howard Street shadow analysis technical memorandum and are
summarized here.®® At no time throughout the year does the proposed project impact any Recreation and Park
open space subject to Section 295 of the Planning Code, or Jessie Square and Yerba Buena Gardens. Therefore,
the potential impacts described below are for open spaces not subject to Section 295.

Other Public and Publicly Accessible Open Spaces

Rincon Park

Rincon Park is an approximately 2.91-acre (126,725 square feet) park along the east side of The Embarcadero
between Howard Street and Harrison Street. Most of the northern half of the park is landscaped with grass and
small shrubs. The central portion of the park is occupied by an approximately 65-foot-tall sculpture of a bow and
arrow known as “Cupid’s Span,” and there is a paved pedestrian path to the west of the sculpture that generally
runs parallel to the Embarcadero Promenade. The southern half of the park includes a small amount of
landscaping and a pair of two-story restaurant buildings. There are seating areas along the pedestrian promenade

62 The Absolute Cumulative Limit represents the maximum percentage of new shadow, expressed as a percentage of Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight
(TAAS). The theoretical annual available sunlight is the amount of sunlight, measured in square-foot-hours that would fall on a given park during the
hours covered by Section 295. It is computed by multiplying the area of the park by 3,721.4, which is the number of hours in the year subject to Section
295. Thus, this quantity is not affected by shadow cast by existing buildings, but instead represents the amount of sunlight that would be available with
no buildings in place. Theoretical annual available sunlight calculations for each downtown park were used by the Planning and Recreation and Park
Commissions in establishing the allowable Absolute Cumulative Limit for downtown parks in 1989.

63 CADP, 555 Howard Street Shadow Analysis, September 21, 2020.
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(the Embarcadero Promenade) and seating areas to the east and south of the sculpture. Rincon Park is used for
active and passive recreation.” Throughout the year, Rincon Park is sunny from the morning until the early
afternoon. In general, the existing afternoon shadows begin later during the summer (after approximately 4:30
p.m.) and earlier during the winter (after approximately 12:30 p.m.). The TCDP PEIR acknowledged that Rincon
Park would be the most greatly affected non-Section 295 public open space by Plan area development.

Rincon Park has approximately 471,595,022 square foot hours (sfh) of theoretical annual available sunlight (TAAS).
This existing annual total shadow on the park is approximately 144,426,837 sfh annually. The project would add
approximately 60 sfh of shadow on Rincon Park. The existing shading for Rincon Park is approximately 30.63%
percent of the total TAAS, and the project would incrementally increase the total percentage of TAAS by 0.00001
percent. New shadow cast by the project would occur from August 9" to May 3 and again from December 13" to
December 27", lasting for an average duration of approximately 11 minutes in the late afternoon. The project
would cast a 25-square-foot shadow, which would the largest shadow, at 3:45 p.m. from December 13" to
December 27", New project shadow would be cast on a small area of the western edge of Rincon Park. The new
project-related shadow on Rincon Park would be too small to impact the use of the park. The incremental increase
in shadow duration, location, and amount of shadow cast on Rincon Park by the proposed project would not
substantially affect use of the park, and impacts would be less than significant.

Salesforce Park

Salesforce Park is a 5.4-acre rooftop park located atop the Transbay Transit Center, less than 100 feet north from
the project site across Natoma Street. Salesforce Park is under the jurisdiction of the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority. The rooftop park is 1,400-foot long and includes an amphitheater, a children play space, a café, a
restaurant, and open grass areas.

Saleforce Park has approximately 818,037,240square foot hours (sfh) of theoretical annual available sunlight
(TAAS). This existing annual total shadow on the park is approximately 460,124,836 sth annually. The existing
shading on Saleforce Park is approximately 56.25 percent of the total TAAS, and the project would incrementally
increase the total percentage of TAAS by 0.58 percent.

The average duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Salesforce Park would be 2 hours,
and 53 minutes. The maximum extent of net new shadow cast by the proposed project would occur on December
20" at 11:30 a.m., lasting 4 hours and 50 minutes, during which time the shadow would cover approximately
21,409 sf or 9.74 percent of the park. Due to the close proximity of Salesforce Park to the project site, the proposed
project would add net new shadow on the park 10 months out of the year from January 1 to May 17 and July 26 to
December 31. Net new shadow from the proposed project would occur during the mid-morning hours through the
early afternoon, with the latest shadow leaving the park on/or after 1:45 p.m. during anytime of the year that the
project would shadow this park. New shadow from the proposed project would minimally affect the current usage
of the passive grassy area in the center portion of park near the west skylight that looks down below into the
transit center. Based on observations, individual and small groups lounge on the grassy area in around the circling
trees

The TCDP PEIR stated that the TCDP plan area buildings, would add new shadow to Salesforce Park (referred to as
City Park in the TCDP PEIR). Existing buildings located near the Salesforce Park, including the Salesforce Tower,
would cast shadow throughout the year on most of the park area. The TCDP PEIR acknowledged that this park

64 Active recreation includes walking, running, cycling, rollerblading, and skateboarding, which occur primarily along the eastern perimeter of the park
within the pedestrian promenade, while passive recreation includes sitting or lying down.
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would be surrounded by high-rise development; thus, it was expected that buildings that were existing at the time
of the preparation of the TCDP PEIR, as well as future buildings anticipated as a result of upzoning proposed in
that PEIR, would cast shadows onto the park during the day. As noted above, the TCDP PEIR found the plan would
have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to shadow on parks. The proposed project’s new shadow
would not result in any significant shadow impacts that were not identified in the PEIR, nor would it result in more
severe impacts than identified in the PEIR.

Privately Owned, Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (POPOS)

Most of the open spaces in the project vicinity are privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces (“POPOS”).
These open spaces are not subject to Section 295 and they are not operated or managed by public agencies.
However, these areas are subject to Planning Code Section 147, which is intended to minimize shading of public
plazas or other publicly accessible open spaces.

There are six POPOS in the project area that could be shadowed by the proposed project including; Spear Street
Terrace, Howard & Fremont Street, Foundry Square, Main Street Plaza, 100 First Street Plaza, and Golden Gate
University. Below is a brief description of these six POPOS:

o The Golden Gate University POPOS is a recessed entry to Golden Gate University that provides benches
and seating areas;

e Main Street Plaza is a mid-block pedestrian passageway between the Main Tower and 211 Main Street to
the proposed future Transbay Park;

e Spear Street Terrace is a plaza that facilities pedestrian access to the waterfront;
e Howard & Fremont Street is a plaza is sitting areas with landscaping and public art;
e The 100 First Street Plaza is an elevated outdoor space with tables and chairs for lunch use; and

e Foundry Square consists of several street-level plazas at the corners of Howard and First Street with sitting
areas for lunchtime use.

Golden Gate University

The Golden Gate University POPOS open space totals 5,483 square feet of publicly accessible urban open space.
The shadow coverage of Golden Gate University POPOS is limited mainly to the bridge area of the POPOS. The
shadow would occur during late fall to the winter months, from approximately late October through mid-February
and would last for less than 30 minutes at the maximum duration of the net new shadow. The maximum shadow
day would cover an area of 1,685 square feet, which encompasses 31 percent of the total POPOS area. The
additional shadow as a result of the project would not be substantial and would not substantially affect the use
and enjoyment of the Golden Gate University POPOS. Therefore, the impact of new shadow from the proposed
project on Golden Gate University POPOS would be less than significant.

Main Street Plaza

The Main Street Plaza open space totals 4,657 square feet (0.11 acres) of publicly accessible urban open space. The
shadow coverage of the Main Street Plaza is limited to the southern half of the POPOS. The shadow would occur
during the winter months from approximately late November through mid-January and last for less than 30
minutes at the maximum duration of the net new shadow. The maximum shadow day would cover an area of
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2,480 square feet, which encompasses 53 percent of the total POPOS area. The additional shadow as a result of
the project would be limited in duration, and would not substantially affect the use and enjoyment of the Main
Street Plaza. Therefore, the impact of new shadow from the proposed project on Main Street Plaza would be less
than significant.

Howard & Fremont Street Plaza

The Howard Fremont plaza is an 8,724 square foot (0.20 acres) of publicly accessible urban open space. The
project would shadow a small area on the south eastern edge of the Howard Fremont Plaza along the Howard
Street entry. The shadow is limited to the winter months between mid-November and late January. The shadow
would occur in the mid-afternoon for less than 39 minutes at the longest duration on the winter solstice. The
maximum shadow day would cover an area of 402 square feet, which encompasses five percent of the total
POPOS area. The additional shadow as a result of the project would not be substantial and would not
substantially affect the use and enjoyment of Howard Fremont plaza. Therefore, the impact of new shadow from
the proposed project on Howard Fremont plaza would be less than significant.

Spear Street Terrace

The Spear Street Terrace is an 31,716 square foot (0.73 acres) of publicly accessible urban open space. The The
project would shadow on Spear Street Terrace is limited to a long band across the length of the park from west to
east. This area represents a limited time of shadow that makes its way to cover a slender strip of light coming
through the narrow separation between the two buildings to the west of Spear Street. The shadow would not
exceed 15 minutes in duration and at its maximum covers approximately 5.5% of the parks area (which
encompasses 1,740 square feet of the overall park). The additional shadow as a result of the project would not be
substantial and would not substantially affect the use and enjoyment of Spear Street Terrace. Therefore, the
impact of new shadow from the proposed project on Spear Street Terrace would be less than significant.

100 First Street Plaza

The 100 First Street Plaza open space totals 15,566 square feet of publicly accessible urban open space. The
shadow coverage of 100 First Street is across the center area of the open space where the scattering of tables and
chairs are located amongst planting with seating level concrete landscaping structure The shadow across the
seating and relaxing area would occur in the mid to late morning from approximately 10:15 am tol11:15 a.m. The
project shadows would occur only during late fall to the winter months, from approximately late October through
mid-February and last for less than 1 hour, 14 minutes at the maximum. The maximum shadow day would cover
an area of 7,264 square feet, which encompasses 47 percent of the total POPOS area. The additional shadow as a
result of the project would not be substantial and would not substantially affect the use and enjoyment of 100
First Street Plaza. Therefore, the impact of new shadow from the proposed project on 100 First Street Plaza would
be less than significant.

Foundry Square

Foundry Square is a complex of four architecturally-linked, 10-story mid-rise buildings located at Howard and First
Streets near the Transbay Transit Center. Each of the four buildings stands on a different corner of the street. The
corner POPOS located at the southwest entry to Foundry building 1 at the corner of First and Howard Streets
represents the only location where new potential shadow was measured from the proposed 555 Howard project.
Foundry Square would receive shadow from 555 Howard Street across the entire area of the Foundry Building Il
plaza where outdoor seating is provided. Shadow from the proposed project would occur from fall through spring,
and the longest duration of shadow would occur for 1 hour and 30 minutes in the mid-afternoon. The day with the
most shadow impact would be November 21 and February 8" and would cover 99.08 percent of Foundry Square
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and 3,092 square feet. The additional shadow from the proposed project would occur during the mid-afternoon
for most of the year and therefore could adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the space, resulting in a
significant impact. However, the proposed project would not result in any significant shadow impacts that were
not already previously disclosed in the TCDP PEIR, nor would it result in more severe impacts than those identified
inthe TCDP PEIR.

Future Parks

There are three future parks in the vicinity of the proposed project, including Transbay Park, 2nd & Howard Plaza,
and Under Ramp Park (formerly Oscar Park). The proposed project has the potential to add minimal new shadow
on the future Transbay Park during the late afternoon hours for two weeks (one week in early November and one
week in early February). New shadow from the project would be localized to the southeastern portion of the park
and would occur for no more than 15 minutes. The proposed project has the potential to add new shadow on the
future 2nd & Howard Plaza in the morning during the spring, summer, and fall. New shadow from the project
would occur around 9:00 a.m. for about 15 minutes during the spring and fall and would occur from about 8:00
a.m. until 10:30 a.m. during the summer. The proposed project has the potential to add minimal new shadow to
portions of Under Ramp Park in the evening during the summer. New shadow would occur around 7:00 p.m. for a
few minutes. All three of these parks do not exist today; the design and programming of these future parks are still
under development and have not yet been finalized. Since these parks are not existing parks, shadow from the
proposed project could not result in impacts under CEQA.

Other Shading

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

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative conditions for the shadow analysis included the following reasonably foreseeable projects: 95
Hawthorne Street, 120 Hawthorne Street, 126 Hawthorne Street, 633 Folsom Street, 655 Folsom Street, 667
Folsom Street, 524 Howard Street, 543 Howard Street, 525 Harrison Street, 390 First Street, and 335 Fremont
Street.

Rincon Park

Under cumulative conditions, the Rincon Park proposed project shadow would not change from project
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in additional or more severe cumulative shadow
impacts than were analyzed in the TCDP PEIR.

Saleforce Park

Under project plus cumulative conditions, the proposed project would contribute a smaller amount of shadow to
Salesforce Park than under the existing plus project conditions, and would contribute 2,581,131 sfh (0.33 percent
of percent of the park) under cumulative conditions. Under project plus cumulative conditions, the average
duration of new shadow resulting from the proposed project on Salesforce Park would be 4 hours and 8 minutes.

65 Since the shadow analysis was prepared, the following projects have been completed or are currently under construction, and, as such, are considered
to be part of the existing conditions: 390 First Street, 325 Fremont Street, 524 Howard Street, 667 Folsom Street, 120 Hawthorne Street and 126
Hawthorne Street.
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The maximum extent of net new shadow cast by the proposed project would occur on November 22nd and again
January 18th (mirrored dates) at 9:15 p.m., lasting 4 hours and 8 minutes, during which time the shadow would
cover approximately 9,537 sf or 4.35 percent of the park. The proposed 524 Howard Street project, which is not yet
constructed, would also contribute new shadows to Salesforce Park in the same park areas where the proposed
555 Howard Street project would cast net new shade on Salesforce Park. Therefore, shadows from 524 Howard
Street would interact with the 555 Howard Street project shadows due to its location north of the project site and
south of Salesforce Park, and potential project shadows to the east of the park area, including the central lawn
and children’s play area, would be eliminated. Under the existing plus project conditions, the proposed 555
Howard Street project would shade 9.74 percent of Salesforce Park at the time of maximum shadow impact,
versus 4.6 percent under the project plus cumulative scenario.

These cumulative projects would all increase shadow on nearby parks and open spaces, contributing to the
significant and unavoidable shadow impact identified in the TCPD PEIR. The proposed project would similarly
contribute to the previously identified significant and unavoidable shadow impact. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in additional or more severe cumulative shadow impacts than were analyzed in the TCDP
PEIR.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in shadow on existing publicly accessible open
spaces or POPOS, which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, this conclusion is consistent with
the shadow analysis in the TCDP PEIR. The significant shadow impacts were disclosed in the TCDP PEIR, and the
proposed project would not result in substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the PEIR. Shading
would occur as well on nearby streets and sidewalks, and other open spaces as described above, but would not
result in additional or more severe shadow impacts than were analyzed in the TCDP PEIR.

Recreation

TCDP PEIR Findings

The PEIR found that implementation of the Transit Center District Plan would result in an increase in the use of
existing neighborhood parks and recreational facilities, but not to a degree that would lead to or accelerate their
physical deterioration or require the construction of new facilities. Although the plan would increase the
population of the area, the PEIR acknowledged that the Plan would primarily increase the population of office
workers, who would not be anticipated to use the parks and open spaces to an extent that would cause
substantial deterioration of existing facilities. The PEIR concluded that the new five-acre park above the Transit
Center (which opened in August 2018 as the Salesforce Park, and as of April 2019, is scheduled to re-open laterin
2019), and the public and private open space that would accompany new development within the Plan area
would help to alleviate the demand that would be generated by the increase in population. In addition, the PEIR
determined that City planning efforts would ensure new open spaces are provided in areas with high demand.
Therefore, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the plan would have a less-than-significant impact on
recreation and public space and no mitigation measures were required.
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 0 O] O]
parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 0] O O

or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

E.11.aand b) The Transit Center District Plan area, including the project site, is served primarily by Privately-
Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) associated with nearby developments. The proposed project would include
a total of approximately 7,744 square feet of privately-owned public open space (POPOS) on level 35.

Although new employees at the project site would increase the use of nearby public and private open spaces, the
provision of new open space at the project site would provide adequate open space for on-site residents. In
addition, the use of City Park and other planned POPOS by local residents, such as those who would be located at
the project site, was anticipated during its design and evaluation as part of the TCDP PEIR. As the proposed project
would not degrade recreational facilities and is consistent with the development density established under the
TCDP, there would be no additional impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the TCDP PEIR.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact related
to recreational resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant recreational impact that
was not disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Utilities and Service Systems

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR describes the general environmental conditions in the plan area with respect to utilities and
service systems and found that implementation of the TCDP would result in less-than-significant impacts to
utilities and service systems, including wastewater, water supply, and solid waste. No mitigation measures were
identified.

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

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

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 0 O O
new or expanded wastewater treatment, stormwater
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant physical
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 0 O] O]
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? Require or
result in the relocation of new or expanded water
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Resultinadetermination by the wastewater treatment O O O
provider that would serve the project that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local O O O
standards, or in excess of the capacity or local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and O O O
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

E.12.aand c) The project siteis located in an urban area and would connect to existing utilities including water
and wastewater connections, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications systems. The construction impacts
associated with connecting to these systems are accounted for in the construction equipment and operating
assumptions that provide the basis for determining the environmental effects on various environmental resources,
including construction noise and air quality. Therefore, this initial study accounts for any environmental effects
associated with providing connections to these utilities.

The project site is served by San Francisco’s combined sewer system, which handles both sewage and stormwater
runoff. The Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant provides wastewater and stormwater treatment and
management for the east side of the city, including the project site. The project site is covered by impervious
surfaces and would be required to comply with the city’s Stormwater Management Ordinance. This ordinance
requires the proposed project to decrease the amount of impervious area on site and reduce peak stormwater
runoff compared to existing conditions. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed project, stormwater from
the project site to the Southeast Water Treatment Plant would be reduced compared to existing conditions.
Further, wastewater volumes generated by the project would be minimal in comparison to stormwater flows.
Thus, the proposed project would not require new or expanded stormwater or wastewater facilities.

E.12.b) The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) in June 2016. The plan estimates that current and projected water supplies will be sufficient to meet

Record No. 2019-000494ENV 55 555 Howard Street





future retail demand® through 2035 under normal year, single dry-year and multiple dry-year conditions;
however, if a multiple dry-year event occurs, the SFPUC would implement water use and supply reductions
through its drought response plan and a corresponding retail water shortage allocation plan.

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water quality objectives
to maintain the health of our rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem (the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment).®” The state
water board has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment by the year 2022, assuming all
required approvals are obtained by that time. Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a
substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed during dry years,
requiring rationing to a greater degree in San Francisco than previously anticipated to address supply shortages
not accounted for in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.

The SFPUC has prepared a memorandum discussing future water supply scenarios given adoption of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment.®® As discussed in the SFPUC memorandum, implementation of the plan amendment is
uncertain for several reasons and whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would be
implemented, and how those amendments could affect SFPUC’s water supply, is currently unknown. The SFPUC
memorandum estimates total shortfalls in water supply (that is, total retail demand minus total retail supply) to
retail customers through 2040 under three increasingly supply-limited scenarios:

1. Withoutimplementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment wherein the water supply and demand
assumptions contained in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and the 2009 Water Supply Agreement
as amended would remain applicable

2. With implementation of a voluntary agreement between the SFPUC and the State Water Resources
Control Board that would include a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to
benefit fisheries at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment

3. With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted.

As estimated in the SFPUC memorandum, water supply shortfalls during dry years would be lowest without
implementation and highest with implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Shortfalls under the
proposed voluntary agreement would be between those with and without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment.®’

66 “Retail” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to individual customers within San Francisco. “Wholesale” demand represents water the SFPUC
provides to other water agencies supplying other jurisdictions.

67 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental Document, December 12, 2018, available at
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf.

68 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental
Planning Division, May 31, 2019.

69 On March 26,2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation process. To date,
those negotiations are ongoing under the California Natural Resources Agency. The SFPUC submitted a proposed project description that could be the
basis for a voluntary agreement to the state water board on March 1, 2019. As the proposed voluntary agreement has yet to be accepted by the state
water board as an alternative to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known with certainty;
however, if accepted, the voluntary agreement would result in dry year shortfalls of a lesser magnitude than under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.
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Under these three scenarios, the SFPUC would have adequate water to meet total retail demands through 2040 in
normal years.”” For single dry and multiple (years 1,2 and 3) dry years of an extended drought, the SFPUC
memorandum estimates that shortfalls of water supply relative to demand would occur both with and without
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Without implementation of the plan amendment, shortfalls
would range from approximately 3.6 to 6.1 million gallons per day or 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall during dry years
through the year 2040.

With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, shortfalls would range from 12.3 million gallons per day
(15.6 percent) in a single dry year to 36.1 million gallons per day (45.7 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-
year design drought based on 2025 demand levels and from 21 million gallons per day (23.4 percent) in a single
dry year to 44.8 million gallons per day (49.8 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought
based on 2040 demand.

The proposed project does not require a water supply assessment under the California Water Code. Under
sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare
water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section
15155." The proposed hotel project would result in 401 units and 3,425 square feet of commercial space; as such
it does not qualify as a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1) and a water
supply assessment is not required and has not been prepared for the project.

While a water supply assessment is not required, the following discussion provides an estimate of the project’s
maximum water demand in relation to the three supply scenarios. No single development project alone in San
Francisco would require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take
other actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply shortage in dry
years. Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is not provided for this topic. The following analysis instead
considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing development and projected growth
through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
have significant cumulative impacts on the environment that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR. It also
considers whether a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant cumulative impacts. It is
only under this cumulative context that development in San Francisco could have the potential to require new or
expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in turn could result in
significant physical environmental impacts related to water supply. If significant cumulative impacts could result,

70 Based on historic records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow obligations, and fully-implemented
infrastructure under the 2018 Phased Water System Improvement Program Variant, normal or wet years occurred 85 out of 97 years. This translates into
roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years. Conversely, system-wide rationing is required roughly one out of every 10 years. This frequency is
expected to increase as climate change intensifies.

71 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means:
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.
(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.
(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area.

(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more
than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area.

(F) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), (a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of
this section.

(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.
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then the analysis considers whether the project would make a considerable contribution to the cumulative
impact.

Based on guidance from the California Department of Water Resources and a citywide demand analysis, the
SFPUC has established 50,000 gallons per day as an equivalent project demand for projects that do not meet the
definitions provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1).72 The development proposed by the project would
represent 78 percent of the 500-unit limit and 0.007 percent of the 500,000 square feet of commercial space
provided in section 15155(1)(A) and (B), respectively. In addition, the proposed project would incorporate water-
efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the city’s Green Building
Ordinance. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the proposed project would result in an average daily
demand of less than 50,000 gallons per day of water.

The SFPUC has prepared estimates of total retail demand in five-year intervals from 2020 through 2040."
Assuming the project would demand no more than 50,000 gallons of water per day (or 0.05 million gallons per
day), Table 2 compares this maximum with the total retail demand from 2020 through 2040.”" At most, the
proposed project’s water demand would represent a small fraction of the total projected retail water demand,
ranging from 0.07 to 0.06 percent between 2020 and 2040. As such, the project’s water demand is not substantial
enough to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (million gallons per day)

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Total Retail Demand 72.1 79 82.3 85.9 89.9
Total Demand of Proposed Project 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Total Demand of Proposed Project as Percentage of Total Retail Demand 0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06%

Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future
developmentin normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. As
indicated above, the proposed project’s maximum demand would represent less than 0.06 percent of the total
retail demand in 2040 when implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a retail supply
shortfall of up to 49.8 percent in a multi-year drought. The SFPUC has indicated that it is accelerating its efforts to
develop additional water supplies and explore other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience in
the case that the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. The SFPUC has identified possible projects that it
will study, but it has not determined the feasibility of the possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue
any particular supply projects, and has determined that the identified potential projects would take anywhere
from 10 to 30 years or more to implement. The potential impacts that could result from the construction and/or
operation of any such water supply facility projects cannot be identified at this time. In any event, under such a

72 Memorandum, from Steven R. Ritchie, Assistant General Manager, Water Enterprise, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to Lisa Gibson,
Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department - Environmental Planning, May 31, 2019.

73 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016. This document is
available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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worst-case scenario, the demand for the SFPUC to develop new or expanded dry-year water supplies would exist
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed.

Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected action of the
SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing. As discussed in the
SFPUC memorandum, the SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for
actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing. The level of rationing that would be required of the
proposed project is unknown at this time. Both direct and indirect environmental impacts could result from high
levels of rationing. However, the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project compared to
citywide demand would not substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise be required
throughout the city. Therefore, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to a cumulative
environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Project impacts related to
water supply would be less than significant.

E.12.d and e) The city disposes of its municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, and that practice is
anticipated to continue until 2025, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six years.
San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires mixed construction and demolition debris to be transported to a
facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent of all received
construction and demolition debris. San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance No. 100-09
requires all properties and persons in the city to separate their recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.

The proposed project would incrementally increase total city waste generation; however, the proposed project
would be required to comply with San Francisco ordinance numbers 27-06 and 100- 09. Due to the existing and
anticipated increase of solid waste recycling in the city and the requirements to divert construction debris from
the landfill, any increase in solid waste resulting from the proposed project would be accommodated by the
existing Hay Road landfill. Thus, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts related to solid
waste.

Cumulative Analysis

As stated above, the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project compared to citywide
demand would not substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise be required
throughout the city. Thus, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to a cumulative
environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta plan amendment.

All projects in San Francisco would be required to comply with the same regulations described above which
reduce stormwater, potable water use, and waste generation. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination
with other reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems
impact.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant utilities
and service system impact that was not disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.
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Public Services

TCDP PEIR Findings

The PEIR found that implementation of the Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts to police, fire, and
park services. The increased employee population in the area would result in increased demand for police and fire
protection services, as well as park use, but this demand could be accommodated within existing infrastructure
and planned improvements in the Transit Center District Plan area, such as new parks and open spaces, or
through re-deployment of resources from other areas of the city, if needed. No mitigation measures were
identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts O O O

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

E.13.a) Project employees and hotel guest would be served by the San Francisco Police Department and Fire
Departments. The four nearest SFFD fire stations are located approximately 0.7 miles or less from the project site,
and include Station 35 (Pier 222, The Embarcadero at Harrison Street), Station 13 (530 Sansome Street at
Washington Street), Station 1 (935 Folsom Street at Fifth Street), and Station 8 (36 Bluxome Street at 4th Street).
The closest fire station to the project site is Fire Department Station 35, located approximately 0.7 miles from the
project site. Increased use at the project site could result in more calls for police, fire, and emergency response.
However, the increase in demand for these services would not be substantial given the overall demand for such
services on a citywide basis. Moreover, the proximity of the project site to police and fire stations would help
minimize the response time for these services should incidents occur at the project site.

The San Francisco Unified School District (school district) maintains a property and building portfolio that has
capacity for almost 64,000 students.”” A decade-long decline in district enrollment ended in the 2008-2009 school
year at 52,066 students, and total enrollment in the district has increased to about 54,063 in the 2017-2018 school
year, an increase of approximately 1,997 students since 2008.”>"" Thus, even with increasing enrollment, school

75 This analysis was informed, in part, by a Target Enrollment Survey the San Francisco Unified School District performed of all schools in 2010.

76 San Francisco Unified School District, Facts at a Glance, 20187, http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-
glance.pdf, accessed September 13,2018.

77 Note that Enrollment summaries do not include charter schools. Approximately 4,283 students enrolled in charter schools are operated by other
organizations but located in school district facilities.
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district currently has more classrooms district-wide than needed.” However, the net effect of housing
development across San Francisco is expected to increase enrollment by at least 7,000 students by 2030 and
eventually enrollment is likely to exceed the capacity of current facilities.”

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. conducted a study in 2010 for the school district that projected
student enrollment through 2040.”" This study is being updated as additional information becomes available. The
study considered several new and ongoing large-scale developments (Mission Bay, Candlestick Point, Hunters
Point Shipyard/San Francisco Shipyard, and Treasure/Yerba Buena Islands, Parkmerced, and others) as well as
planned housing units outside those areas.”" In addition, it developed student yield assumptions informed by
historical yield, building type, unit size, unit price, ownership (rented or owner-occupied), whether units are
subsidized, whether subsidized units are in standalone buildings or in inclusionary buildings, and other site
specific factors. For most developments, the study establishes a student generation rate of 0.8 kindergarten
through 12th grade students per unit in a 100 percent affordable (below market rate) housing site, 0.25 students
per unit for inclusionary affordable housing units (10 to 20 percent are below market rate), and 0.10 students per
unit for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that the project would generate 0.25 students per unit as
percentage of affordable units is within the range for inclusionary affordable housing units.

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or SB 50, restricts the ability of local agencies to deny land use
approvals on the basis that public school facilities are inadequate. SB 50, however, permits the levying of
developer fees to address local school facility needs resulting from new development. Local jurisdictions are
precluded under state law from imposing school-enrollment-related mitigation beyond the school development
fees. The school district collects these fees, which are used in conjunction with other school district funds, to
support efforts to complete capital improvement projects within the city. The proposed project would be subject
to the school impact fees.

SFUSD works with the department and other city agencies to develop public school student enrollment
projections and inform its facility planning. SFUSD is currently assessing how best to incorporate the education
field’s best practices in terms of space utilization for 21st-century education. This assessment will inform how best
to accommodate the anticipated future school population and whether new or different types of facilities are
needed. Should additional capacity be required to meet the updated educational space standards and projected
public school student population, SFUSD is considering several options. A new school anticipated to have
capacity for 500 students is under development in Mission Bay. In addition, in the near term, there is an existing
school site on Treasure Island that will be leased by SFUSD.200 There is also a project planned for the
replacement, renovation, and expansion of the district’s 135 Van Ness property for the Arts Center Campus. SFUSD
could also renovate and reconfigure other existing school facilities and assets owned by SFUSD but not currently
in school use, as necessary. Through coordination with regional planning agencies and the department, SFUSD is
managing its facilities to address anticipated population growth and incorporate best practices in terms of space
utilization for education facilities within the city. For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would
not result in a substantial unmet demand for school facilities and would not require the construction of new or

78 San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) Forum Presentation, Growing Population, Growing
Schools, August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events pdfs/SPUR%20Forum August%2031%202016.pptx _.pdf, accessed October 5,
2018.

79 Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School District, February
16,2018, http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf, accessed October 5, 2018.

80 Ibid.
81 Ibid.
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alteration of existing school facilities. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

Impacts to parks and recreational facilities are addressed above in Topic 11, Recreation.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project, combined with projected citywide growth through 2040, would increase demand for public
services, including police and fire protection and public schooling. The fire department, the police department,
the school district, and other city agencies have accounted for such growth in providing public services to the
residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with reasonably
foreseeable future projects to increase the demand for public services requiring new or expanded facilities, the
construction of which could result in significant physical environmental impacts.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to public services. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant public services impact
that was not disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Biological Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP area is a dense, developed urban area with no natural vegetation communities remaining; therefore,
development under the TCDP, as addressed as part of the TCDP PEIR, would not affect any special-status plants.
There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the plan area that could be affected by the
development anticipated under the TCDP. In addition, development envisioned under the TCDP would not
substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species through compliance with
planning code section 139, which requires specific window and facade treatments for structures within 300 feet of,
and having a direct line of sight to, an Urban Bird Refuge. However, the PEIR determined that construction in the
plan area could have a significant effect on special-status birds and bats through tree removal or building
demolition. The PEIR concluded that implementation of the TCDP would not result in significant impacts on
biological resources with implementation of PEIR Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys and
M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys. PEIR Improvement Measure |-BI-2 was identified to reduce potential
effects on birds from night lighting at project sites.

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

a) Have asubstantial adverse effect, either directly or 0] O O
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

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

c) Have asubstantial adverse effect on state or federally 0 O] O]
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 0 O] O]
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

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

f)  Conflict w!th the provisions of an ad'opted hablta’F 0] O O
conservation plan, natural community conservation
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

E.14.a-f) The proposed project would involve demolition of a building that is currently being used for commercial
uses. The project would not remove any large trees on Howard Street, and the existing building to be demolished
could provide for marginal nesting opportunities. During tree removal activities, the proposed project could disturb
nesting birds and those protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code.
Nesting birds may be present in the existing street trees and foliage surrounding the project site. As such, if tree
removal would occur during the nesting season (January 15 through August 15) or during the breeding season
(March through August), nesting birds could be disturbed. The project sponsor is required to comply with California
Fish and Game Code section 3500 et al., including sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, and 3513, which provide that it is
unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird or needlessly destroy nests of birds except as otherwise
outlined in the code. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife enforces the code by requiring that projects
incorporate measures to avoid and minimize impacts to nesting birds if any tree removal would occur during the
nesting or breeding season. Since the project does not involve removal of large trees and the buildings proposed
for demolition are not vacant or underutilized, PEIR M-BI-1b is not applicable.

Additionally, the project would be required to comply with Public Works Code section 801 et. seq., which requires a
permit from Public Works to remove any protected trees (landmark, significant, and street trees). Additionally, the
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project sponsor has agreed to implement PEIR Improvement Measure |-BI-2 (Project Improvement Measure 4) to
reduce potential effects on birds from night lighting. The mitigated project would not result in any new or more
severe significant impacts to biological resources not identified in the PEIR.

Planning code section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to reduce
avian mortality rates associated with bird strikes.” The proposed project would be required to comply with the
building feature-related hazards standards of section 139 by using bird-safe glazing treatment on 100 percent of
any building feature-related hazards such as free-standing glass walls, wind barriers, and balconies. The project
would be subject to, and would be required to comply, with the city’s regulations for bird-safe buildings.
Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors and would not result in a significant impact to
native resident or wildlife species.

Cumulative Analysis

As the proposed project would have no impact on special-status species (other than possibly bats) or sensitive
habitats, the project would not have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts to special-status species or
sensitive habitats. All projects are required to comply with federal and state regulations related to the protection of
migratory birds, including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code section 3500.
Therefore, cumulative impacts to migratory birds would be less than significant. Similarly, all projects within San
Francisco are required to comply with Public Works Code section 801 et.seq., which would ensure that any
cumulative impact resulting from tree removal would be less than significant.

Conclusion

As discussed above, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the TCPD PEIR, the proposed
project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with respect to biological resources.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant biological resources impact that was not
disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Geology and Soils

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR found that all impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant, including
impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure, or landslides.
Much of the Transit Center District Plan area is located within a potential liquefaction hazard zone identified by the
California Geological Survey. Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in project-specific
geotechnical analyses would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given
the seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. In addition, according to the TCDP PEIR, there are no known
paleontological resources in the TCDP area. The plan area is underlain primarily by fill, dune sand, and marsh
deposits. The fill and dune sands do not typically contain paleontological resources, and the marsh deposits are
relatively young in age and are unlikely to contain rare or important fossilized remains. Thus, the TCDP PEIR

82 San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, July 14, 2011. Available at: http://planning.sanfranciscocode.org/1.2/139,
accessed on January 18, 2017.
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concluded thatimplementation of the plan would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology and
soils, and no mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Directly orindirectly cause potential substantial 0] 0] O
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 0 0 O]
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0] 0] O
||.|) Selsm.lc—related ground failure, including 0 0 O]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? 0 0 O]
b) Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 0] 0] O
c) Belocated on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 0 0 0
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 0 0 O]
of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
direct or indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soilsincapable of adequately supporting the use 0] 0] O
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?
f)  Directly orindirectly destroy a unique paleontological 0] 0] O

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

E.15.3, ¢, and d) A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.” Given that the project is
located in a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction hazard, the building department is required to ensure the
recommendations that address seismic hazards including liquefaction hazards in the geotechnical investigation
are adhered to, according to the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (Public Resources Code section 2690 et
seq.). Project design and the geotechnical investigation must comply with the guidelines and procedures for

83 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, California, February 3, 2017.

Record No. 2019-000494ENV 65 555 Howard Street





design review of tall buildings recently established by the building department and will undergo review by the
Engineering Design Review Team with final project design.

The investigation found that the project site is underlain by six to ten feet of fill material comprising of loose to
medium dense sand with varying amounts of clay, silt, gravel, brick fragments, shells, concrete, and wood. The fill
was likely placed during the post-1906 earthquake leveling process and generally termed “earthquake fill.” Since
the existing buildings on the project site were all constructed post-1906, it is likely that the majority, if not all, of
the earthquake fill was removed during construction of the existing buildings. A layer of medium dense Dune
Sand, between 12 and 14 feet thick, underlies the fill and likely the existing buildings. Beneath the Dune Sand, five
to 10 feet of generally medium stiff sandy clay (Marine Deposit) was encountered. The Colma Formation, which
generally consists of medium dense to very dense sand, was encountered at about 24 to 30 feet bgs across the
project site. The soil grades to dense at depths of 33.5 to 40 feet and then becomes very dense at depths of about
40 to 45 feet. The very dense Colma Formation sand has varying silt and clay content and extends to depths of 73
to 80 feet bgs. Old Bay Clay underlies the Colma Formation and is about 22 to 31 feet thick. Beneath the Old Bay
Clay is bedrock consisting of sheared shale with sandstone, siltstone, and claystone fragments and was
encountered at depths of 96 to 110 feet bgs. At the time of investigation, groundwater was encountered at depths
of approximately 26 feet bgs.

The geotechnical investigation concluded that from a geotechnical standpoint, the proposed project is feasible to
construct and identified specific design features for the building foundation to adequately support the proposed
building. The following summarizes the geotechnical recommendations, and as discussed above, because the
project site is located within a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction, the building department would ensure
conformance of the proposed project’s construction plans with recommendations in the geotechnical
investigation during the permit review process.

Foundations. The geotechnical investigation recommends that the proposed tower may be supported on a mat
foundation that is eight feet thick at the northwest and southeast sides of the tower and 12 feet thick at the tower
core. Since the bottom of excavation would be below the groundwater level, the soil at subgrade would be near
saturation even after dewatering. The investigation deemed that over-excavation of the site and construction of a
three-foot-thick concrete working pad, on which to construct the mat foundation, may be required.

Temporary Shoring/Underpinning. The geotechnical investigation noted that as the excavation for the four-level
basement would extend between 55 to 59 feet below the groundwater levels, shoring would be required to retain
the excavation. The shoring could occur through a combination of a soil-cement impervious shoring system with
tiebacks. Lateral resistance against movement can be mobilized by extending the shoring below the bottom of
the excavation and using internal braces and tiebacks. Internal bracing can consist of cross-lot and/or corner
braces and/or inclined rakers.

Where buildings adjacent to the proposed excavation have foundations that are at higher elevations than that of
the planned bottom of excavation, underpinning should be provided. Underpinning can consist of steel piles
installed in slant-drilled shafts (slant piles) or intermittent hand-excavated piers. Underpinning piles/piers should
be installed beneath footings and should extend into the loading bearing soils. Slant piles should be drilled an

84 The San Francisco Building Code, or local building code, is comprised of amendments to the state building code as well as the Administrative Bulletins.
In particular, Chapters 16 and 18, and Administrative Bulletins AB-082, AB-083 address plan review and permit procedures for structural, geotechnical,
and seismic hazard engineering. The building department has further articulated implementing procedures related to geology and soils in its Structural
Information Sheets, particularly IS S-05 (geotechnical report requirements), S-18 (design review for tall buildings) and S-19 (properties subject to the
seismic hazard zone protection act).
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adequate depth into the loading bearing soils to provide appropriate vertical support relying only on friction on
the perimeter of the piles. Hand-excavated piers should extend at least two feet below the planned bottom of
excavation. Underpinning piers are usually about 30 by 48 inches. The open piers are reinforced and filled with
concrete and the top of the pier is dry-packed to fit tightly with the base of the underpinned foundation. The piers
actin end bearing in the bearing strata below the depth of the proposed excavation.

Excavation and Monitoring. The geotechnical investigation noted that settlement and lateral movement may
occur and recommended that survey points be established on the adjacent streets and neighboring buildings to
monitor the movement of these buildings and adjacent improvements during construction. The investigation also
recommended that a dewatering system be installed inside the excavation to lower the groundwater to at least
three feet below the lowest excavation level and maintain it at that depth until the proposed project would be
able to resist the hydrostatic loads.

The proposed project would conform to state and local building codes and the building department’s
implementing procedures which ensures the safety of all new construction in the city. The building department
would review the project construction documents for conformance with the recommendations in the project-
specific geotechnical report during its review of the building permit for the proposed project and may require
additional site-specific soils report(s) through the building permit application process. The state seismic hazards
mapping act of 1990 requires that due to the location of the site within a liquefaction hazard zone, the measures
identified in the geotechnical report that address liquefaction hazard (primarily focused on susceptible fill
removal) will be made conditions of the building permit.

The building department requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application
pursuant to the building department’s implementation of state and local codes, including compliance with
requirements specified in applicable building department administrative bulletins and information sheets, would
ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismicity, or other geological
hazards.

E.15.b) The project site is occupied by an existing building and is entirely covered with impervious surfaces. For
these reasons, construction of the proposed project would not result in the loss of substantial topsoil. Site
preparation and excavation activities would disturb soil to a depth of approximately 77 feet below ground surface,
creating the potential for windborne and waterborne soil erosion. However, the project would be required to
comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, which requires all construction sites to implement best
management practices to prevent the discharge of sediment, non-stormwater and waste runoff from a
construction site. Construction projects disturbing 5,000 square feet or more such as the proposed project, must
also submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan that details the use, location and emplacement of sediment
and control devices. These measures would reduce the potential for erosion during construction. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of top soil.

E.15.e) The project would connect to the city’s existing sewer system. Therefore, septic tanks or alternative waste
disposal systems would not be required, and this topic is not applicable to the project.

E.15.f) The project site is already developed with an existing building and implementation of the proposed project
would not affect any unique geological feature. Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of
animals, plants, and invertebrates, including their imprints, from a previous geological period. The geotechnical
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investigation™ found that the site is likely underlain by about six to ten feet of fill consisting of loose to medium
dense sand with varying amounts of clay, silt, gravel, brick fragments, shells, concrete, and wood. A layer of
medium dense dune sand, between 12 and 14 feet thick, underlies the fill. Beneath the dune sand, five to 10 feet
of generally medium stiff sandy clay (marine seposit) was encountered. The Colma Formation, which generally
consists of medium dense to very dense sand, was encountered at about 24 to 30 feet bgs across the project site.
The soil grades to dense at depths of 34 to 40 feet, then becomes very dense at depths of about 40 to 45 feet. The
very dense Colma Formation sand has varying silt and clay content and extends to depths of 73 to 80 feet bgs.
Sand does not typically contain paleontological resources, and the marine deposits are considered relatively
young in age, and therefore unlikely to contain rare or important fossils. Therefore, because the proposed project
would excavate in soils that typically do not contain paleontological resources, the proposed project would not
result in significant impacts to paleontological resources that were not identified in the PEIR, nor would it result in
new or greater impacts than identified in the PEIR.

Cumulative Analysis

The project would have no impact with regards to environmental effects of septic systems or alternative waste
disposal systems or unique geologic features. Therefore, the proposed project would not have the potential to
combine with effects of reasonably foreseeable projects to result in cumulative impacts to those resource topics.
As discussed above, the TCDP area is not sensitive for paleontological resources and therefore the proposed
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in cumulative impacts to
paleontological resources.

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. All development within San
Francisco would be subject to the same seismic safety standards and design review procedures of the California
and local building codes and be subject to the requirements of the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance. These
regulations would ensure that cumulative effects of development on seismic safety, geologic hazards, and erosion
are less than significant. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to
geology and soils.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to geology and soils. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant geology and soils
impact that was not disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Hydrology and Water Quality

TCDP PEIR Findings

The PEIR determined that implementation of the Plan could affect water quality due to grading and earthmoving
operations, the use of fuels and other chemicals, and groundwater dewatering activities during construction and

85 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, California, February 3, 2017.
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demolition of various projects. In addition, operation of projects in the Plan area would result in changes to
sanitary sewer flows and stormwater runoff patterns that could have an impact on water quality. The PEIR
determined that compliance with all applicable regulations, including the federal Clean Water Act, the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the San
Francisco Green Building Ordinance, and San Francisco’s Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure impacts to
water quality are less than significant.

The PEIR determined that impacts due to the depletion of groundwater would be less than significant, as projects
in the Plan area would rely on surface water and recycled water to meet their demand, and while groundwater
dewatering would occur, groundwater from the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used for
drinking water. In addition, because the Plan area is almost entirely paved, implementation of the Plan would not
alter groundwater infiltration rates. Impacts from erosion and flooding, as well as impacts to the existing
stormwater drainage system, were considered less than significant, as projects in the Plan area would be required
to comply with San Francisco’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would minimize stormwater runoff. No
cumulative hydrology or water quality impacts were identified for the Transit Center District Plan, and no
mitigation measures were required.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0 O 0
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 0] O 0
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 0] O 0
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would:
(i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; O O 0O
(i) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 0] O 0
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
off-site;
(iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed O O 0O
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or
(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 0 ] 0
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 0] O 0

pollutants due to project inundation?
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
e) Conflict or obstruct implementation of a water quality 0] O 0
control plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan?

E.16.a) The proposed project would involve excavation to a depth of 77 feet below ground surface for the below-
grade parking structure; excavation to this depth would require dewatering, given that groundwater is estimated
to exist 26 feet below grade.™ Construction stormwater discharges to the city’s combined sewer system would be
subject to the requirements of article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code (supplemented by Department of
Public Works Order No. 158170), which incorporates and implements the city’s NPDES permit, and the federal
Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy. Stormwater drainage during construction would flow to the city’s
combined sewer system, where it would receive treatment at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant or other
wet weather facilities and would be discharged through an existing outfall or overflow structure in compliance
with the city’s existing NPDES permit. Similarly, upon completion of construction, project-related wastewater and
stormwater would flow into the city’s combined sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the
city’s NPDES permit prior to discharge into the San Francisco Bay. Therefore, compliance with applicable permits
would reduce water quality impacts, and the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts
related to violation of water quality standards or conflicting with a water quality control plan.

16.b and e) Regarding groundwater supplies, the proposed project would use potable water from the SFPUC.
Groundwater from the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as drinking water, and the
proposed project would not result in additional impervious surfaces to the extent that it would affect groundwater
recharge because the site is already fully developed with impervious surfaces. Further, upon completion of
construction activities, groundwater levels would return to existing levels and no significant groundwater impact
would occur as a result of dewatering required during construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a significant impact with respect to a decrease in groundwater supplies or conflicting with a groundwater
management plan.

16.c) The proposed project would not affect the course of a stream or river. Given the project site already
comprises impervious surfaces, the proposed project would not result in an increase in impervious surfaces, and it
would not contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.

The project sponsor would be required to submit a Stormwater Control Plan for approval by the SFPUC that
complies with the Stormwater Design Guidelines using Best Management Practices, thereby ensuring that the
proposed project meets performance measures set by the SFPUC related to stormwater runoff rate and volume.
Compliance with San Francisco’s Stormwater Design Guidelines would reduce the quantity and rate of stormwater
runoff to the city’s combined sewer system and improve the water quality of those discharges. In addition, the
proposed project would comply with Ordinance 109-15 (adopted June 6, 2015), which requires the on-site reuse of
rainwater, graywater, and foundation drainage which would reduce stormwater runoff rate and volume.

86 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, 555 Howard Street, San Francisco, California, February 3, 2017.
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16.d) The project site is not shown on SFPUC maps as being subject to flooding from sea level rise by 2100,
assuming 36 inches of sea level rise and a 100-year storm surge. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impact related to release of pollutants due to inundation and would not be expected to impede or redirect flood
flows. Impacts related to inundation would be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the following topics and therefore would not have the
potential to contribute to any cumulative impacts for those resource areas: redirect orimpede flood flows, release
of pollutants due to inundation, alterations to a stream or river or changes to existing drainage patterns. The
proposed project and other development within San Francisco would be required to comply with the Stormwater
Management and Construction Site Runoff Ordinances that would reduce the amount of stormwater entering the
combined sewer system and prevent discharge of construction-related pollutants into the sewer system. As the
project site is not located in a groundwater basin that is used for water supply, the project would not combine with
reasonably foreseeable projects to result in significant cumulative impacts to groundwater. Therefore, the
proposed project in combination with other projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts to
hydrology and water quality.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant hydrology
and water quality impact that was not disclosed in the TCDP PEIR.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR describes the general environmental conditions in the Plan area with respect to the presence of
hazardous materials and wastes, a description of hazardous building materials likely to be present, and an
overview of the relevant hazardous materials regulations that are applicable. The TCDP PEIR noted that for all
development under the TCDP, compliance with the San Francisco Health Code, which incorporates state and
federal requirements, as well as California Highway Patrol and California Department of Transportation
regulations, would minimize potential exposure of site personnel and the public to any accidental releases of
hazardous materials or waste and would also protect against potential environmental contamination.

The plan area is not within two miles of an airport or private air strip, and there are no kindergarten through 12
grade schools within 0.25-mile of the TCDP plan area.” Therefore the PEIR found that topics c and e, were not
applicable. The TCDP PEIR identified significant impacts related to potentially exposing workers and the public to
hazardous materials as a result of contaminated soils and groundwater or demolition or renovation of buildings.

87 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Adaption to Rising Tides Explorer. January, 2019 Available at:
https://explorer.adaptingtorisingtides.org/explorer, Accessed: January 31, 2019.

88 There are two daycare centers in the Plan area: Bright Horizons at 77 Beale Street, and Marin Day School at 199 Fremont Street
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The TCDP PEIR included several mitigation measures (some of which are site dependent and some that are
applicable to all projects within the plan area). These mitigation measures include requirements for preparing site
assessments and corrective actions for sites located bayward of the historic tide line (PEIR Mitigation Measure M-
HZ-2a), preparing site assessments and corrective actions for sites located landward of the historic tide line (PEIR
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b), and preparing site assessments and corrective actions for all sites (PEIR Mitigation
Measure M-HZ-2c). Since certification of the TCDP PEIR, article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher
Ordinance, was expanded to include properties throughout the city where there is potential to encounter
hazardous materials, primarily in industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage
tanks, sites with historic bay fill, and sites in proximity to freeways. The overarching goal of the Maher Ordinance is
to protect public health and safety by requiring appropriate handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary,
remediation of contaminated soils that are encountered in the building construction process. Projects that disturb
50 cubic yards or more of soil that are located on sites with potentially hazardous soil or groundwater within TCDP
area are subject to this ordinance. Article 22A of the Health Code effectively implements TCDP PEIR Mitigation
Measures M-HZ-2a through M-HZ-2c.

Similarly, the TCDP PEIR identified PEIR Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3 related to the handling of hazardous building
materials. However, this mitigation measure is not necessary because regulations have been enacted to address these
common hazardous building materials.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Create asignificant hazard to the public or the O O 0O
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create asignificant hazard to the public or the 0] O 0
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
¢) Emithazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 0 O 0
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
d) Belocated on asite whichisincluded on a list of 0] O 0
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, 0] O 0

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
f)  Impairimplementation of or physically interfere with an 0] O 0
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, O O 0O

to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires?

E.17.a) The proposed project’s hotel and restaurant uses could use hazardous materials for building maintenance
such as household chemicals for cleaning, and herbicides and pesticides for landscape maintenance. These
materials are properly labeled to inform the user of potential risks as well as handling procedures. The majority of
these hazardous materials would be consumed upon use and would produce very little waste. Any hazardous
wastes that are produced would be managed in accordance with article 22 of the San Francisco Health Code. In
addition, the transportation of hazardous materials, are regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the
California Department of Transportation. The use of any of these hazardous materials are not expected to cause
any substantial health or safety hazards. Therefore, potential impacts related to the routine use, transport, and
disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.

E.17.b and ¢) The following discusses the project’s potential to emit hazardous materials.

Hazardous Building Materials

Some building materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during
an accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials addressed in
the TCDP PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment (such as transformers and fluorescent light ballasts that
contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate, fluorescent lights containing mercury vapors, and lead-based paints.
Asbestos and lead-based paint may also present a health risk to existing building occupants if they are in a
deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building, these materials would also require special
disposal procedures. Regulations are in place to address the proper removal and disposal of asbestos-containing
building materials, lead-based paint, and other hazardous building materials. Therefore, as discussed above,
TCDP PEIR Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3 is not necessary to reduce impacts related to hazardous building materials.
Compliance with these regulations would ensure the proposed project would not result in significant impacts
from the potential release of hazardous building materials.

The proposed project would demolish the existing building located on the project site constructed in 1907, 1911,
and 1922. Lead paint may be found in the building as the building was constructed prior to 1978. Lead may cause
a range of health effects, from behavioral problems and learning disabilities to seizures and death. Children 6
years old and under are most at risk. Demolition must be conducted in compliance with section 3425 of the San
Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. Where
there is any work that may disturb or remove interior or exterior lead-based paint on pre-1979 buildings, work
practices must be used that minimize or eliminate the risk of lead contamination on the environment.

The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with the above regulations, therefore, impacts from
lead-based paint would be less than significant.
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Soil and Groundwater Contamination

The site is located in a Maher area, and the proposed project would require excavation to a depth of
approximately 77 feet below ground surface in order to construct a four-story basement levels, which would result
in the removal of approximately 40,000 cubic yards of soil. Therefore, the project is subject to article 22A of the
Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the Department of
Public Health (DPH). The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified
professional to prepare a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health
Code section 22.A.6.

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

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to DPH and a
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) has been prepared to assess the potential for site contamination.
According to the Phase | ESA, the project site was a private hospital prior to the earthquake and fire of 1906 Based
on the Phase | ESA, the project site consisted of dwellings and stores in at least 1887 and dwellings, stores,
saloons, and a sawdust yard in at least 1899. The existing building at 547 Howard Street was constructed in 1907,
the existing building at 555 Howard Street was constructed in 1911, and the existing building at 557 Howard Street
was constructed in 1922. From at least 1944 to 1950, the project site was used for storage of railway supplies. In at
least 1950, the project site was developed with two stores and a paper-converting warehouse. From at least 1955
to 1960, the project site was occupied by various offices, a gun club, and various warehouse/storage businesses.
From at least 1965 to 1990, the project site was occupied by various printers, lithographers, and graphic artists in
all three buildings. Since 1990 the project site has been occupied by offices and small businesses.

The Phase | ESA did not reveal any Recognized Environmental Conditions. However, based on the likely historical
use of hazardous materials associated with a former on-site print shop and location within 150 feet of former
elevated freeway, the project site is located within a designated area defined by Article 22A of the San Francisco
Health Code (Maher Ordinance).

The proposed project would be required to remediate any potential soil contamination described above in
accordance with article 22A of the Health Code. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new
significant impacts or more severe impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials that were not identified in
the TCDP PEIR.

E.17.d) The proposed project is not on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
section 65962.5. For the reasons described in the analysis of topics 17.b and ¢, above, the proposed project would
not create a significant hazard to the public or environment.

89 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Contaminated Site Assessment and Mitigation Program. SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 547, 555, and 557
Howard Street, San Francisco, August 25, 2015.

90 AEI Consultants, Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, 547, 555, and 557 Howard Street, San Francisco, February 24, 2015.
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E.17.e) The project is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, topic 15.e is not applicable to the proposed project.

E.17.f) Construction of the proposed project would conform to the provisions of the building code and fire code.
Final building plans would be reviewed by the building and fire departments to ensure conformance with the
applicable life-safety provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the city’s emergency response plan, and
potential emergency response and fire hazard impacts would be less than significant.

E.17.g) The proposed project site is not located within an area of high or very high fire risk and is in considered
“unzoned” for wildland fire risk, according to CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone map. " Therefore, topic 17.g
would not be applicable to the proposed project.

Cumulative Analysis

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative
development projects would be subject to the same regulations addressing use of hazardous waste (article 22 of
the health code), hazardous soil and groundwater (article 22B of the health code) and building and fire codes
addressing emergency response and fire safety. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant hazards and hazardous materials
impacts that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Mineral Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

As noted in the TCDP PEIR, all land in San Francisco is designated as Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the
California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG). This designation indicates that there is not adequate
information available for assignment to any other MRZ, and thus the site is not a designated area of significant
mineral deposits.

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

91 CALFIRE, Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Area, Available: http://frap.fire.ca.gov/webdata/maps/statewide/fhszl06_1_map.pdf
Accessed: April 4, 2019
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Topics:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Significant
Impact Peculiar
to Project or
Project Site

OJ

Significant Significant No Significant

Impact not Impact due to Impact not
Identified in Substantial New Previously
PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
[ [
[ [

E.18.a and b) The project site is not a mineral resource recovery site, it would not require quarrying, mining,
dredging, or extracting locally important mineral resources on the project site, and it would not deplete non-
renewable natural resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources either

individually or cumulatively.

Conclusion

Consistent with the findings in the TCDP PEIR, the proposed project would have no impact related to mineral
resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe significant project or cumulative impacts

than were identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Energy Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

With respect to energy resources, the TCDP PEIR determined that the implementation of the TCDP would facilitate
the construction of both new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not
result in use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use
throughout the city and region. Therefore, the TCDP PEIR concluded that implementation of the plan would not
result in a significant impact on energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis

Topics:
Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?
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E.19.a and b) Development of the proposed project would not result in unusually large amounts of fuel, water, or
energy in the context of energy use throughout the city or region. The project is required, as discussed above, to

comply with the transportation demand management ordinance, and because the site is located in an area that

exhibits low levels of VMT per capita, it would not result in a wasteful use of fuel.

As stated in the project description, the proposed project would achieve GreenPoint certification, and would
demonstrate a 10 percent compliance margin with the GreenPoint rating system. Energy demand from the
proposed project would be typical for a building of the size and nature proposed, and the project would meet or
exceed the current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, including California
Code of Regulations Title 24 and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Documentation showing
compliance with these standards has been submitted to the city in the form of the “Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Private Development Projects,” described above. Title 24 and the Green Building
Ordinance are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy and would not conflict with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Cumulative Analysis

All cumulative projects in the city are required to comply with the transportation demand management ordinance
and the same energy efficiency standards set forth in the California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the San
Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Therefore, cumulative impacts on energy resources would be less than
significant.

Conclusion

Consistent with the findings in the TCDP PEIR, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
related to energy resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe significant project or
cumulative impacts than were identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

TCDP PEIR Findings

The TCDP PEIR determined that no agriculture or forest resources exist within the boundaries of the TCDP;
therefore, development under the TCDP would have no effect on agriculture or forest resources. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

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

Would the project:
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 O 0
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 0] O 0
Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, O O 0
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526)?
d) Resultinthe loss of forest land or conversion of forest 0 ] 0
land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment O O 0

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest
land to non-forest use?

E.20.a-e) The project site is within an urbanized area in the City and County of San Francisco that does not contain
any prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; forest land; or land under Williamson
Act contract. The area is not zoned for any agricultural uses. Topics 20 a) through e) are not applicable to the
proposed project and the project would have no impact either individually or cumulatively on agricultural or
forest resources.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts to agricultural or
forest resources not identified in the TCDP PEIR.

Wildfire

TCDP PEIR Findings

The plan area is located within an urbanized area that lacks an urban-wildland interface. Therefore, the TCDP PEIR
concluded that implementation of the area plan and rezoning would not result in a significant impact related to
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
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If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 0 O] O]

emergency evacuation plans?

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

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 0] 0 O
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks including O
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of = =
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

E.21.a-d) The project site is not located in or near state responsibility lands for fire management or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. Therefore, this topic is not applicable to the project.

Public Notice and Comment

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on May 1, 2020 to adjacent occupants and
owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in
response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate
for CEQA analysis. No comments were received in response to the notification.
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555 Howard - Project Summary

Site Summary

Zoning: C-3-0 (SD)
Site Area: 14,505 square feet
Gross Floor Area (per Section 102) 381,063 square feet (Hotel) FAR: Gross Floor Area/Site Area 26.3
Uses
Existing Uses Existing Uses Retained New Construction
Hotel Rooms 0 0 401
Parking Spaces 0 0 0
Loading Spaces 0 0 (1) 35 ft + (2) Van
Loading Spaces
Number of Buildings 3 0 1
Number of Stories 2 0 35 + 4 Basements
Bicycle Spaces 0 0 16 Class 1, 11 Class 2
Gross Floor Areas (square feet)
Retail 11,000 0 0
Office 31,255 0 0
Industrial/PDR 0 0 0
Restaurant/Bar 0 0 0
Hotel 0 0 381,063
Total 42,255 0 381,063
Exempt Floor Areas (square feet)
MEP/Support 39,583
Loading 1,489
Ground Floor Restaurant 4,749
Hotel Lobby 1,736
Total 47,557
Bulk Controls Maximum Allowed Maximum Allowed
Base (Ground to Level 10) No Limit
Lower Tower Floor Plate (Level 10 to Level 21) 20,000 SF (17,000 SF average) 11,566 SF
Upper Tower Floor Plate (Level 22 to Level 36) 17,000 SF (12,000 SF average) 9,468 SF
Lower Tower Diagonal Dimension (Level 10 to Level 21) 190'-0" 183'-5 1/4"
Upper Tower Diagonal Dimension (Level 22 to Level 37) 160'-0" 152'-7 3/4"
Building Height Maximum Allowed Maximum Allowed
Height to Roof 385'-0" via Sec. 263.9 385'-0"
Roof Top Elements 405'-0" via Sec. 260 405'-0"
Top of Elevator Overrun per Section 260(b)(1)(B) 418'-10"
Bottom Level of Basement -58'-4"
Open Space Required Provided
Privately Owned Public Open Space per Section 138 7,621 SF 7,744 SF
Non-Residential Bicycle Parking Required Provided
Class 1 Spaces: 13 16
Class 2 Spaces 21 11
in lieu fee for 10 spaces
per Section 155.2
555 Howard Street - San Francisco 2 Project Summary
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Floor (congtﬁjition GSF Intermediate Igfsgr?&déi[e Total Loading Ground Floor Hotel Lobby Restaurant/ Hotel Guest Meeting/ Hotel (Non- Total Gross
. Floor MEP MEP/Support Restaurant Bar (Non- Room Floors | Ballroom (Non- Total Exempt | Floor Area
Level with roof (enclosed) Areas Exempt per (Exempt) (Exempt) (Exempt) (Exempt) exempt) (Non-exempt) exempt) exempt) e
terraces) 102 (b)(4)(B)

Roof 9,441 - - - - - - - - - - - -
35 9,441 9,441 198 309 198 - - - 2,217 - 2,877 4,149 198 9,243
34 9,441 9,441 378 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
33 9,441 9,441 415 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
32 9,441 9,441 415 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
31 9,441 9,441 427 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
30 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
29 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
28 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
27 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
26 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
25 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
24 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
23 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
22 9,441 9,441 423 309 309 - - - - 9,132 - - 309 9,132
21 11,525 9,441 335 309 309 - - - - 4,384 - 4,748 309 9,132
20 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
19 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
18 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
17 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
16 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
15 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
14 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
13 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
12 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
11 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
10 11,525 11,525 467 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
9 11,525 11,525 488 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
8 11,525 11,525 481 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
7 11,525 11,525 481 309 309 - - - - 11,216 - - 309 11,216
6 11,981 11,981 937 309 309 - - - - - - 11,672 309 11,672
5 8,822 8,822 1,007 309 309 - - - - - 1,813 6,700 309 8,513
4 13,715 12,130 536 309 309 - - - - - 4,474 7,347 309 11,821
3 9,419 9,419 570 309 309 - - - - - 1,388 7,722 309 9,110
2 11,457 11,457 550 309 420 - - - - - 4,087 6,950 420 11,037
1.5 6,182 6,182 - - 518 1,489 1,854 - - - 2,321 3,861 2,321
1 8,654 8,654 - - 2,306 - 2,895 1,736 - - 1,717 6,937 1,717

B0.5 6,210 6,210 - 419 - - - - - - 5,791 419 5,791
Bl 13,930 13,930 - - 5,382 - - - - - - 8,548 5,382 8,548
B2 12,290 12,290 - - 4,120 - - - - - - 8,170 4,120 8,170
B3 12,290 12,290 - - 4,054 - - - - - - 8,236 4,054 8,236
B4 12,290 12,290 - - 12,290 - - - - - - - 12,290 -

441,730 428,620 16,162 10,493 39,583 1,489 4,749 1,736 2,217 280,134 14,639 84,073 47,557 381,063
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 6 Ground Floor Plan - Level 01 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 8 Ballroom Floor Plan - Level 02 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 9 Multifunction Floor Plan - Level 03 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 10 Ballroom Floor Plan - Level 04 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 11 Multifunction Floor Plan - Level 05 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 12 Wellness Floor Plan - Level 06 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 13 Typical Hotel Floor Plan - Level 07-20 Scale: 1/16” = 1'-0’
Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020






555 Howard Street - San Francisco 14 Lounge Floor Plan - Level 21 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 15 Typical Hotel Floor Plan - Level 22-33 Scale: 1/16” = 1'-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 16 Skybar Floor Plan - Level 35 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 17 Roof Terrace Plan - Level 36 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 18 Ground Floor Plan - Level BO.5 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 21 Basement Floor Plan - Level B3 Scale: 1/16” =1'-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 22 Basement Floor Plan - Level B4 Scale: 1/16” =1'-0’
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 26 Rooftop North Elevation Not to Scale

Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020





LEGEND

Hotel Guest Room

Public/Amenity Space

555 Howard Street - San Francisco 27 Transverse and Longitudinal Sections Not to Scale
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Eloor Level Non-Residential GFA | POPOS Required POPOS Provided
Roof
36 . . 7,744
35 9,243 185 -
34 9,132 183
33 9,132 183
32 9,132 183
31 9,132 183
30 9,132 183
VIEW TERRACE - PUBLIC RESTROOMS 29 9.132 183
28 9,132 183
27 9,132 183
26 9,132 183
25 9,132 183
VIEW TERRACE - 24 9,132 183
23 9,132 183
ROOF 22 9,132 183
21 9,132 183
20 11,216 224
19 11,216 224
18 11,216 224
17 11,216 224
16 11,216 224
15 11,216 224
14 11,216 224
13 11,216 224
12 11,216 224
\ 11 11,216 224
10 11,216 224
° 9 11,216 224
8 11,216 224
155 Sk 7 11,216 224
6 11,672 233
\L 5 8,513 170
4 11,821 236
283 SF 3 9,110 182
2 11,037 221
f IJ 7112 SF 1.5 2,321 46
1 1,717 34
B0.5 5,791 116
‘ N ! B1 8,548 171
131 SF 63 SF B2 8,170 163
B3 8,236 165
B4 5 . -
Sub-Total 7,744
Total 381,063 7,621 7,744
VIEW TERRACE - PUBLIC ELEVATOR LOBBY
555 Howard Street - San Francisco 28 Public Open Space - Level 36 Scale: 1/16” = 1-0’
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Tower Volume Analysis

All Hotel Program

Non-Compliant Volume (cubic feet)

Volume Offset (cubic feet)

Net (cubic feet)

103'-300'

61,315

53'-200'

248,340

187,024

+300'

32,350

+200'

128,269

95,919

555 Howard Street - San Francisco

33

Volume Comparison Table
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555 Howard Street - San Francisco 37 Hotel Lobby Entry

Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020






] S ————

.'.?;'-. = v
f

"‘2!%:::1_".‘.'J! i

555 Howard Street - San Francisco 38 Restaurant Entry

Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020






555 Howard Street - San Francisco 39 Roof Terrace

Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020





555 Howard Street - San Francisco 40 Roof Terrace

Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects August 5, 2020
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)

Subject: FW: 350-352 San Jose Ave CPE (2017-015039ENV)

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:34:00 PM

Attachments: Certificate - 350-352 San Jose Avenue - Final REVISED sianed.pdf

Initial Study - 350-352 San Jose Ave - Final REVISED with figures.pdf
MMRP- 350-352 San Jose Ave - Sept 2020.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached is the CEQA evaluation for the modified project at the subject address.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(628) 652-7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, the Department is not providing any in-person services, but
we are operating remotely. Our staff are available via e-mail, and the
Commissions are convening remotely. Find more information on our

services here.

From: "Calpin, Megan (CPC)" <megan.calpin@sfgov.org>

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 4:25 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>, "Sheyner, Tania (CPC)"
<tania.sheyner@sfgov.org>, Richard Sucre <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>, "Jardines, Esmeralda
(CPC)" <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>

Subject: 350-352 San Jose Ave CPE (2017-015039ENV)

Hi Jonas,

Please see attached CEQA documentation for the 350-352 San Jose Avenue proposed project, for
which David has a DR hearing tomorrow at Commission.

Thank you,
Megan

Megan Calpin (she/her)

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7508 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory

. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

CERTIFICATE OF DETERMINATION
COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION

Record No.: 2017-015038ENV, 350-352 San Jose Avenue

Zoning: RM-2 (Residential - Mixed, Moderate Density) District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Mission District

Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, Mission Area Plan
Block/Lot: 6532/010A

Lot Size: 7,148 square feet

Project Sponsor: James Nunemacher, 350 San Jose LLC, (415) 321-7007
Staff Contact: Megan Calpin, Megan.Calpin@sfgov.org, 628.652.7508

Project Description

The approximately 7,150-square-foot project site is located on the west side of San Jose Avenue, on the block
bounded by 25th Street to the north, Valencia Street to the east, Guerrero Street to the west, and 26th Street to
the south in the Mission neighborhood (see Figure 1, Location Map, in Section G. Figures). The existing building is
an approximately 3,560-square-foot, approximately 34-foot-tall, two-story-over-basement residential building
constructed circa 1875. The building contains four dwelling units and is set back 40 feet from the front property
line. The site is relatively flat, sloping up from San Jose Avenue less than 4 percent. An existing approximately 10-
foot-wide curb cut on San Jose Avenue provides access to a driveway that goes underneath a cantilevered
portion of the building, providing vehicle access to a paved rear yard with five parking spaces.

The sponsor proposes to move the existing building 23 feet eastward on the lot (toward the San Jose Avenue
frontage), reducing the front set back from approximately 40 feet to approximately 17 feet. The project would
also include a horizontal and vertical addition to the building that would increase the residential square footage
by approximately 8,670 square feet to a new total of approximately 12,235 square feet. One vertical floor would
be added to the building, with a resulting height of approximately 40 feet, with an additional 3 feet to the top of
the rooftop mechanical features. An accessory dwelling unit (ADU) unit would be added on the basement level.
Eight dwelling units would be added to the building—at the basement, first, second, and third floors, for a total
of 12 dwelling units and an ADU. The final unit mix would be six one-bedroom units, six two-bedroom units, and
one two-bedroom ADU. See Project Plans in Section G. Figures for existing and proposed site plans and

1 Throughout this Initial Study, the proposed ADU is differentiated from the proposed dwelling units, although CEQA impacts would be the same for
both unit types as they would function in the same way. Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code section 209.2, the RM-2 zoning district permits
residential density of up to one unit per 600 square feet of lot area. The lot area of this parcel is 7,148 square feet; therefore, a maximum of 12 dwelling
units is permitted on the site. Pursuant to planning code section 207, ADUs are exempt from density limits; thus the proposed ADU is also permitted on
the site but is counted separately from the proposed dwelling units per the planning code.

P B EE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550





Certificate of Determination 350-352 San Jose Avenue
2017-015039ENV

proposed floor plans and sections. The existing curb cut would be removed and a new 10-foot curb cut would be
installed. The proposed project would not include any off-street vehicle parking. Space for 10 Class 1 bicycle
spaces will be provided in the rear yard.

Approval Action: If discretionary review before the planning commission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the approval action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a building
permitis the approval action. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this
CEQA determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Community Plan Evaluation Overview

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

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the [Application Name]
project described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the programmatic EIR for the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)”. Project-specific studies were prepared for the
proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Findings

As summarized in the initial study - community plan evaluation prepared for the proposed project (Attachment
A):

2 Planning Department Record No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048. Available at: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-
documents?field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=10. Accessed August 16, 2019.

3 Theinitial study - community plan evaluation is available for review at the San Francisco Property Information Map, which can be accessed at
https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. The file can be viewed by clicking on the Planning Applications link, clicking the “More Details” link under the project’s
environmental record number 2017-01539ENV and then clicking on the “Related Documents” link.

San Francisco
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Certificate of Determination 350-352 San Jose Avenue
2017-015039ENV

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans’;

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the project or
the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, would be
more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

Mitigation measures are included in this project and the project sponsor has agreed to implement these
measures. See the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Attachment B) for the full text
of required mitigation measures.

CEQA Determination

The project is eligible for streamlined environmental review per section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and
California Public Resources Code section 21083.3.

Determination

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

Lisa Gibson Date
Environmental Review Officer

Attachments

A. Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation
B. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

CC: Jonathan Moftakhar and James Nunemacher, 350 San Jose LLC, Project Sponsor;
Supervisor Hillary Ronen, District 9;
Esmeralda Jardines, Current Planning Division;
David Winslow, Current Planning Division

4 Preliminary Project Assessment, 350-352 San Jose Avenue, Case No. 2017-015039PPA, February 8, 2018.

1] San Francisco
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INITIAL STUDY - COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION

Record No.: 2017-015039ENV, 350-352 San Jose Avenue
zZoning: RM-2 (Residential- Mixed, Moderate Density)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, Mission subarea
Block/Lot: 6532/010A
Lot Size: 7,148 square feet
Project Sponsor:  James Nunemacher, 350 San Jose LLC, (415) 321-7007
Staff Contact: Megan Calpin, megan.calpin@sfgov.org, (628) 652-7508

Project Description

The approximately 7,150-square-foot project site is located on the west side of San Jose Avenue, on the block
bounded by 25th Street to the north, Valencia Street to the east, Guerrero Street to the west, and 26th Street to the
south in the Mission neighborhood (see Figure 1, Location Map, in Section G. Figures). The existing building is an
approximately 3,560-square-foot, approximately 34-foot-tall, two-story-over-basement residential building
constructed circa 1875. The building contains four dwelling units and is set back 40 feet from the front property
line. The site is relatively flat, sloping up from San Jose Avenue less than 4 percent. An existing approximately 10-
foot-wide curb cut on San Jose Avenue provides access to a driveway that goes underneath a cantilevered portion
of the building, providing vehicle access to a paved rear yard with five parking spaces.

The sponsor proposes to move the existing building 23 feet eastward on the lot (toward the San Jose Avenue
frontage), reducing the front set back from approximately 40 feet to approximately 17 feet. The project would also
include a horizontal and vertical addition to the building that would increase the residential square footage by
approximately 8,670 square feet to a new total of approximately 12,235 square feet. One vertical floor would be
added to the building, with a resulting height of approximately 40 feet, with an additional 3 feet to the top of the
rooftop mechanical features. An accessory dwelling unit (ADU) unit would be added on the basement level." Eight
dwelling units would be added to the building—at the basement, first, second, and third floors, for a total of 12

1 Throughout this Initial Study, the proposed ADU is differentiated from the proposed dwelling units, although CEQA impacts would be the same for both
unit types as they would function in the same way. Pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code section 209.2, the RM-2 zoning district permits residential
density of up to one unit per 600 square feet of lot area. The lot area of this parcel is 7,148 square feet; therefore, a maximum of 12 dwelling units is
permitted on the site. Pursuant to planning code section 207, ADUs are exempt from density limits; thus the proposed ADU is also permitted on the site
but is counted separately from the proposed dwelling units per the planning code.





dwelling units and an ADU. The final unit mix would be six one-bedroom units, six two-bedroom units, and one
two-bedroom ADU. See Project Plans in Section G. Figures for existing and proposed site plans and proposed floor
plans and sections. The existing curb cut would be removed and a new 10-foot curb cut would be installed. The
proposed project would not include any off-street vehicle parking. Space for 10 Class 1 bicycle spaces will be
provided in the rear yard.

Construction of the project is estimated to take approximately 14 months. First, the existing building would be
disconnected from the foundation and held up while excavation and foundation construction would occur. Then
the existing structure would be moved eastward and placed on the new conventional spread footing foundation.
Lastly, the project would construct the vertical and horizontal additions to the existing structure. The project
would result in excavation of up to 10 feet in depth and up to 930 cubic yards of soil. The building’s existing
footprint is approximately 1,520 square feet at the basement level; the proposal would increase the basement
level footprint by 2,380 square feet to 3,900 square feet in total.

Table 1, Project Details summarizes the existing conditions, proposed changes, and proposed final project totals.

Project Details

Existing Proposed Proposed Final Project Totals
Residential 3,562 +8,672 12,234
Dwelling Units 4 +8and 1ADU 12 and 1 ADU
Vehicle Parking Spaces 5 -5 0
Class 1 Bicycle Parking Spaces 0 +9 9
Building height 34 feet, 2 inches +5 feet, 10 inches 40 feet
Building stories 2 +1 3

Source: SIA Consulting, 350 San Jose Avenue, September 17, 2020.

Project Approvals

Approval Action: If discretionary review before the planning commission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the approval action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a building
permitis the approval action. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this
CEQA determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Community Plan Evaluation Overview

CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 mandate that projects that are consistent with the
development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies for which an
environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to additional environmental review except as
might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project
or its site. Guidelines section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed
project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact.

This initial study evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the proposed 350-352 San Jose
Avenue project described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the programmatic EIR for

Record No. 2017-015039ENV 2 350-352 San Jose Avenue





the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)”. The following project-specific studies were prepared
for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR":

Project Specific Studies

Historical resources evaluation, part Il Shadow analysis
Historical preservation team review Phase 1 environmental site assessment
Archeology review Geotechnical report

Greenhouse gas analysis checklist

Project Setting

Site Vicinity

The project site is located on the west side of San Jose Avenue between 25th and 26th streets in the Mission
Neighborhood. The immediate project site vicinity is characterized by a residential use. The block on which the
project site is located contains RM-1, RH-3, and RM-2 use districts. The blocks to the south and west of the project
site contain RH-3 and Valencia Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) use districts. The subject block is
within a 40-X height and bulk district. The blocks to the south and west have a variety of higher height limits,
ranging from 45-X to 145-E. The low- to medium-density scale of development in the immediate project vicinity
primarily includes two- to three-story buildings. The buildings on San Jose Avenue and 25th Street are primarily
residential; the buildings on 26th Street are a mixture of residential and retail.

The project site shares a property line with Juri Commons, a park under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department. The park is a narrow, diagonal, 10,650-square-foot, through-block park
accessible from the intersection at Juri Street and San Jose Avenue on the north and Guerrero Street near 26th
Street at the southern entrance. The park is located on a former railroad right-of-way that cuts through the block
bounded by 25th, 26th, and Guerrero and Valencia Streets.

Within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site, the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) transit operates lines 12
Folsom/Pacific, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 36 Teresita, 48 Quintara/24th Street, 49 Van
Ness/Mission, and 67 Bernal Heights. The 24th Street Mission Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station is located
within three blocks of the project site. Parallel on-street vehicle parking is provided on all streets surrounding the
subject block. In addition, a separated bike path is located on Valencia Street, one block to the east.

Cumulative Setting
CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1) provides two methods for cumulative impact analysis: the “list-based
approach” and the “projections-based approach”. The list-based approach uses a list of projects producing closely

2 Planning Department Record No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048. Available at: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-
documents?field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=10. Accessed August 16,2019.

3 Project specific studies prepared for the 350-352 San Jose Avenue project are available for review on the San Francisco Property Information Map, which
can be accessed at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. Individual files can be viewed by clicking on the Planning Applications link, clicking the “More Details”
link under the project’s environmental record number 2017-015039ENV and then clicking on the “Related Documents” link.
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related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project to evaluate whether the project would
contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The projections-based approach uses projections contained in a
general plan or related planning document to evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts. This project-specific
analysis employs both the list-based and projections-based approaches, depending on which approach best suits
the resource topic being analyzed.

The proposed project is located within the area of the city addressed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated the physical environmental impacts resulting from the
rezoning of this plan area, including impacts resulting from an increase of up to 9,858 housing units and 6.6 million
square feet of non-residential uses and a reduction of up to 4.9 million square feet of production, distribution, and
repair (PDR) uses. The cumulative impact analysis provided in this initial study uses updated projections as
needed for certain topics to evaluate whether the proposed project could result in new or substantially more
severe cumulative impacts than were anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. For example, the cumulative
transportation analysis in this initial study is based on projected 2040 cumulative conditions, whereas the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR relied on 2025 cumulative transportation projections.

The cumulative analysis for certain localized impact topics (e.g., cumulative shadow and wind effects) uses the
list-based approach. The following is a list of reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity
(approximately one-quarter mile) that are included:

e 2918 Mission Street - The proposal includes the demolition of the existing retail building and surface
parking lot and the construction of a new mixed-use residential and retail building with 75 dwelling units.
The proposed building would be 64 feet tall and six stories. The ground floor frontage on Mission Street
would consist of retail uses and a residential lobby.

e 1278-1298 Valencia Street - The proposal would replace an existing gas station with a six story, mixed-use
residential building. At completion, the project would provide approximately 3,700 square feet of ground
floor retail and 35 residential units on floors 2 through 6. Nine parking spaces would be provided.

e 3178 Mission Street - The proposal includes demolition of the existing building and construction of a
mixed-use, five-story, 50-foot-tall building. Four dwelling units would be located on floors two through
five, with commercial space on ground floor.

e 2976 Mission Street - The proposal includes renovation and addition of approximately 640 square feet of
commercial space at the ground floor and 4 additional floors for a total of 8 residential units and the
elimination of the 2-car garage.

e 3359 26th Street - The proposed project would retain the existing building and construct a three-story
addition over the structure at the north end of the parcel and a four-story addition over the structure at
the south end of the parcel. The proposed alterations would result in an approximately 16,500-square-
foot, 55-foot-tall mixed-use residential building, retaining approximately 6,030 square feet of the existing
commercial space and add approximately 8,550 square feet of residential space within the proposed
vertical additions. The commercial space would continue to operate as an art gallery and cafe. The
proposed project would provide eight (seven net new) residential units.

Figure 2, in Section G. Figures, shows the location of the above referenced cumulative projects in relation to the
project site.
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Summary of Environmental Effects

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages
present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental topic.

|:| Land Use and Land Use Planning |:| Greenhouse Gas Emissions
|:| Population and Housing |:| Wind
[X] Cultural Resources [X] shadow
[ ] Tribal Cultural Resources [ ] Recreation
|:| Transportation and Circulation |:| Utilities and Service Systems
|:| Noise |:| Public Services
|X Air Quality |:| Biological Resources
Record No. 2017-015039ENV 5

|:| Geology and Soils

|:| Hydrology and Water Quality

|:| Hazards and Hazardous Materials
[ ] Mineral Resources

|:| Energy Resources

|:| Agriculture and Forestry Resources

|:| Wildfire

350-352 San Jose Avenue





Evaluation of Environmental Effects

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmentalissues including: land use; plans and policies;
visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment (growth inducement);
transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; archeological resources; historic
architectural resources; hazards; and otherissues not addressed in the previously issued initial study for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 350-352 San Jose Avenue project is in conformance with
the height, bulk, use, and density for the site described in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR" and, as documented
below, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe environmental impacts than
were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

This initial study evaluates the proposed project’s individual and cumulative environmental effects to determine
whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are adequately addressed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.” In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15183, this initial study examines whether the
proposed project would result in significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not
identified as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; or (3) are previously identified
significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the time that the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a substantially more severe adverse impact
than discussed and disclosed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific, focused
mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. If no such impacts are identified, no additional
environmental review shall be required for the project beyond that provided in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and this project-specific initial study in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183.

Mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR that this initial study determines are applicable to the
project are identified under each environmental topic and the full text of any applicable mitigation measures is
provided in Attachment B, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation, cultural
resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified significant
cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were
identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for those related to land
use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine
intersections; program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative
impacts from demolition of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

The proposed project would include moving the existing four-unit residential building 23 feet to the east (toward
San Jose Avenue) from its current location on the lot and the addition of 8,670 square feet of residential use and
eight dwelling units and one ADU. The proposed project would include a vertical addition of one story and a
horizontal addition to the rear of the existing two-story building. The resulting building would be three stories over
basement, contain 12 dwelling units and one ADU, and extend 40 feet to the roofline with an additional 3 feet to

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Project Assessment: 350-352 San Jose Avenue, February 8, 2018. Available for review on the San
Francisco Property Information Map, which can be accessed at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. Individual files can be viewed by clicking on the Planning
Applications link, clicking the “More Details” link under the project’s environmental record number 2017-015039PPA and then clicking on the “Related
Documents” link.

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department Record
No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-
documents?field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=10, accessed April 24,2019.

Record No. 2017-015039ENV 6 350-352 San Jose Avenue





the top of the rooftop mechanical features. As discussed below in this initial study, the proposed project would
not result in new significant environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and
disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Regulatory Changes

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, statutes, and
funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical environment and/or
environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. As discussed in each
topic area referenced below, some of these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding measures have
implemented or will implement certain mitigation measures or will reduce impacts determined to be less-than-
significant in the PEIR. New and changed policies and regulations relevant to this initial study include:

e State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for infill
projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.

e State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution 19579 replacing level of
service analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled analysis, effective March 2016.

e San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010, Transit
Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014; Vision Zero adoption by various city
agencies in 2014; Propositions A (Transportation and Road Improvement Bond) and B (Transportation Set-
Aside) passage in November 2014; and the Transportation Sustainability Program consisting of adoption of a
transportation sustainability fee, effective January 2016; and adoption of a transportation demand
management program, effective March 2017.

e San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places of
Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study Noise section).

e San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and Enhanced
Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December 2014 (see initial study
Air Quality section).

e San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco Recreation and Open
Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see initial study Recreation section).

e San Francisco Health Code Article 22A amendments effective August 2013 (see initial study Hazardous
Materials section).

CEQA Section 21099

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

a) The projectis in a transit priority area;
b) The project is on an infill site; and
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.
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The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider aesthetics
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Land Use and Planning Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans would not
create any new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas because the rezoning and area plans do
not provide for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan areas or
individual neighborhoods or subareas. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans establishes the
applicable land use controls (e.g., allowable uses, height, and bulk) for new development within the plan area and
the PEIR determined that the plan is consistent with various plans, policies, and regulations. Further, projects
proposed under the plan must comply with all applicable regulations and thus would not cause a significant
environmental impact due to a conflict with plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the rezoning
and area plans would result in an unavoidable significant impact on land use character due to the cumulative loss
of industrial (PDR) building space. Subsequent CEQA case law since certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR has clarified that “community character” itself is not a physical environmental effect.” Therefore, consistent
with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analysis concerning land use character has been removed from further
evaluation in this project-specific initial study.

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

Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? O O 0

b) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due O O 0

to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

E.1.a) The proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier to neighborhood access or
the removal of an existing means of access; it would result in the construction of a new building within established
lot boundaries. The proposed project would not alter the established street grid or permanently close any streets
or sidewalks. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide an established community.

6  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 350-352 San Jose Avenue,
September 21, 2020.

7 Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th 560.
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E.1.b) The proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans and must be compliant with all applicable regulations and therefore would not cause a
significant physical environmental impact due to a conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to physically dividing a community or causing a
significant physical environmental impact due to a conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
and, therefore, would not have the potential to contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to land use
and land use planning.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not result in a significant project-level or cumulative land use impact. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant physical environmental land use impacts not already disclosed in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Population and Housing

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Population and Housing Findings

The PEIR concluded that adoption of the rezoning and area plans: “would induce substantial growth and
concentration of population in San Francisco.” The PEIR states that the increase in population expected to occur
as a result of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the area plans would not, in itself, result in adverse physical
effects, and would serve to advance key city policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate locations
next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the city’s transit first policies. It was
anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both housing development and population in all of the
area plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in
population and density would not directly result in significant adverse physical effects on the environment.
However, the PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts on the physical environment that would result
indirectly from growth afforded under the rezoning and area plans, including impacts on land use, transportation,
air quality, and noise. The PEIR contains detailed analyses of these secondary effects under each of the relevant
resource topics and identifies mitigation measures to address significant impacts where feasible.

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

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 0 0 0
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 people or 0 0 0

housing units necessitating the construction of
replacement housing?

E.2.a) The proposed project would include moving the existing four-unit residential building 23 feet to the east
(toward San Jose Avenue) from its current location on the lot and the addition of 8,670 square feet of residential
use and eight dwelling units and an ADU. The proposed project would include a vertical addition of one story and
a horizontal addition to the rear of the existing two-story building. The resulting building would be three stories
over basement, contain 12 dwelling units and one ADU, and extend 40 feet to the roofline with an additional 3 feet
to the top of the rooftop mechanical features. Based on the average household size of 2.36° and number of units,
the proposed project would increase new residents by 21 at the project site.

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepares projections of employment and housing growth for the
Bay Area. The latest projections were prepared as part of Plan Bay Area 2040, adopted by ABAG and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission in 2017. The growth projections for San Francisco County anticipate an
increase of 137,800 households and 295,700 jobs between 2010 and 2040,” which is consistent with the housing
element and other adopted plans.

The project’s eight new units and one ADU would contribute to growth that is projected by ABAG. As part of the
planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Francisco identified priority development areas, which are areas where
new development will support the day-to-day needs of residents and workers in a pedestrian-friendly
environment served by transit. The project site is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods priority development
area; thus, it would be implemented in an area where new population growth is both anticipated and encouraged.

The project would also be located in a developed urban area with available access to necessary infrastructure and
services (transportation, utilities, schools, parks, hospitals, etc.). Since the project site is located in an established
urban neighborhood and is not an infrastructure project, it would not indirectly induce substantial population

8 U.S.Census Bureau, San Francisco County, California, Households, Persons per household, 2014-2018. Available online at:
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/sanfranciscocountycalifornia. Accessed September 21, 2020.

9  Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Government, Plan Bay Area 2010 Final Supplemental Report: Land Use and
Modeling Report. July 2017. This document is available online at: http://2040.planbayarea.org/reports. Accessed November 7, 2018.
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growth. The physical environmental impacts resulting from housing and employment growth generated by the
project are evaluated in the relevant resources topics in this initial study.

E.2.b) The proposed project would not permanently displace any residents or housing units. One tenant would be
temporarily rehoused during the construction of the project and then allowed to return to the building when
complete.'” Therefore, the proposed project would have no direct impact related to the displacement of housing
units or people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere that could result in
physical environmental effects.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for the population and housing topic is the City and County of San Francisco. The
proposed project would provide housing units and commercial space that would result in increases in population
(households and jobs). As discussed above, San Francisco is anticipated to grow by 137,800 households and
295,700 jobs between 2010 and 2040. Between 2010 and 2017, San Francisco’s population grew by approximately
13,000 households and 137,200 jobs, leaving approximately 124,839 households and 158,486 jobs projected for
San Francisco through 2040."** As of the first quarter of 2020, approximately 70,800 net new housing units are in
the pipeline, i.e., are either under construction, have building permits approved or filed, or applications filed,
including remaining phases of major multi-phased projects.”” Conservatively assuming that every housing unit in
the pipeline is developed and at 100 percent occupancy (no vacancies), the pipeline (which includes the proposed
project) would accommodate an additional 70,800 households. The pipeline also includes projects with land uses
that would result in an estimated 94,179 new employees."**” As such, cumulative household and employment
growth is below the ABAG projections for planned growth in San Francisco. Therefore, the proposed project in
combination with citywide development would not result in significant cumulative environmental effects
associated with inducing unplanned population growth or displacing substantial numbers of people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Conclusion

The proposed project would contribute a small portion of the growth anticipated within the Eastern
Neighborhoods plan area under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans as well as for San Francisco
as a whole under Plan Bay Area. The project’s incremental contribution to this anticipated growth would not result
in a significant individual or cumulative impact related to population and housing. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in significant physical environmental impacts related to population and housing that
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

10 Nunemacher, James, CEO, Vanguard Properties (Project Sponsor), e-mail correspondence with Megan Calpin, Environmental Planner, San Francisco
Planning Department, April 26, 2018.

11 U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, 2010 Demographic Profile Data and 2010 Business Patterns, San Francisco County. Available online at:
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jst/pages/programs.xhtml?program=dec. Accessed April 10, 2019.

12 U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, San Francisco County, California, Population Estimates July 1, 2017 and Households 2013-2017. Available online at:
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/sanfranciscocountycalifornia. Accessed April 10, 2019.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, 2020 Q1. Housing Development Pipeline. Available online at: https://sfplanning.org/project/pipeline-report.
Accessed August 19, 2019.

14 Ibid.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division, Information and Analysis Group, Scott Edmundson, March 19, 2019.
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Cultural Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Cultural Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated through the changes in use
districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could have substantial adverse changes on
the significance of both individual historical resources and on historical districts within the plan areas. The PEIR
determined that approximately 32 percent of the known or potential historical resources in the plan areas could
potentially be affected under the maximum development alternative.” The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found
this impact to be significant and unavoidable.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that development under the area plans and rezoning could result in
significantimpacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would reduce these
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-1, which
applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on file at the Northwest
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System and at the planning department,
requires preparation of an addendum to the existing plan. Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to properties for which
no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological documentation is
incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological resources under CEQA
and requires the preparation of a preliminary archeological sensitivity study. Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies
to properties in the Mission Dolores Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program
be conducted by a qualified archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical
archeology.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance 0 ] [
of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5, including
those resources listed in article 10 or article 11 of the
San Francisco Planning Code?
b) Cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance 0 0 0
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 0 0 0

outside of formal cemeteries?

E.3.a) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings or
structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or are identified
in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The
existing building was constructed circa 1875 and was evaluated in the planning department’s 2010 South Mission

16 The approved Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan was less intensive than the maximum development alternative analyzed in the PEIR.
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Historic Resource Survey. A Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 (evaluation) was prepared for the property.'” The
building at 350-352 San Jose Avenue was assigned a California Register of Historical Resources status code of
3CS—indicating that the property appeared eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as an individual
property. Thus, the building is considered to be a historic resource under CEQA.

Planning staff prepared a Preservation Team Review Form based on the proposed design and the evaluation. '
According to these background documents, the existing property has a variety of character-defining features,
mostly on the front facade of the building, including the location of the building within the lot and the large front
yard. The rear facade was determined to not be character defining.

Planning department staff reviewed the proposed project, including its relocation approximately 23 feet eastward
and determined that, while the project did not conform to all of the Standards, it would not materially impair the
historic resource and would not result in an adverse impact under CEQA."” Specifically, the department concluded
that, with project implementation, the building would retain all character-defining features that mark it as an
ltalianate-style residence. Although the front yard would be reduced in size, enough of it would be retained that it
would be visibly distinct from more recent patterns of urban development that are evident on the subject block, in
which buildings are constructed out to the front lot line. And although the building’s location would change as a
result of being moved forward 23 feet, it would remain on the same lot and its general relationship to its neighbors
would be retained.”

Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project.

E.3.b) The proposed project is located in the Archeological Mitigation Zone J-2 (Properties with No Previous
Studies) of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR. Accordingly, a site-specific Archaeological
Research Design and Treatment Plan (plan) was prepared in compliance with Mitigation Measure J-2. The plan—
Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan, 350 San Jose Avenue—concluded that soils disturbing
activities (excavation and foundation support) resulting from the proposed project have the potential to adversely
affect archeological deposits and features.”" According to the plan, soils disturbing activities resulting from the
proposed project have moderately-high potential for adversely affecting pre-1905 historic-period archeological
resources; if undisturbed historic features exist on the property, they could be present within a few feet beneath
the existing concrete and could be encountered in excavations for the new basement. The plan also states that soil
disturbing activities have low potential for encountering prehistoric archeological resources, due to distance from
former natural water sources, which are an important factor in predicting the locations of prehistoric settlements.
The plan states that pre-construction archaeological testing would not be feasible, as portions of the site that
would be excavated are presently covered in concrete. Further, focused archaeological testing is not warranted
because archival data are insufficient to assist in the prediction of potential locations of historic features:
archaeological sensitivity is uniform throughout the site.

17 Watson Heritage Consulting, Historic Resources Evaluation Part 2, August 1, 2018.
18 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, April 3,2019.

19 Since the completion of the preservation team review form in April 2019, the design was updated to reflect further movement of the building to the east
by 8 additional feet. A preservation memo was prepared to analyze the updated proposal as of September 17, 2020. Rich Sucre, Memorandum: 350-352
San Jose Avenue, September 22, 2020. The conclusion of the April 2019 preservation team review form and the 2020 Memorandum is the same - the
proposed project would not materially impair the historic resource and would not result in a significant impact under CEQA.

20 Ibid.

21 Sonoma State University, Anthropological Studies Center, Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan, 350 San Jose Avenue, San Francisco, CA,
August 2018.
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Thus, the implementation of an Archeological Monitoring Program (monitoring program) was recommended to
take place during any ground-disturbing activity. Mitigation Measure M-J-2 will apply to this project as Project
Mitigation Measure 1. The full text of the mitigation measure can be found in Attachment B. Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP). Under this measure, an archaeological monitor will observe all ground-disturbing
activities and, in the event of a discovery during construction, construction work would be stopped and
appropriate assessment and treatment be implemented. Based on the assessed low potential for prehistoric
archaeological sites, it is not anticipated that human remains would be encountered on the project site. However,
archaeological monitoring during construction under Project Mitigation Measure 1 also would ensure that human
remains that could unexpectedly be encountered would be protected and Native American consultation would be
conducted, consistent with the requirements of Public Resources Code 5097.98.

With implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 1, Archeological Monitoring Program, as described above, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on archaeological resources and previously unknown
human remains.

E.3.c) Archeological resources may include human burials. Human burials outside of formal cemeteries often
occur in prehistoric or historic period archeological contexts. The potential for the proposed project to affect
archeological resources, which may include human burials is addressed above under E.3.b. Furthermore, the
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects must comply with applicable
state laws. This includes immediate notification to the county coroner (San Francisco Office of the Chief Medical
Examiner) and, in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American,
notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a most likely
descendant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, the proposed project would have no effect on historic architectural resources and therefore
would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative historic resources impact.

The cumulative context for archeological resources and human remains is generally site specific and limited to the
immediate construction area. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative
projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on archeological resources or human remains.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to historic resources and impacts to archeological
resources would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The project sponsor has agreed to implement Project Mitigation
Measure 1. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on cultural resources that were
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

22 California Public Resources Code section 5097.98
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Tribal Cultural Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Cultural Findings

Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives in San Francisco prehistoric archeological
resources are presumed to be potential tribal cultural resources. Additionally, based on discussions with Native
American tribal representatives, there are no other currently identified tribal cultural resources in San Francisco.
Therefore, based on the results of this consultation between the City and County of San Francisco and local Native
American tribal representatives, all archaeological resources of Native American origin are assumed to be
potential tribal cultural resources. The preferred mitigation of impacts to such resources developed in
consultation with local Native American tribal representatives is preservation in place or, where preservation is not
feasible, development and implementation of archaeological and public interpretation plans for the resource, in
consultation with local Native American tribes. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that development under
the area plans and rezoning could cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of archeological
resources because the entire plan area could be considered generally sensitive for archeological resources. On this
basis, projects implemented under the PEIR have the potential to result in a substantial adverse change in tribal
cultural resources. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2 from Cultural Resources section above
would mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level as it includes avoidance, as
feasible, and interpretation as requested by local Native American tribal representatives.

Project Analysis
Significant Impact Significant Significant Impact No Significant
Peculiar to Impact not dueto Impact not
Project or Project Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Cause asubstantial adverse change in the 0 0 0]

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, or cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is:

(i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

(ii) A resource determined by the lead agency in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in this
subdivision, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.
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E.4.a) As discussed in the Cultural Resources section of this document, the project site has low to moderate
sensitivity for prehistoric resources, which may also represent tribal cultural resources. Project Mitigation Measure
1, Archeological Monitoring Program, would require archaeological monitoring during any soils disturbing
activities. Additionally, if any tribal cultural resources were found as a result of the soil disturbing activities,
consultation with descendant communities would be required. Therefore, the project’s proposed excavation to 10
feet below ground surface would not result in a significant impact, should tribal cultural resources be
encountered.

Identification of potential tribal cultural resources that would be affected by a project, followed by preservation
and/or archaeological treatment and public interpretation, are within the scope of Eastern Neighborhoods
Mitigation Measure J-2 from Cultural Resources section above. Consistent with this measure, when an
archaeological resource that is a potential tribal cultural resource is found or suspected to be present on a project
site, and where the project cannot feasibly be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource (that is, to preserve the resource), archaeological treatment would be conducted, and an
interpretive plan would be developed and implemented in consultation with an Ohlone representative. With
implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 1, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant

impact on tribal cultural resources.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for tribal cultural resources is generally site specific and limited to the immediate
construction area. For this reason, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would
not result in cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources.

Conclusion

The proposed project’s impact to tribal cultural resources would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with
the implementation of Project Mitigation Measures 1, implementing PEIR mitigation measure J-2 as described in
the Cultural Resources section above. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to
archaeological resources that constitute tribal cultural resources that were not identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

Transportation and Circulation

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Transportation and Circulation Findings

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

The PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result in significant and unavoidable
impacts with mitigation on automobile delay and transit (both transit delay and ridership). The PEIR identified
Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-11 to address these impacts. The city is responsible for implementing these
measures, not developers of individual development projects. At the time of the PEIR, the city could not guarantee
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the future implementation of these measures. Since PEIR certification, the city implemented some of these
measures (e.g., Transit Effectiveness Project, increased transit funding, and others listed under “Regulatory
Changes”).

This initial study reflects two changes because of state and local actions. The state amended CEQA to remove
automobile delay as a consideration (CEQA section 21099(b)(2)). In March 2016, Planning Commission resolution
19579 implemented this state-level change in San Francisco. In February 2019, the department updated its
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (2019 guidelines). With that update, the department deleted the transit
capacity criterion. The deletion is consistent with state guidance about the environmental benefits of new transit
riders and to reflect funding sources for, and policies that encourage, additional ridership.”* Accordingly, this initial
study does not evaluate the project’s impact on automobile delay or transit capacity.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 0 0 0
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 0 O O]
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 0 0 0
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses?
d) Resultininadequate emergency access? 0 0 0

E.5.ato d) The department estimated the number of trips and ways people would travel to and from the site. The
department estimated these trips using data and methodology in the department’s 2019 guidelines.” Table 2
presents daily person and vehicle trip estimates. Table 3 presents p.m. peak hour estimates.

Person and Vehicle Trip Estimates - Daily

DAILY PERSON TRIPS
Daily Vehicle Trips
Land Use Automobile For-Hire Transit Walking Bicycling Total
Residential 35 3 17 31 4 90 29
Project Total 35 3 17 31 4 920 29

Automobile person trips, accounting for average vehicle occupancy data.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.

23 San Francisco Planning Department, “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes Memorandum”, February 14, 2019.

24 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 350-352 San Jose Avenue, September 21, 2020.
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Person and Vehicle Trip Estimates - P.M. Peak Hour

P.M. PEAK HOUR PERSON TRIPS P.M. Peak Hour Vehicle
Land Use Automobile For-Hire Transit Walking Bicycling Total Trips
Residential 3 0 2 3 0 8 3
Project Total 3 0 2 3 0 8 3

Automobile person trips, accounting for average vehicle occupancy data.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.

The department used these estimates to inform the analysis of the project’s impacts on transportation and
circulation during both construction and operation. The following considers effects of the project on potentially
hazardous conditions, accessibility (including emergency access), public transit delay, vehicle miles traveled, and
loading.

Construction

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria for types of construction activities that would typically not result in
significant construction-related transportation effects. Project construction would last 14 months. During
construction, including the relocation of the existing structure within the project site, the project may resultin
temporary closures of the public right-of-way. These closures may include the sidewalk in front of the project site
along San Jose Avenue. Given the project site context and construction duration and magnitude, the project
meets the screening criteria.

Further, the project would be subject to the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the
blue book). The blue book is prepared and regularly updated by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, under the authority derived from the San Francisco Transportation Code. It serves as a guide for
contractors working in San Francisco streets. The blue book establishes rules and guidance so that construction
work can be done safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular
traffic. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant construction-related transportation impact.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The project does not propose any permanent changes to the right of way and would replace one curb cut along
San Jose Avenue. The project site currently has off-street parking capacity for up to five vehicles and remove all
vehicle parking spaces. The existing approximately 10-foot curb cut along San Jose Avenue would be replaced.
The existing driveway that goes underneath a portion of the building would be filled in for dwelling unit
development and the creation of the proposed below-grade ADU. The project would add three p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips. These vehicle trips would likely start from or end at project’s new driveway and be dispersed along
nearby streets. This number of vehicles trips that would be accessing the driveway and crossing over the sidewalk
or along adjacent streets shared by emergency services is not substantial.

People driving would have adequate visibility of people walking or bicycling and private vehicles. In addition, the
proposed changes would reduce pedestrian-vehicle conflicts because no vehicles would cross the sidewalk in
front of the project site. Further, the project would not include any changes to the public right-of-way. Therefore,
the project would have less-than-significant potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility impacts.

Public Transit Delay
The 2019 guidelines set forth a screening criterion for projects that would typically not result in significant public
transit delay effects. The project would add 3 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips, which is less than the screening
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criterion of 300. Therefore, the project meets the screening criterion and the project would have a less-than-
significant public transit delay impact.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria for types of projects that would typically not result in significant
vehicle miles traveled impacts. The project site is an area where existing vehicle miles traveled per capita is more
than 15 percent below the existing regional per capita average. The project meets this locational screening
criterion and the project would have a less-than-significant vehicle miles traveled impact.

The project also meets the proximity to transit screening criterion. The project site is within one-half mile of an
existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor and the project meets other
characteristic requirements. This screening criterion also indicates the project would not cause substantial
additional VMT.

Loading

During the average and peak period, the project’s freight and delivery loading demand would be 0.02 spaces. The
project would not provide any commercial loading spaces. Therefore, the project’s increase in freight and delivery
loading demand would be negligible and would not therefore result in significant impacts on transit or safety.

During the peak period, the project’s passenger loading demand is 0.01 trips. The project would not provide any
passenger loading spaces. Therefore, the project’s increase in passenger loading demand would be negligible and
would not therefore result in significant impacts on transit or safety.

Cumulative Analysis

Construction

The cumulative projects listed in the Cumulative Setting section of this initial study could have construction
timelines overlapping with the project’s construction activities. None of the cumulative projects are within the
same block of the project site. The cumulative projects would be subject to the blue book. Given the context and
temporary duration and magnitude of the cumulative projects’ construction and the regulations that each project
would be subject to, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a significant
cumulative construction-related transportation impact.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The PEIR disclosed that vehicular and other ways of travel (e.g., walking, bicycling) volumes would increase in the

Eastern Neighborhoods because of the plan and other cumulative projects. This volume increase would result in a
potential for more conflicts between various ways of travel. None of the cumulative projects are within the project
block. Therefore, no potentially hazardous conditions would arise from the cumulative condition.

The vehicle trips from these cumulative projects would not combine to result in a potentially hazardous condition
at any nearby vehicular turning movement. These cumulative projects would also not block access to a
substantial number of people walking within the sidewalk. As described above, the project would not include any
changes to the public right-of-way. Cumulative projects would not occur within the project block or shared
intersections. Therefore, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant
cumulative potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility impacts.

Public Transit Delay
Public transit delay typically occurs from traffic congestion, including transit reentry, and passenger boarding
delay. The PEIR used transit delay as a significance criterion. The PEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic
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congestion impacts on streets that public transit travels upon (e.g., Seventh, Eighth, and Townsend streets) and
significant transit ridership impacts which would delay transit (e.g., 22-Fillmore and 27-Bryant). The PEIR identified
mitigation measures to be implemented by the city: E-6, E-10, and E-11 (related to traffic congestion and transit
delay) and E-5to E-8 (related to ridership and transit delay).

The project would add 3 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips and 2 p.m. peak hour transit trips. These trips would be
dispersed along 26" Street, San Jose Avenue, Guerrero Street, and Valencia Street among BART, 14 Mission, and
14R Mission, 49 Mission-Van Ness. This minor number of trips would not contribute considerably to cumulative
transit delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe transit delay impacts than
were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. As described above, the project would not exceed the project-
level quantitative thresholds of significance for VMT. Furthermore, the project site is an area where projected year
2040 VMT per capita is more than 15 percent below the future regional per capita average. Therefore, the project,
in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative VMT impact.

Loading

None of the cumulative projects are on the same block as the project site. Given the cumulative projects would
not result in a loading deficit, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a
significant cumulative loading impact.

Conclusion

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected substantial increases in public transit delay. For the reasons described
above, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe transportation and circulation impacts than
were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Noise Findings

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

25 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 address the siting of sensitive land uses in noisy environments. In a decision issued on
December 17,2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental
conditions on a proposed project’s future users or residents except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental hazards
(California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 17,2015, Case No. S213478. Available at:
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Generate substantial temporary or permanent 0 0 0
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Generate excessive groundborne vibration or 0 0 0
groundborne noise levels?
c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private 0 0 0

airstrip or an airport land use plan area, or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
area to excessive noise levels?

E.6.a) Increases in ambient noise levels could result from increases in traffic and/or noise-generating equipment or
activities. A potentially significant increase in the ambient noise level due to traffic resulting from a proposed
project is unlikely unless the project would cause a doubling of existing traffic levels, which is generally assumed
to result in a 3 dBA increase in the existing ambient noise environment.”” An increase of less than 3 dBAis
generally not perceptible outside of controlled laboratory conditions.”” The existing project generates seven daily
vehicle trips. The proposed project would generate 29 daily vehicle trips. These vehicle trips would be dispersed
along the local roadway network and would not result in a doubling of vehicle trips on roadways in the vicinity of
the project site. Therefore, traffic noise impacts resulting from the project would be less than significant.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects that include
uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the project vicinity. The
proposed construction methods include building relocation, demolition, site preparation, grading, building
construction, architectural coating, and paving. The building location and excavation for foundation construction
would require the use of equipment that would be considered impact equipment - such as one jack hammer, and
one concrete saw. The proposed frequency and duration of those pieces of equipment would be limited and
temporary in nature - no more than 4 hours per day for no more than two weeks in total duration. Thus, it is
reasonable to assume a less-than-significant noise impact from this limited use of impact tools. The proposed
project would result in an approximately 40-foot-tall residential building with 12 dwelling units and one ADU. The

http://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S213478.PDF). As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that incremental increases
in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would be less than significant, and thus
would not exacerbate the existing noise environment. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 are not applicable.
Nonetheless, for all noise sensitive uses, the general requirements for adequate interior noise levels of Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are met by
compliance with the acoustical standards required under the California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations Title 24).

26 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf . Accessed: December 18,
2017.

27 California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, pp. 2-44 to 2-45, September 2013. Available:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/env/noise/pub/TeNS Sept 2013B.pdf. Accessed July 30,2017.
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proposed project may have some mechanical equipment on the roof, up to three cubic feet, for the finished
building’s heating and cooling system. This equipment would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance
(Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). Given the size of the project and uses proposed, M-F-5 would not
apply to this project.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to construction noise. Mitigation Measure F-1
includes specific measures to reduce noise impacts from pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2 includes general
construction-noise control measures for particularly noisy construction procedures (including pile-driving). The
proposed foundation is a conventional spread footing.™ The geotechnical report states that drilled, cast-in-place
piers may be used to support improvements. No pile driving is proposed by the project sponsor, thus Mitigation
Measure F-1is not required. The project site is located in a residential neighborhood with no side yard setbacks,
thus adjacent residential sensitive receptors are within 10 feet of where construction activities would occur.
However, as stated above, the brief and temporary duration of the use of a jack hammer and concrete saw would
not extend beyond a two-week period and therefore are considered to be temporary and limited in duration.
Thus, Mitigation Measure F-2: Construction Noise would not apply to the proposed project.

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 14 months) would be subject to the
San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). The San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance for private construction projects during
normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). The police department is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance
during all other hours. The proposed project would not result in significant construction noise or vibration
impacts.

E.6.b) As discussed under E.6.a, the proposed project would not utilize pile driving or other particularly vibratory
construction activities, such as vibratory rollers. The geotechnical report proposed a conventional spread footing
on improved soils, with the possibility of drilled piers if necessary. The greatest depth of excavation would be up to
10 feet. The proposed project would not require pile driving or other construction equipment that would generate
vibration at levels that could result in significant impacts. Therefore, construction vibration impacts to nearby

buildings are not anticipated. Development projects, such as the proposed project, are not typically sources of
operational vibration. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to vibration.

E.6.c) The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within 2 miles of a public airport, or in the
vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, initial study checklist question E.5.c is not applicable to the proposed
project.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for traffic noise analyses are typically confined to the local roadways nearest the project
site. As project generated vehicle trips disperse along the local roadway network, the contribution of project-
generated traffic noise along any given roadway segment would similarly be reduced. As discussed in initial study
checklist question E.6.a, the proposed project would not result in a perceptible increase in traffic noise. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a considerable contribution to ambient noise levels from project traffic.

The cumulative context for point sources of noise, such as building heating, ventilation and air conditioning
systems and construction noise are typically confined to nearby noise sources, usually not further than about 900

28 H.Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Investigation, 350 San Jose Avenue, January 22, 2018. H. Allen Gruen, Addendum to Geotechnical Investigation, 350 San
Jose Avenue, April 25,2019.
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feet from the project site.”” Based on the list of projects under the Cumulative Setting section above, there are
three reasonably foreseeable projects within 900 feet of the project site that could combine with the proposed
project’s noise impacts to generate significant cumulative construction or operational noise. Furthermore, the
noise ordinance establishes limits for both construction equipment and for operational noise sources. All projects
within San Francisco are required to comply with the noise ordinance. Compliance with the noise ordinance
would ensure that no significant cumulative noise impact would occur.

Conclusion

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and
Rezoning would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities and due to conflicts between
noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the
noise impacts determined in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and therefore no mitigation is required. The
proposed project would not result in new or more severe noise impacts than were identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

Air Quality

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Air Quality Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from construction
activities and impacts to sensitive land uses™ from exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate matter (DPM)
and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified four mitigation measures that
would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels and stated that with implementation of
identified mitigation measures, development under the area plans would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005
Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time. All other air quality impacts were found to be less than
significant. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction,
and PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other TACs.

27 Typical construction noise levels can affect a sensitive receptor at a distance of 900 feet if there is a direct line-of-sight between a noise source and a
noise receptor (i.e., a piece of equipment generating 85 dBA would attenuate to 60 dBA over a distance of 900 feet). An exterior noise level of 60 dBA will
typically attenuate to an interior noise level of 35 dBA with the windows closed and 45 dBA with the windows open.

30 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers sensitive receptors as persons occupying or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, 2)
schools, colleges, and universities, 3) daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Method's for Screening and Modeling
Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, p. 12.

31 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also includes Mitigation Measure G-2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38, as discussed below, and
isno longer applicable.
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 0 0 0
applicable air quality plan?
b) Resultinacumulatively considerable net increase of 0 0 0
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or
regional ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 0 ] [
concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 0 0 0
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

E.7.a) The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
2017 Clean Air Plan. The primary goals of the clean air plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional
and local scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air
contaminants; and (3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The clean air plan recognizes that to a great extent,
community design dictates individual travel modes, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions
of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth
into vibrant urban communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable
transportation options. The compact development of the proposed project and the availability of non-auto
transportation options in the project area would ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in
automobile trips and consequent air pollutant emissions. In addition, as discussed above in the Population and
Housing resource topic, the project site is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods priority development area.
Focusing development within such areas is a key land use strategy under Plan Bay Area to meet statewide
greenhouse gas reduction goals pursuant to Senate Bill 375. Furthermore, for the reasons described below under
topics E.7.b and ¢, the proposed project would not result in significant air pollutant emissions or expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct
implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan.

E.7.b) While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that “individual
development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans would be subject to a
significance determination based on the BAAQMD’s quantitative thresholds for individual projects.”

32 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), p. 346. Planning
Department Record No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at:
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=10, accessed April 24,
2019.
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In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six
criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM,s, and PMyo™), nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by
developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. The bay
area air basin is designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants except for ozone,
PM,s, and PMy,. For these pollutants, the air basin is designated as non-attainment for either the state or federal
standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is
sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual
emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality
impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.” Regional
criteria air pollutant impacts resulting from the proposed project are evaluated below.

Construction Dust Control

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual projects involving
construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate construction equipment to
minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors
subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally
referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of
the dust control ordinance is to reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition,
and construction work to protect the health of the general public and of construction workers, minimize public
nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work in response to dust complaints. Project-related
construction activities would result in construction dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In
compliance with the dust control ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction
activities at the project site would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of
watering disturbed areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping, and other measures.

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements incorporate and expand upon the dust
control provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1. Therefore, compliance with the dust control ordinance would
ensure that the proposed project would not result in substantial amounts of fugitive dust, including particulate
matter, during construction activities and portions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 that address construction dust
are not required.

Criteria Air Pollutants

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District prepared updated 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,” which provide
methodologies for analyzing air quality impacts. These guidelines also provide thresholds of significance for
ozone and particulate matter. The planning department uses these thresholds to evaluate air quality impacts
under CEQA.

The air district has developed screening criteria to determine whether to undertake detailed analysis of criteria

pollutant emissions for construction and operations of development projects. Projects that are below the

screening criteria would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts, and no further project-specific

33 PMygis often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller. PMys, termed “fine” particulate
matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter.

34 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1.

35 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017.
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analysis is required. The proposed project would add eight dwelling units and one ADU to an existing four-unit
residential building. The screening criteria for construction criteria air pollutants for a mid-rise apartment building
is 240 dwelling units for construction and 494 dwelling units for operations.” Therefore, because the proposed
project is below the construction and operational screening levels for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact with regards to violating an air quality standard or resulting in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

E.7.c) In addition to regional criteria air pollutants analyzed above, the following air quality analysis evaluates
localized health risks to determine whether sensitive receptors would be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill
Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, amended December 8,2014). The
purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an air pollutant exposure zone and
imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all new sensitive uses within this zone. The air pollutant
exposure zone as defined in article 38 includes areas that exceed health protective standards for cumulative PM; s
concentration and cumulative excess cancer risk and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to
freeways. Projects within the air pollutant exposure zone require special consideration to determine whether the
project’s activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions
to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.

The project site is located within the 2020 updated air pollutant exposure zone. Because the project site permit
application was deemed accepted prior to the publication of the 2020 air pollutant exposure zone, the project is
not subject to article 38 requirements.”’

Construction Health Risk

The project site is located within an identified air pollutant exposure zone; therefore, the ambient health risk to
sensitive receptors from air pollutants is considered substantial. The proposed project would require heavy-duty
off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during approximately one month of the anticipated 14-month
construction period.” Thus, Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Project Mitigation Measure 2, Construction Air
Quality, has been identified to implement the portions of Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1
related to emissions exhaust by requiring construction equipment with lower emissions. This measure would
reduce diesel particulate matter exhaust from construction equipment by 89 to 94 percent compared to
uncontrolled construction equipment.” Therefore, impacts related to construction health risks would be less than
significant through implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 2, Construction Air Quality.

36 Ibid.

37 Jonathan Piakis, Environmental Health Branch, San Francisco Department of Public Health, e-mail correspondence with Megan Calpin, Environmental
Planning Division, June 12, 2020.

38 SIA Consulting, AQ Construction Information, October 1,2019.

39 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 off-road engines do not have PM
emission standards, but the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling -
Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to
have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, requiring off-road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent
and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr). The 63 percent
reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr). In
addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent. Therefore, the mitigation
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Operational Health Risks

The proposed project would not be expected to generate 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per day.
Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3is not applicable. The project’s incremental
increase in localized TAC emissions resulting from new vehicle trips would be minor and would not contribute
substantially to localized health risks. The proposed project would not install a backup diesel generator; therefore,
it would not be subject to the mitigation measure that requires best control technology for diesel generators
(implementing relevant portions of Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4). Cumulative air quality
impacts would be considered less than significant.

E.7.d) Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations,
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, fiberglass
manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities. During construction,
diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However, construction-related odors
would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion. The proposed project includes residential
uses that would not be expected to create significant sources of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less
than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and
future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself
would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.” The project-level thresholds
for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air
quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed
project’s construction and operational (Topic E.7.b) emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for
criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
regional air quality impacts.

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality. The project
would add new sources of TACs (e.g., construction new vehicle trips and off-road construction equipment) within
an area already adversely affected by poor air quality, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative
health risk impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. This would be a significant cumulative impact. The proposed
project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Air Quality, which could reduce
construction period emissions by as much as 94 percent. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative localized health risk impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Conclusion

As explained above, the proposed project would not result in any significant air quality impacts, either individually
or cumulatively that were not identified in the PEIR and none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality
mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project.

measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM emissions, as compared to
equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr).

40 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1.
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Greenhouse Gas

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Greenhouse Gas Emissions Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzed greenhouse (GHG) emissions that could result from the anticipated
development under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B, and C are
anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of COE*' per service
population,” respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG emissions from the
three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than significant. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 0 O] 0
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 0 O 0

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

E.8.a and b) The following analysis of the proposed project’s GHG impact focuses on the project’s contribution to
cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit GHGs at a level that could result
in a significant impact on global climate, this analysis is in a cumulative context only, and the analysis of this
resource topic does not include a separate cumulative impact discussion.

Subsequent to adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, the air district updated its
guidelines (see discussion in Topic E.7, Air Quality). The updated guidelines address the analysis of GHGs. These
guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 which address the analysis and
determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions and allow for projects that are
consistent with an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project’s individual GHG impact is less
than significant. San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions™ presents a comprehensive
assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s GHG reduction
strategy in compliance with the air district and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions resulted in a 36

41 COgzE, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gases in terms of the amount of Carbon Dioxide that would
have an equal global warming potential.

42 Jessica Range, San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in Eastern Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010.

43 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010. Available at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG Reduction Strategy.pdf, accessed April 24, 2019.
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percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2017 compared to 1990 levels,” exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals
outlined in the air district’s 2010 Clean Air Plan,” Executive Order S-3-05*, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as
the Global Warming Solutions Act).””* In addition, San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or
more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-05", B-30-15,"""" and Senate
Bill 32.2>*** Therefore, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy would not result
in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment and would not conflict with state,
regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations.

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG
reduction strategy and demonstrated in the GHG checklist completed for the proposed project.” The proposed
project would comply with applicable regulations that would reduce the project’s GHG emissions related to
energy use, waste disposal, wood burning, and use of refrigerants. Therefore, the proposed project would not
generate significant GHG emissions and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and
regulations.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative GHG
impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG impacts that were not identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

44 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint. Available at https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint, accessed April
24,2019.

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

plans/current-plans, accessed March 3, 2016.

46 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861, accessed March 3, 2016.

47 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab 0001-
0050/ab 32 bill 20060927 chaptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.

48 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020.

49 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010,
reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO:E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCOzE);
and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCOE).

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

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

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

53 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute requirements for the
disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules,
regulations, and measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

54 Executive Order B-15-18, which was signed in September 2018, establishes a statewide goal to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no
later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net negative emissions after. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-
Executive-Order.pdf, accessed September 25, 2018. The statewide executive order is slightly more aggressive than the commitment made by Mayor Mark
Farrell in April 2018 for the City to reach net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. The San Francisco Department of the Environment is currently
developing a plan to meet the goal of carbon neutrality.

55 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 350-352 San Jose Avenue, November 5, 2018.
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Wind

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Wind Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that wind impacts resulting from the development under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 0 0 0

substantial pedestrian use?

E.9.a) To determine whether a project would alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas, the
planning department applies the wind hazard criterion established in section 148 of the San Francisco Planning
Code. In accordance with section 148, a project would result in hazardous wind conditions if it would cause
ground-level wind speeds that exceed 26 mph for one hour or more per year.” In most cases, projects under 80
feet in height do not result in wind impacts in accordance with this criterion. Although the proposed 40-foot-tall
building would be taller than the immediately adjacent buildings, it is less than 80 feet tall, and would be similar in
height to existing buildings on the project block. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not cause
significant wind impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Cumulative

The proposed project would not create any wind impacts. Within 1,500 feet of the project site, one reasonably
foreseeable project would be greater than 80 feet tall (2918 Mission Street). No wind impacts were identified in the
environmental review of 2918 Mission Street. Therefore, no cumulative wind impacts would occur.”” For these
reasons, the proposed project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable projects in the project vicinity to
create significant cumulative wind impacts.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in significant wind impacts, either individually
or cumulatively. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant wind impacts that were not
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

56 San Francisco Planning Code Section 148. Available at:
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/articlel2dimensionsareasandopenspaces?f=templatesSfn=default.htm$3.08vid=amlega
l:sanfrancisco caSanc=JD 138.1

57 San Francisco Planning Department, Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation, 2918-2924 Mission Street, case number 2014.0376ENV.
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Shadow

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Shadow Findings

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated the shadow effects of the proposed community plans and
rezoning, it could not conclude with certainty that they would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts
because project-specific plans and building elevations are required in order to evaluate whether a proposed
project would have a significant shadow impact and these were unknown at that time. Therefore, the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR determined that development that would occur as a result of implementation of the area
plans and rezoning could potentially result in significant and unavoidable shadow impacts. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely 0 0 0

affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible
open spaces?

E.10.a) The proposed project would include moving the existing four-unit residential building 23 feet to the east
(toward San Jose Avenue) from its current location on the lot, and the addition of 8,670 square feet of residential
use and eight dwelling units and one ADU. The proposed project would include a one-story vertical addition and a
horizontal addition to the rear of the existing two-story building. The resulting building would be three stories over
basement, contain 12 dwelling units and one ADU, and extend 40 feet to the roofline with an additional 3 feet to
the top of the rooftop mechanical features. The rear property line of the project site is shared with Juri Commons,
a diagonal, through-block public open space operated by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
(recreation and park department). Juri Commons has a tree-lined walking path spanning the length of the open
space, a small play area, benches, planting beds, and a community bulletin board.

Planning code section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional
shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission
between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless that shadow would not
result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and
Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with taller buildings without triggering section 295 if
those buildings, like the proposed project, do not exceed 40 feet in height. There are nine parks within the Plan
Area, including Juri Commons, that were specifically discussed because the Eastern Neighborhood Plan did not
recommend any change in height limits on parcels adjacent to them. While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
stated that it was unlikely that significant shadow impacts would result from construction to the existing height
limits, due to the 40 foot height limit and surrounding streets, the PEIR could not conclude if the rezoning and
community plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete
mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposals could not be determined at that time.
Therefore, the PEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant and unavoidable for all three of the Plan’s
proposed zoning options and for the No-Project alternative. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.
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The proposed project would not extend above 40 feet in height and therefore does not trigger section 295 review.
Nevertheless, for informational purposes, the planning department requested a shadow analysis report to
determine whether the project would have the potential to cast new shadow on Juri Commons in a way that
could substantially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment of this open space.”®* Itis noted that the detailed
shadow study, which was prepared in April 2019, does not reflect the updated plan set submitted on September
17,2020. However, the building’s shift to the east and other associated revisions reflected in the September 2020
plan set would result in a net reduction in shadow cast by the project as compared to the project iteration
analyzed in the April 2019 shadow study. Shadow impacts associated with the project are described below and are
based on the April 2019 shadow study; nevertheless, they reflect shadow calculations that are greater and more
conservative than would occur with the revised plans and would therefore not result in a greater shadow impact
than is discussed below.

The shadow analysis found that, not considering shadow cast by trees or other vegetation, the park is presently in
shadow during early morning hours, year-round, with shadow being present from sunrise and receding
completely by around 1 p.m at the latest, over the course of the year.”

The proposed project would cast net new shadow on Juri Commons year-round. At the summer solstice, there
would be some new shading cast on the park between sunrise and 10 am.”" In the fall and the spring there would
be some new shading cast on the park in the morning, which would recede completely by noon.”” At the winter
solstice, the park would experience the largest amount of net new shading, which would occur from one hour after
sunrise until just after 2 pm.*

The overall size of the new shadows would vary, with the largest new shaded area occupying about 15 percent of
Juri Commons; it would range from 2 hours and 45 minutes on the summer solstice to 5 hours and 45 minutes on
the winter solstice. As noted above, on the winter solstice, net new shadow would fall on Juri Commons from one
hour after sunrise (8:20 am) and be present until about 2 pm.

The area of the park on which the new shadow would fall is currently occupied by landscaping and a paved
pathway, areas that are largely transitory in nature and do not contain any active recreational facilities. However,
the recreation and park department is in the process of renovating and redesigning Juri Commons.”* The proposal
for the park includes updating the pathway through the park for ADA-compliance and accessibility as well as
reprogramming some of the active and passive use areas of the park. The conceptual design was approved in
September 2018 by the Recreation and Park Commission under Resolution 1809-002.% As of September 2020,
construction of this project has begun.® The portion of the park that would receive the greatest shade from the
proposed project is the area where new active recreation play equipment was proposed under the conceptual

58 San Francisco Planning Department, Initial Shadow Fan, 350-352 San Jose Avenue, June 5,2018.

59 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed 350 San Jose Avenue Per SF Planning and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Standards, April 23,2019 Final R3.

60 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis, page 12.

61 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis, Exhibit B, pages 16-31.

62 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis, Exhibit C, pages 32-45.

63 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis, Exhibit D, pages 45-72.

64 San Francisco Planning Department, case number 2018-009517ENV, Categorical Exemption, August 20, 2018.

65 San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission, September 20, 2018 Meeting Minutes, https://sfrecpark.org/wpcontent/uploads/092018-minutes-1.pdf.
Accessed June 14, 2019.

66 San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission, “Juri Commons Construction is Underway!”, August 6, 2020,
https://sfrecpark.org/CivicAlerts.aspx?AlD=344.
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design.”” Therefore, once the renovation is complete, the proposed project would result in increased shadow on
the future active use areas of the park, which could substantially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment of
those areas.

Development of the proposed 350-352 San Jose Avenue project would result in net new shadow that would affect
Juri Commons in a manner that would result in a significant adverse impact that was previously identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Therefore, while the project would contribute to the significant unavoidable shadow
impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, it would not result in any new significant impacts that were
not identified or more severe adverse impacts than those analyzed in the PEIR.

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

Cumulative

None of the cumulative projects listed on page 4 would cast shadow on Juri Commons. However, the proposed
project’s net new shadow on Juri Commons represents a considerable contribution to the cumulative shadow
impacts disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that
cumulative shadow impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Therefore, while the project would contribute
to this significant unavoidable impact, it would not result in significant impacts that were previously not identified
or more severe adverse impacts than those analyzed in the PEIR.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would contribute to a significant shadow impact on Juri
Commons, as previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The proposed project would also
considerably contribute to the cumulative shadow impacts analyzed in the PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in significant shadow impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Recreation

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Recreation Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and
Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing recreational resources or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the environment. No

67 San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, Juri Commons Conceptual Design, September 2018, http://sfrecpark.org/wpcontent/uploads/Item-3-
Juri-Commons_AttachA-Conceptual-Design-090518.pdf. Accessed June 14, 2019.

68 The April 2019 shadow analysis was based on the existing building being moved 15 feet to the east. The updated plan set as of September 17, 2020,
shows the building being moved a total of 23 feet to the east and the massing reduced by 5 feet at third floor southwest corner of the building to
mitigate shadow impact on the park. The building’s shift to the east and other associated revisions would result in a net reduction in shadow cast by the
project as compared to the project as analyzed by the April 23,2019 study. As compared to the results of that prior analysis, within the affected areas,
the shadow consultant anticipates the amount of shadow reduction would be more significant along the western portions of Juri Commons with little
to no change in net shadow effect to the central portions of the park. Adam Phillips, PreVision Design, email correspondence with Megan Calpin,
Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, September 21, 2020.
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mitigation measures related to recreational resources were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
However, the PEIR identified Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation Facilities.
This improvement measure calls for the city to implement funding mechanisms for an ongoing program to repair,
upgrade and adequately maintain park and recreation facilities. An update of the Recreation and Open Space
Element (ROSE) of the General Plan was adopted in April 2014. The amended ROSE identifies areas within the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area for acquisition and the locations where new open spaces and open space
connections should be built, consistent with PEIR Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two
of these open spaces, Daggett Plaza (16th and Daggett streets) and In Chan Kaajal Park (17th and Folsom streets),
both opened in 2017.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 0 0 0
parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 0 0 0

or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

E.11.a) Asdiscussed in Topic E.2, Population and Housing, the proposed project would include moving the
existing four-unit residential building 23 feet to the east (toward San Jose Avenue) from its current location on the
lot and the addition of 8,670 square feet of residential use and eight dwelling units and one ADU. The proposed
project would include a vertical addition of one story and a horizontal addition to the rear of the existing two-story
building. The resulting building would be three stories over basement, contain 12 dwelling units and one ADU, and
extend 40 feet to the roofline with an additional 3 feet to the top of the rooftop mechanical features. New residents
and employees would be within walking distance of Juri Commons, Guerrero Park, and Coso and Precita Mini
Park. Additionally, the proposed project would provide passive recreational uses onsite for the residents, including
1,400 square feet of common open space available to project residents and 2,223 square feet of private open
space. Although the proposed project would introduce a new permanent population to the project site, the
number of new residents projected would not be large enough to substantially increase demand for, or use of,
neighborhood parks or recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would be
expected.

E.11.b) The permanent residential population on the site would not require the construction of new recreational
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.

Cumulative

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of land uses and an increase in
the use of nearby recreational resources and facilities. The Recreation and Open Space Element of the General

Plan provides a framework for providing a high-quality open space system for its residents, while accounting for
expected population growth through year 2040. In addition, San Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in
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2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of the City’s network of recreational resources. As
discussed above, there are several parks, open spaces, or other recreational facilities within walking distance of
the project site, and two new parks have recently been constructed within the plan area. These existing
recreational facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources generated
by nearby cumulative development projects without resulting in physical degradation of recreational resources.
For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with other projects in the vicinity to create a
significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact related
to recreational resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant recreational impact that
was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Utilities and Service Systems

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Utilities and Service System Findings

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

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Require orresult in the relocation or construction of 0 0 0
new or expanded wastewater treatment, stormwater
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant physical
environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 0 ] [
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? Require or
result in the relocation of new or expanded water
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c) Resultin adetermination by the wastewater treatment 0 0 0

provider that would serve the project that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 0 0 0
standards, or in excess of the capacity or local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 0 0 0
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

E.12.a and c) The project site is served by San Francisco’s combined sewer system, which handles both sewage
and stormwater runoff. The Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant provides wastewater and stormwater
treatment and management for the east side of the city, including the project site. Project related wastewater and
stormwater would flow into the city’s combined sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the
city’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior
to discharge into the San Francisco Bay. The treatment and discharge standards are set and regulated by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Southeast Plant is designed to treat up to 85 million gallons per day of
average dry weather wastewater flows and up to 250 million gallons per day of wet weather combined wastewater
and stormwater flows. Average dry weather flows to the Southeast Plant ranged from 58 to 61 million gallons per
day for the years 2012 to 2014 and are projected to increase to 69 million gallons per day by 2045.

The proposed project would not substantially increase the amount of stormwater entering the combined sewer
system because the project would not increase impervious surfaces at the project site. Compliance with the city’s
Stormwater Management Ordinance and the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines
would ensure that the design of the proposed project includes installation of appropriate stormwater
management systems that retain runoff on site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit discharges from the site from
entering the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system. Under the Stormwater Management Ordinance,
stormwater generated by the proposed project is required to meet a performance standard that reduces the
existing runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent for a two-year 24-hour design storm and therefore would not
contribute additional volume of polluted runoff to the city’s stormwater infrastructure.

The project site is located within a developed area served by existing electric power, natural gas, and
telecommunications. While the project would require local connection to those utilities, it would not necessitate
the construction of new power generation, natural gas, or telecommunications infrastructure. Although the
proposed project would add 21 new residents to the project site, the combined sewer system has capacity to
serve projected growth through year 2045. Therefore, the incremental increase in wastewater treatment resulting
from the project would be met by the existing sewer system and would not require expansion of existing
wastewater facilities or construction of new facilities.

E.12.b) The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) in June 2016. The plan estimates that current and projected water supplies will be sufficient to meet

50 San Francisco Planning Department, Biosolids Digester Facilities Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, Record No. 2015-000644ENV, State
Clearinghouse No. 2015062073, certified March 8, 2018.
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future retail demand’ through 2035 under normal year, single dry-year and multiple dry-year conditions; however,
if a multiple dry-year event occurs, the SFPUC would implement water use and supply reductions through its
drought response plan and a corresponding retail water shortage allocation plan.

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water quality objectives
to maintain the health of our rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem (the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment).” The state
water board has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment by the year 2022, assuming all
required approvals are obtained by that time. Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a
substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed during dry years,
requiring rationing to a greater degree in San Francisco than previously anticipated to address supply shortages
not accounted for in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.

The SFPUC has prepared a memorandum discussing future water supply scenarios given adoption of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment.”” As discussed in the SFPUC memorandum, implementation of the plan amendment is
uncertain for several reasons and whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would be
implemented, and how those amendments could affect SFPUC’s water supply, is currently unknown. The SFPUC
memorandum estimates total shortfalls in water supply (that is, total retail demand minus total retail supply) to
retail customers through 2040 under three increasingly supply-limited scenarios:

1. Without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment wherein the water supply and demand
assumptions contained in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and the 2009 Water Supply Agreement as
amended would remain applicable

2. With implementation of a voluntary agreement between the SFPUC and the State Water Resources Control
Board that would include a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to benefit fisheries
at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment)

3. With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted.

As estimated in the SFPUC memorandum, water supply shortfalls during dry years would be lowest without
implementation and highest with implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Shortfalls under the
proposed voluntary agreement would be between those with and without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment.”

70 “Retail” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to individual customers within San Francisco. “Wholesale” demand represents water the SFPUC
provides to other water agencies supplying other jurisdictions.

71 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental Document, December 12,2018, available at
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans policies/docs/2018wgcp.pdf.

72 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental
Planning Division, May 31, 2019.

73 OnMarch 26,2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation process. To date,
those negotiations are ongoing under the California Natural Resources Agency. The SFPUC submitted a proposed project description that could be the
basis for a voluntary agreement to the state water board on March 1, 2019. As the proposed voluntary agreement has yet to be accepted by the state
water board as an alternative to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known with certainty;
however, if accepted, the voluntary agreement would result in dry year shortfalls of a lesser magnitude than under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.
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Under these three scenarios, the SFPUC would have adequate water to meet total retail demands through 2040 in
normal years.” For single dry and multiple (years 1, 2 and 3) dry years of an extended drought, the SFPUC
memorandum estimates that shortfalls of water supply relative to demand would occur both with and without
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Without implementation of the plan amendment, shortfalls
would range from approximately 3.6 to 6.1 million gallons per day or 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall during dry years
through the year 2040.

With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, shortfalls would range from 12.3 million gallons per day
(15.6 percent) in a single dry year to 36.1 million gallons per day (45.7 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-
year design drought based on 2025 demand levels and from 21 million gallons per day (23.4 percent) in a single
dry year to 44.8 million gallons per day (49.8 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought
based on 2040 demand.

The proposed project does not require a water supply assessment under the California Water Code. Under
sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare
water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section
15155.” The proposed residential addition project would result in eight additional dwelling units and one ADU; as
such it does not qualify as a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1) and a
water supply assessment is not required and has not been prepared for the project.

While a water supply assessment is not required, the following discussion provides an estimate of the project’s
maximum water demand in relation to the three supply scenarios. No single development project alone in San
Francisco would require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take
other actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply shortage in dry
years. Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is not provided for this topic. The following analysis instead
considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing development and projected growth
through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
have significant cumulative impacts on the environment that were not identified in the TCDP PEIR. It also
considers whether a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant cumulative impacts. It is
only under this cumulative context that development in San Francisco could have the potential to require new or
expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in turn could result in
significant physical environmental impacts related to water supply. If significant cumulative impacts could result,
then the analysis considers whether the project would make a considerable contribution to the cumulative
impact.

74 Based on historic records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow obligations, and fully-implemented
infrastructure under the 2018 Phased Water System Improvement Program Variant, normal or wet years occurred 85 out of 97 years. This translates into
roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years. Conversely, system-wide rationing is required roughly one out of every 10 years. This frequency is
expected to increase as climate change intensifies.

75 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means:
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.
(B) Ashopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.
(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area.
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house
more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area.
(F) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), (a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of
this section.
(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.
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Based on guidance from the California Department of Water Resources and a citywide demand analysis, the
SFPUC has established 50,000 gallons per day as an equivalent project demand for projects that do not meet the
definitions provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1).76 The development proposed by the project would
represent 0.018 percent of the 500-unit limit and 0 percent of the 500,000 square feet of commercial space
provided in section 15155(1)(A) and (B), respectively. In addition, the proposed project would incorporate water-
efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the city’s Green Building
Ordinance. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the proposed project would result in an average daily
demand of less than 50,000 gallons per day of water.

The SFPUC has prepared estimates of total retail demand in five-year intervals from 2020 through 2040.
Assuming the project would demand no more than 50,000 gallons of water per day (or 0.05 million gallons per
day), Table 4 compares this maximum with the total retail demand from 2020 through 2040. At most, the proposed
project’s water demand would represent a small fraction of the total projected retail water demand, ranging from
0.07 to 0.06 percent between 2020 and 2040. As such, the project’s water demand is not substantial enough to
require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities the construction or relocation
of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (million gallons per day)

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Total Retail Demand 72.1 79 82.3 85.9 89.9
Total Demand of Proposed Project 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Total Demand of Proposed Project as Percentage of Total Retail Demand 0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06%

Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future
development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. As
indicated above, the proposed project’s maximum demand would represent less than 0.06 percent of the total
retail demand in 2040 when implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a retail supply
shortfall of up to 49.8 percent in a multi-year drought. The SFPUC has indicated that it is accelerating its efforts to
develop additional water supplies and explore other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience in
the case that the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. The SFPUC has identified possible projects that it
will study, but it has not determined the feasibility of the possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue
any particular supply projects, and has determined that the identified potential projects would take anywhere
from 10 to 30 years or more to implement. The potential impacts that could result from the construction and/or
operation of any such water supply facility projects cannot be identified at this time. In any event, under such a
worst-case scenario, the demand for the SFPUC to develop new or expanded dry-year water supplies would exist
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed.

76 Memorandum, from Steven R. Ritchie, Assistant General Manager, Water Enterprise, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to Lisa Gibson,
Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department - Environmental Planning, May 31, 2019.

77 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016. This document is
available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta Plan
Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected action of the
SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing. As discussed in the
SFPUC memorandum, the SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for
actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing. The level of rationing that would be required of the
proposed project is unknown at this time. Both direct and indirect environmental impacts could result from high
levels of rationing. However, the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project compared to
citywide demand would not substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise be required
throughout the city. Therefore, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to a cumulative
environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Project impacts related to
water supply would be less than significant.

E.12.d and e) The city disposes of its municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, and that practice is
anticipated to continue until 2025, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six years.
San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires mixed construction and demolition debris to be transported to a
facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent of all received
construction and demolition debris. San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance No. 100-09
requires all properties and persons in the city to separate their recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.

The proposed project would incrementally increase total city waste generation; however, the proposed project
would be required to comply with San Francisco ordinance numbers 27-06 and 100-09. Due to the existing and
anticipated increase of solid waste recycling in the city and the requirements to divert construction debris from
the landfill, any increase in solid waste resulting from the proposed project would be accommodated by the
existing Hay Road landfill. Thus, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts related to solid
waste.

Cumulative Analysis

As explained in the analysis above, existing service management plans for water, wastewater, and solid waste
disposal account for anticipated citywide growth. Furthermore, all projects in San Francisco would be required to
comply with the same regulations described above which reduce stormwater, potable water, and waste
generation. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative development projects would
not resultin a cumulative utilities and service systems impact.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant utilities
and service system impact that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Public Services

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Public Services Findings

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

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts 0 0 0

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

E.13.a) Project residents and employees would be served by the San Francisco Police Department and Fire
Departments. The closest police station to the project site is Mission Police Station, located approximately 0.88
miles from the site. The closest fire station to the project site is Station #11, located approximately 0.33 miles from
the project site. The increased population at the project site could result in more calls for police, fire, and
emergency response. However, the increase in demand for these services would not be substantial given the
overall demand for such services on a citywide basis. Moreover, the proximity of the project site to police and fire
stations would help minimize the response time for these services should incidents occur at the project site.

The San Francisco Unified School District (school district) maintains a property and building portfolio that has
capacity for almost 64,000 students.” A decade-long decline in district enrollment ended in the 2008-2009 school
year at 52,066 students, and total enrollment in the district has increased to about 54,063 in the 2017-2018 school
year, an increase of approximately 1,997 students since 2008.”* Thus, even with increasing enrollment, the school
district currently has more classrooms district-wide than needed.” However, the net effect of housing

78 This analysis was informed, in part, by a Target Enrollment Survey the San Francisco Unified School District performed of all schools in 2010.

79 San Francisco Unified School District, Facts at a Glance, 2018, http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SEUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-
glance.pdf, accessed September 13,2018.

80" Note that Enrollment summaries do not include charter schools. Approximately 4,283 students enrolled in charter schools are operated by other
organizations but located in school district facilities.

81 San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) Forum Presentation, Growing Population, Growing
Schools, August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events pdfs/SPUR%20Forum August%2031%202016.pptx _.pdf, accessed June 27,
2019.
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development across San Francisco is expected to increase enrollment by at least 7,000 students by 2030 and
eventually enrollment is likely to exceed the capacity of current facilities.

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. conducted a study in 2010 for the school district that projected
student enrollment through 2040.” This study is being updated as additional information becomes available. The
study considered several new and ongoing large-scale developments (Mission Bay, Candlestick Point, Hunters
Point Shipyard/San Francisco Shipyard, and Treasure/Yerba Buena Islands, Parkmerced, and others) as well as
planned housing units outside those areas.” In addition, it developed student yield assumptions informed by
historical yield, building type, unit size, unit price, ownership (rented or owner-occupied), whether units are
subsidized, whether subsidized units are in standalone buildings or in inclusionary buildings, and other site-
specific factors. For most developments, the study establishes a student generation rate of 0.80 Kindergarten
through 12th grade students per residential unit in a standalone affordable housing site, 0.25 students per unit for
inclusionary affordable housing developments, and 0.10 students per unit for market-rate housing.

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or SB 50, restricts the ability of local agencies to deny land use
approvals on the basis that public school facilities are inadequate. SB 50, however, permits the levying of
developer fees to address local school facility needs resulting from new development. Local jurisdictions are
precluded under state law from imposing school-enrollment-related mitigation beyond the school development
fees. The school district collects these fees, which are used in conjunction with other school district funds, to
support efforts to complete capital improvement projects within the city. The proposed project would be subject
to the school impact fees.

The proposed project would be expected to generate one school-aged child, some of whom may be served by the
San Francisco Unified School District and others through private schools in the area.”™ The school district currently
has capacity to accommodate this minor increase in demand without the need for new or physically altered
schools, the construction of which may result in environmental impacts.

Impacts on parks and recreational facilities are addressed above in Topic E.11, Recreation.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project, combined with projected citywide growth through 2040, would increase demand for public
services, including police and fire protection and public schools. The fire department, the police department, the
school district, and other city agencies account for such growth in providing public services to the residents of San
Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with projected cumulative development,
would not result in a significant physical cumulative impact associated with the construction of new or expanded
governmental facilities.

82 Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School District, February
16,2018, p. 2, http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analysesenrollment-forecast.pdf, accessed October 5, 2018.

83 Ibid.
84 Ibid.

85 Utilizing the market rate school-age child generation rate, 0.10*9 = 0.90 = approximately one new child resident at the project site.
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Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to public services. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant public services impact
that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Biological Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Biological Findings

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

Project Analysis

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

Would the project:

a) Have asubstantial adverse effect, either directly or 0 0 0
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 0 ] [
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c) Have asubstantial adverse effect on state or federally 0 0 0
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 0 0 0
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 0 0 0
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 0 0 0

conservation plan, natural community conservation
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

E.14.a-f) The project site is located within Mission Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and therefore,
the project site does not support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. Further, there are no
riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes or wetlands on or adjacent to the project site and there are no
environmental conservation plans applicable to the project site. Additionally, the project would be required to
comply with the Urban Forestry Ordinance, which requires a permit from Public Works to remove any protected
trees (landmark, significant, and street trees). The proposed project does not involve the removal of an existing
trees. The proposed project would retain the existing street tree in front of the project site and would plant one
new street trees along the San Jose Avenue frontage. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
significant biological resource impacts.

Cumulative Analysis

As the proposed project would have no impact on special status species or sensitive habitats, the project would
not have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts to special status species or sensitive habitats. All
projects within San Francisco are required to comply with the Urban Forestry Ordinance, which would ensure that
any cumulative impact resulting from conflicts with the city ordinance protecting trees would be less than
significant.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact on
biological resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant biological resources impact
that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Geology and Soils

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Geology and Soils Findings

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

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 0 0 O
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 0 0 O
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 O]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 0 0 O
liquefaction?
iV) Landslides? D l:‘ D
b) Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 0 0 O
c) Belocated on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 0 0 O]
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B ] ] [
of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
direct or indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 0 0 O
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 0 0 O

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

E.15.3, ¢, and d) A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.” The project site is underlain
by sandy clay soil mixtures up to 10 feet below ground surface, the maximum depth explored. Groundwater was
not encountered in the 10-foot boring conducted for the investigation. The project site is not located in a seismic
hazard zone and the project site is not substantially sloped. The proposed project would excavate up to 930 cubic
yards of soil in order to move the existing building eastward 23 feet, construct a new foundation, and develop

86 H.Allen Gruen, Report: Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Development at 350 San Jose Avenue, San Francisco, California, January 22, 2018.
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basement-level units. The investigation concluded that the project site is suitable for the proposed improvements
and proposed a conventional spread footing foundation.

To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils are adequately addressed, San
Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building permits pursuant to
the California Building Code and the San Francisco Building Code, which is the state building code plus local
amendments that supplement the state code, including the building department’s administrative bulletins. The
building department also provides its implementing procedures in information sheets. The project is required to
comply with the building code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the city. The building
department will review the project plans for conformance with the recommendations in the project-specific
geotechnical report during its review of the building permit for the project. In addition, the building department
may require additional site-specific report(s) through the building permit application process and its
implementing procedures, as needed. The building department’s requirement for a geotechnical report and
review of the building permit application pursuant to its implementation of the building code would ensure that
the proposed project would have not result in any significant impacts related to soils, seismicity or other
geological hazards.

E.15.b) The project site is occupied by an existing building with a landscaped front yard and paved rear yard that is
entirely covered with impervious surfaces. For these reasons, construction of the proposed project would not
result in the loss of substantial topsoil. Site preparation and excavation activities would disturb soil to a depth of
approximately 10 feet below ground surface, creating the potential for windborne and waterborne soil erosion.
However, the project would be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, which requires all
construction sites to implement best management practices to prevent the discharge of sediment, stormwater,
non-stormwater and waste runoff from a construction site. For construction projects disturbing 5,000 square feet
ormore, a project must also implement an approved erosion and sediment control plan that details the use,
location and emplacement of sediment and control devices. These measures would reduce the potential for
erosion during construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil.

E.15.e) The project would connect to the city’s existing sewer system. Therefore, septic tanks or alternative waste
disposal systems would not be required, and this topic is not applicable to the project.

E.15.f) The proposed project would excavate up to 930 cubic yards of soil in order to move the existing building
forward 23 feet, construct a new foundation, and develop basement-level units. Paleontological resources include
fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates, including their imprints, from a previous
geological period. A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or
local geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains minerals not
known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. There are no known unique geologic or
physical features at the project site. Construction activities are not anticipated to encounter any below-grade
paleontological resources. Therefore, the project would have no impact on paleontological resources or unique
geologic features.

Cumulative Analysis

The project would have not include septic systems or alternative waste disposal systems and would have no
impacts on paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Therefore, the proposed project would not
have the potential to combine with effects of cumulative projects to result in cumulative impacts to those topics.
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Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. All development within San
Francisco is subject to the seismic safety standards and design review procedures of the California and local
building codes and to the requirements of the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance. These regulations would
ensure that cumulative effects of development on seismic safety, geologic hazards, and erosion are less than
significant. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects in the project
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to geology and soils. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant geology and soils
impact that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population resulting from
implementation of the plan would not result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the
combined sewer system and the potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified
inthe PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0 0 0
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 0 0 0
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 0 0 0
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would:
(i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 0 O 0
(ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 0 O 0
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
off-site;
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
(iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 0 O 0
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or
(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 0 [ [
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 0 0 0
pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict or obstruct implementation of a water quality 0 0 0
control plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan?

E.16.a) The project would generate wastewater and stormwater discharges typical of urban residential and
commercial uses. Wastewater and stormwater from the project site would be accommodated by the city’s sewer
system and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant to the standards set by the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board, therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the waste discharge
requirements of the water quality board. Furthermore, as discussed in topic E. 15.b, the project is required to
comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, which requires all construction sites to implement best
management practices to prevent the discharge of sediment, non-stormwater and waste runoff from a
construction site. The city’s compliance with the requirements of its NPDES permit and the project’s compliance
with Construction Site Runoff Ordinance would ensure that the project would not result in significant impacts to
water quality.

E.16.b) As discussed under topic E.15, groundwater was not encountered in the 10-foot boring conducted for the
geotechnical investigation and would likely not be encountered during excavation, as the greatest depth of
excavation proposed would be 10 feet. Therefore, dewatering is not likely to be necessary during construction. The
project would not require long-term dewatering and does not propose to extract any underlying groundwater
supplies. In addition, the project site is located in the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin. This basin is
not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater
production.” For these reasons, the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or substantially
interfere with groundwater recharge. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

E.16.c) No streams or rivers exist in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter
the course of a stream or river, or substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. For the
reasons discussed in topics E.12.a and E.15.b, the proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff such that substantial flooding, erosion, or siltation would occur on or offsite. Compliance
with the city’s Stormwater Management Ordinance would ensure that design of the proposed project would

87 The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) supplies water to all of San Francisco residents and businesses. The SFPUC’s groundwater
supply program includes two groundwater projects: one along the peninsula and the other supplying groundwater from San Francisco’s Westside
Groundwater Basin aquifer, approximately 400 feet below ground surface. For more information see: https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=184. Accessed
November 19, 2018.
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include installation of appropriate stormwater management systems that retain runoff on site and limit
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

E.16.d) The project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard zone, or a tsunami or seiche hazard area.
Therefore, topic 16.d is not applicable to the proposed project.

E.16.e) For the reasons discussed in topic E.16a, the project would not interfere with the San Francisco Bay water
quality control plan. Further, the project site is not located within an area subject to a sustainable groundwater
management plan and the project would not routinely extract groundwater supplies.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the following topics and therefore would not have the
potential to contribute to any cumulative impacts for those resource areas: location of the project site within a
100-year flood hazard area, tsunami or seiche zone, alterations to a stream or river or changes to existing drainage
patterns. The proposed project and other development within San Francisco would be required to comply with
the stormwater management and construction site runoff ordinances that would reduce the amount of
stormwater entering the combined sewer system and prevent discharge of construction-related pollutants into
the sewer system. As the project site is not located in a groundwater basin that is used for water supply, the project
would not combine with cumulative projects to result in significant cumulative impacts to groundwater. Therefore,
the proposed project in combination with other projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts related
to hydrology and water quality.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact with
respect to hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant hydrology
and water quality impact that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the proposed project’s rezoning options
would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The PEIR found that there is a high
potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of the project area
because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated with the use of
hazardous materials and known or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases. However, the PEIR found that
existing regulations for facility closure, underground storage tank closure, and investigation and cleanup of soil
and groundwater contamination would protect workers and the public from exposure to hazardous materials
during construction. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified a significant impact associated with hazardous
building materials and determined that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials, would reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. Since that time, regulations for the safe handling and disposal of hazardous
building materials have been enacted and this mitigation measure is no longer necessary to reduce potential
impacts related to exposure to hazardous building materials during demolition and renovation. The Eastern
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Neighborhoods PEIR also found that redevelopment would occur in an urbanized area without wildland fire risks

and would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.

Project Analysis
Topics:
Would the project:
a) Create asignificant hazard to the public or the

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

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

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?

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

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

Significant
Impact Peculiar
to Project or
Project Site

O

Significant

Impact not

Identified in
PEIR

O

Significant
Impact due to
Substantial New
Information

O

No Significant
Impact not
Previously

Identified in PEIR

E.17.a) The proposed project’s residential uses could use hazardous materials for building maintenance such as
household chemicals for cleaning, and herbicides and pesticides for landscape maintenance. These materials are
properly labeled to inform the user of potential risks as well as handling procedures. The majority of these
hazardous materials would be consumed upon use and would produce very little waste. Any hazardous wastes
that are produced would be managed in accordance with Article 22 of the San Francisco Health Code. In addition,
the transportation of hazardous materials, are regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the California
Department of Transportation. The use of any of these hazardous materials are not expected to cause any
substantial health or safety hazards. Therefore, potential impacts related to the routine use, transport, and
disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant.

E.17.b and ¢) The following discusses the project’s potential to emit hazardous materials.
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Hazardous Building Materials

Some building materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during
an accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials addressed in
the PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light ballasts that contain
PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury vapors, and lead-based paints.
Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing building occupants if they are in a
deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building, these materials would also require special
disposal procedures. Regulations are in place to address the proper removal and disposal of asbestos containing
building materials and lead based paint. PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1, addressing the proper removal and disposal
of other hazardous building materials, is no longer necessary to reduce impacts related to building demolition as
regulations have been enacted to address these common hazardous building materials. Compliance with these
regulations would ensure the proposed project would not result in significant impacts from the potential release
of hazardous building materials.

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

Since certification of the PEIR, article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance,
was expanded to include properties throughout the city where there is potential to encounter hazardous
materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with current or former industrial uses or underground storage
tanks, sites with historic bay fill, and sites close to freeways or underground storage tanks. The Maher Ordinance,
which is implemented by the San Francisco Department of Public Health, requires appropriate handling,
treatment, disposal, and remediation of contaminated soils that are encountered in the building construction
process. All projects in the city that disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that are located on sites with potentially
hazardous soil or groundwater are subject to this ordinance. Some projects that disturb less than 50 cubic yards
may also be subject to the Maher Ordinance if they propose to a change of use from industrial (e.g., gas stations,
dry cleaners, etc.) to sensitive uses (e.g., residential, medical, etc.).

The proposed project is not located on a known contaminated site; however, the project proposes greater than 50
cubic yards of excavation adjacent to a historic railway. Though the project site has been developed since 1875
with the existing building, potential soil contamination from the previously operated rail line (presently Juri
Commons) was listed as a consideration in the phase 1 environmental site assessment prepared in April 2018.
Therefore, the project is subject to the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to
retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a phase 1 environmental site assessment.

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted an application for a Maher permit to
the health department.™ The public health departmentissued a letter detailing the sponsor’s compliance with
article 22 of the health code.”™ The sponsor would be required by the public health department to develop a Dust
Control Plan, followed during construction activities to ensure that fugitive dust do not impact all neighbors
around this job site. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that the proposed project would not
result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials.

88 Professional Service Industries, Inc. Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, Multi-Family Residence, 350 & 352 San Jose Ave, San Francisco, CA 94110,
April 19,2018.

89 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Maher Ordinance Application, 350-352 San Jose Ave, June 6, 2018.

90 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 350-352 San Jose Avenue, EHB-SAM NO.
SMED: 1732, October 7, 2019.
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E.17.d) The proposed project is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5. For the reasons described in the analysis of topic E.17.b and ¢, above, the
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment.

E.17.e) The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport.
Therefore, topic 17.e is not applicable to the proposed project.

E.17.f) The proposed project, located within a city block, would not impair implementation of an emergency
response or evacuation plan adopted by the City of San Francisco. Project construction and operation would not
close roadways or impede access to emergency vehicles or emergency evacuation routes. Thus, the proposed
project would not obstruct implementation of the city’s emergency response and evacuation plans, and potential
impacts would be less than significant.

E.17.g) As discussed above, the Eastern Neighborhoods plan area is not located in or near wildland areas with high
fire risk. Construction of the proposed project would conform to the provisions of the building code and fire code.
Final building plans would be reviewed by the building and fire departments to ensure conformance with the
applicable life-safety provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the city’s emergency response plan, and
potential emergency response and fire hazard impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative
development projects would be subject to the same regulations addressing use of hazardous waste (Article 22 of
the health code), hazardous soil and groundwater (Article 22B of the health code) and building and fire codes
addressing emergency response and fire safety. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with
other projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous
materials.

Conclusion

The proposed project’s impact related to hazardous materials would be less than significant and would not result
in significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

Mineral Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mineral Resources Findings

The plan area does not include any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not result in any
natural resource extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation
of the area plan and rezoning would not result in a significant impact on mineral resources. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.
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Project Analysis

Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral 0 0 0
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important ] ] 0

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

E.18.a, b) The project site is not located in an area with known mineral resources and would not routinely extract
mineral resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources.

Cumulative

The proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources and therefore would not have the potential to
contribute to any cumulative mineral resource impact.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts either individually or
cumulatively related to mineral resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe
impacts on mineral resources not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Energy Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Energy Resources Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that development under the area plans and rezoning would not
encourage the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these in a wasteful manner. Therefore, the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan and rezoning would not resultin a
significant impact on energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project Analysis
Significant Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
Would the project:
a) Resultin a potentially significant environmental impact 0 0 0

due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
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Significant Significant Significant No Significant

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or loc n for
) Conflict wit truc ate orlocal pla 0 0 0

renewable energy or energy efficiency?

E.19.a) Energy demand for the proposed project would be typical of residential projects and would meet, or
exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, including the Green
Building Ordinance and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. As documented in the GHG compliance
checklist for the proposed project, the project would be required to comply with applicable regulations promoting
water conservation and reducing potable water use. As discussed in topic E.5, Transportation and Circulation, the
project site is located in a transportation analysis zone that experiences low levels of VMT per capita. Therefore,
the project would not encourage the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these in a wasteful
manner.

E.19.b) In 2002, California established its Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, with the goal of increasing the
percentage of renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix to 20 percent of retail sales by 2017. In November
2008, Executive Order S-14-08 was signed requiring all retail sellers of electricity to serve 33 percent of their load
with renewable energy by 2020. In 2015, Senate Bill 350 codified the requirement for the renewables portfolio
standard to achieve 50 percent renewable energy by 2030, and in 2018, Senate Bill 100 requires 60 percent
renewable energy by 2030 and 100 percent by 2045.

San Francisco’s electricity supply is 41 percent renewable, and San Francisco’s goal is to meet 100 percent of its
electricity demand with renewable power.” CleanPowerSF is the city’s Community Choice Aggregation Program
operated by the SFPUC, which provides renewable energy to residents and businesses. GreenFinanceSF allows
commercial property owners to finance renewable energy projects, as well as energy and water efficiency projects,
through a municipal bond and repay the debt via their property tax account.

As discussed above in topic E.19.a, the project would comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the state
and local building codes and therefore would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of city and state plans
for renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Cumulative

All development projects within San Francisco are required to comply with applicable regulations in the city’s
Green Building Ordinance and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations that reduce both energy use and
potable water use. The majority of San Francisco is located within a transportation analysis zone that experiences
low levels of VMT per capita compared to regional VMT levels. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination
with other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would not encourage activities that result in the use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these in a wasteful manner.

62 California Energy Commission, California Renewable Energy Overview and Programs, available at: https://www.energy.ca.gov/renewables/, accessed
April 24,2019.

92 San Francisco Mayor’s Renewable Energy Task Force Recommendations Report, September 2012, available at:
https://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe re renewableenergytaskforcerecommendationsreport.pdf, accessed on April 24, 2019.
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Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts either individually or
cumulatively related to energy resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe
impacts on energy resources not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Agriculture and Forest Resources Findings

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined no agricultural resources exist in the plan area; therefore, the
rezoning and area plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not
analyze the plan’s effects on forest resources.

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

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 0 0
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 0 O 0
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 0 O 0
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526)?

d) Resultinthe loss of forest land or conversion of forest 0 O 0
land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 0 0 0

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest
land to non-forest use?

E.20.a-e) The project site is within an urbanized area in the City and County of San Francisco that does not contain
any prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; forest land; or land under Williamson
Act contract. The area is not zoned for any agricultural uses. Topics 20 a through e are not applicable to the
proposed project and the project would have no impact either individually or cumulatively on agricultural or
forest resources.
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Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts to agricultural or
forest resources not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Wildfire

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Wildland Fire Findings

The plan area is located within an urbanized area that lacks an urban-wildland interface. Therefore, the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plans and rezoning would not result in a
significant impact related to risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. No mitigation measures were
identified in the PEIR.

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

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 0 0 0
emergency evacuation plans?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 0 0 0
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to,
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 0 0 0
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks including 0 0 0
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

E.21.a-d) The project site is not located in or near state responsibility lands for fire management or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. Therefore, this topic is not applicable to the project.

Public Notice and Comment

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on April 20, 2018 to adjacent occupants
and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. The original mailing included an incorrect email
address for the assigned environmental coordinator. Furthermore, on April 27,2018, the Planning Department was
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notified that fraudulent posters and flyers, which included the department’s letterhead but contained a different
message in the body of the letter, had been distributed around the project site and posted at Juri Commons. The
department reissued a new notice on May 3, 2018, which contained the correct email address for the assigned
environmental coordinator, addressed the fraudulent notice, and extended the comment period for another two
weeks (ending on May 17, 2018). Thirty comments were received via email, phone, and stamped mail. Overall,
concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated
in the environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Environmental comment topics included concerns
about shadow impacts and general impacts to enjoyment of the adjacent Juri Commons, impacts on the existing
historic structure to be developed, construction and operational noise, and parking and traffic impacts. Other
concerns not related to environmental review under CEQA included the density of the proposed building being
out of character with the neighborhood, privacy concerns for neighboring residents, balconies overhanging the
rear property line, and gentrification of the neighborhood and displacement of existing residents of the subject
property. The proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the
issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Figures

e Figure 1 - Project Location
e Figure 2 - Cumulative Projects Within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site

e Plan Set - September 17, 2020
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Figure 2. Cumulative Projects within One-quarter Mile of the Project Site
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