
From: Callagy, Alana (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Jensen, Kristen (CAT)
Subject: 901 16th Street Addendum - Memo to File
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 12:06:43 PM
Attachments: 901 16th Street EIR Addendum Memo to File 2020 09 24.pdf

Good afternoon Commissioners,
 
Attached is a Memo to File for the 901 16th Street EIR addendum (Flower Market) Case No.
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



 


 


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. 
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Memorandum 
To: Wade Wietgrefe, Ryan Shum, Alana Callagy – San Francisco Planning Department 


  Daniel Sheeter – SFMTA 


From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting 


Date: September 23, 2020 
Re: 901 16th 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 16th Street and 1200 17th Street (the proposed project).1 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. 
 


                                                 
 
1 901 16th 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 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 


Existing and Project/Variant Travel Demand 


Scenario 
Number of Vehicle Trips 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In Out Total 


Existing [a] 18 13 31 5 15 20 
Proposed Project/Variant [b] 112 92 204 12 6 18 


Net Travel Demand [c] 94 79 173 7 -9 -2 
Notes: 


a. Represents a vehicle trip credit; based on data presented in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th 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 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 


2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project and Project/Variant Travel Demand 


Scenario 
Number of Vehicle Trips 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In Out Total 


2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project [a] 118 133 251 291 242 533 
Proposed Project/Variant [b] 112 92 204 12 6 18 


Net Travel Demand [c] -6 -41 -47 -279 -236 -515 
Notes: 


a. Volumes for the p.m. peak hour are from 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project 
FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E. Estimates of the a.m. peak hour vehicle trips are from 901 16th 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 16th Street and 1200 17th 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 
 
 


Table 3 
Temporal Distribution of Chase Center Attendees’ 


Arrivals and Departures at a GSW Basketball Game [a] 


Time Period [b] Percentage of 
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 
(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.) 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 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 


Additional Project/Variant Vehicle Travel Demand 
Due to Extended Public Parking Hours 


Time Period 


Percent of 
vehicles 
entering/ 


exiting the 
garage [a] 


Number of Vehicles 
Proposed Project 


(175 spaces) 
Project Variant 


(205 spaces) 


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 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 
Project and Project/Variant Travel Demand 


with Extended Public Parking Hours 


Scenario 
Number of Vehicle Trips 


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 [a] 5 15 20 5 15 20 
Proposed Project/Variant [b] 12 6 18 12 6 18 
Extended Public Parking Hours [c] 9 0 9 11 0 11 


Total [d] 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 [c] 114 0 114 134 0 134 


Total [d] 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 [c] 0 123 123 0 144 144 


Total [d] 0 123 123 0 144 144 
Notes: 


a. Represents a trip credit; based on information presented in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th 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 (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.) 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 16th Street Mixed Use Project analyzed in the 2016 FEIR included some amount of 
parking available for public/retail uses, 45 spaces.4 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. 







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 23, 2020 
P20002  Page 8 


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 16th Street Mixed Use 
Project. 
 
 







 


 


APPENDIX 
TRAVEL DEMAND 
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Chase Center [a]


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 Proposed Project
Percent Percent Project Variant


Time Period Arrival Departure 175 spaces 205 spaces
5:00 p.m. to 6:00 pm. 5.0% 9 11
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% 114 134
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% 123 144
10:00 p.m. to 11:00 pm. 30.0%


901 16th St Garage demand v3.xlsx 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 operat 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 [a 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. to 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.xlsx Printed on 9/23/2020
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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
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
I live one block from the proposed site of the relocated Flower Mart. I 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.
 
I 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. 
 
I 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
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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.msg

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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-----Original Message-----
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
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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, I 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 façade and moves the remaining piece 
toward 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 its residential 
neighborhoods.   











 
 



Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner 
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133 
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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 
to 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 façade alone 
qualifies as a demolition. 
 
Isn’t this yet another case of demolishing affordable housing and replacing it with high-
end residences? 
 
I 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 into a re-designed project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
 
Katherine T. Petrin 
 
CC:  Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary 
 David Winslow, Senior Planner 











PRIMARY RECORD



State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION



Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial



Other Listings
Review Code Reviewer Date



P1. Other Identifier:
Not for Publication*P2. Location: Unrestricted



*a. County: San Francisco



*b. USGS Quad: San Francisco North, CA



c. Address: 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE City: San Francisco



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



*P3a. Description:
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 façade 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: HP3. Multiple Family Property



*P4. Resources Present: Building Structure Object Site District Element of District Other



*P9. Date Recorded: 2/4/2008



*P6. Date Constructed/Age:



Ca. 1875 Sanborn Maps/Est.



Historic Prehistoric



*P11. Report Citation: 
Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Survey



*Attachments: NONE Location Map Sketch Map 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):



CHR Status Code:



P5b. Description of Photo:
View of primary façade on San Jose 
Avenue. 1/17/2008



(Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "None")



Resource Name or #: 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE



d. UTM
94110ZIP



Date: 1995



*P10. Survey Type:
Reconnaissance



*P8. Recorded By:



Zone:



DPR 523 A (1/95)



Both



*Required Information



PRIMARY RECORD



(Assigned by recorder)



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



(List attributes and codes)



Northing:Easting:



Page



Page & Turnbull, Inc. (CD/RS)
724 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94108



*P7. Owner and Address
FAUBEL FAMILY TRUST
% ROBERT FAUBEL
9431 TANAGER AVE



of



FOUNTAIN VLY CA



1 2



P5a. Photo











State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION



CONTINUATION SHEET



Primary #
HRI #



Page 2 of 2 Resource Name or #: 350 - 352 SAN JOSE AVE



DPR 523 L (1/95) *Required Information



(Assigned by recorder)



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



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 façade terminates in an entablature band, dentils and a modillioned cornice. 



The building appears to be in good condition.



Continuation Update



*P3a: Description (continued):



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



Trinomial
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, 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

                                   
 
 
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>; Ionin, 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
 

 

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



SHSWHPbHU 24, 2020 
 
 
TR: SF POaQQLQJ CRPPLVVLRQ 
 
 
 
OQ bHKaOI RI WKH FULHQdV RI JacNVRQ PaUN (FRJP) I¶P ZULWLQJ LQ VXSSRUW RI WKH SF FORZHU MaUW 
PRYLQJ WR 901 16WK SW. aQd 1200 17WK SW.  PRWUHUR HLOO LV LQ dHVSHUaWH QHHd RI PRUH RSHQ aQd 
JUHHQ VSacHV IRU WKH cRPPXQLW\ WR JaWKHU, ZaON aQd MXVW HQMR\ bHLQJ RXWVLdH. AV JUHHQ aQd 
RSHQ VSacH adYRcaWHV, ZH ORRN IRUZaUd WR a UHYLWaOL]Hd cRUQHU RI 17WK aQd MLVVLVVLSSL SWV. ZLWK 
VLdHZaON JUHHQLQJ aORQJ 17WK SWUHHW WR cRPSOLPHQW BOX DRW¶V aQd WHVW EOP¶V JUHHQLQJ SOaQV, 
XOWLPaWHO\ cRQQHcWLQJ WR JacNVRQ PaUN.  
 
TKH FORZHU MaUW LV a bHORYHd SF LQVWLWXWLRQ ZKLcK SURYLdHV KXQdUHdV RI bOXH cROOaU MRbV, 
VXSSRUWV WKH IORUaO LQdXVWU\ aQd a PXOWLWXdH RI cRQQHcWHd VPaOO bXVLQHVVHV.  OQcH WKHUH LV a 
cRPPXQLW\ aSSURYHd dHVLJQ, ZH ORRN IRUZaUd WR ZHOcRPLQJ WKH FORZHU MaUW WR WKH 
QHLJKbRUKRRd. 
 
 
 
 
JXdH DHcNHQbacK 
FULHQdV RI JacNVRQ PaUN 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 































me
 

Jude Deckenbach
Friends of Jackson Park
415.786.2427
www.friendsofjacksonpark.org
 
Let's Build this Park!

 

http://www.friendsofjacksonpark.org/
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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

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

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 10:19 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Avenue
 

 

Dear Mr. Ionin,
Good evening.  Hope you are well and fine.
I 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 I don’t know if it is
retroactive to cover the two earlier hearings, but I 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 I don’t know how that would
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

mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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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 hearing.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: Ionin, 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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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. The revised 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. The revised 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. The revised 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 
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 
 
 
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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Draft Resolution   RECORD NO. 2011.1356-02 
September 24, 2020  Central SoMa Clean-Up 
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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;  
 



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





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


  3  


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. The Clarifying 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.  
****  
 (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, (ii) 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 yard 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 units 
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 there is 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.   
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 24, 2020. 
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Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


ADOPTED:  
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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. The revised 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. The revised 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. The revised 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 
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 
 
 
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;  
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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. The Clarifying 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.  
****  
 (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, (ii) 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 yard 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 units 
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 there is 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.   
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 24, 2020. 
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Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


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

 

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.
 
I support Anastasia Yovanopoulus' more detailed letter.
 
Sincerely,
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Tes Welborn
District 5
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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>;
Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support and recommendations for the Flower Mart proposal
 

 

To: San Francisco Planning Commission
From: Ruth Miller

Re: 901 16th Street & 1200 17th 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 16th Street & 1200 17th 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 I care to admit and as someone who has consistently advocated for the adaptive  
reuse of all of these historically significant structures, I 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 I can think of no better fit for it than the 
singular and beloved Flower Mart. I also wish to submit significant recommendations, which are 
shared by hundreds of residents and have been discussed for years. 
 
As you may know, I 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, I 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 17th 
Street façade to retain and even extend its existing windows / openings rather than wall them 
over and create a fortress-like façade. 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, I 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. I 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 I care to admit and as someone who has consistently advocated for the adaptive
reuse of all of these historically significant structures, I 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 I can think of no better fit
for it than the singular and beloved Flower Mart. I also wish to submit significant
recommendations, which are shared by hundreds of residents and have been discussed for
years.
 
As you may know, I 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, I 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 17th Street façade to retain and even extend its existing windows / openings rather than
wall them over and create a fortress-like façade. 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, I 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. I 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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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: 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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Save
The Hill <contact@savethehill.com>
Subject: Potrero Hill Flower Market
 

 

 Hello Planning Commissioners,
                I 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.
                 I 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, I 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 I 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: Feliciano, 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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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: 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.
 

 

Planning Department Members,
 
I 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
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350 San Jose Ave
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:42:37 AM
Attachments: image007.png
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: James Golden <jamesgolden1@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
 

 

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



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350-352 San Jose Avenue
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:42:28 AM
Attachments: image007.png

image008.png
image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 10:19 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Avenue
 

 

Dear Mr. Ionin,
Good evening.  Hope you are well and fine.
I 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 I don’t know if it is
retroactive to cover the two earlier hearings, but I 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 I 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



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, 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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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: 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: Ionin, 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.
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Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner 
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133 


	


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 
 901 16th Street / 1200 17th Street 
 
 
Honorable Commissioners: 
 
As an Architectural Historian and Preservation Planner familiar with the subject site, I 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. I was previously hired by Save the Hill to independently assess the integrity 
and significance of the historic Pacific Rolling Mills site. I 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 
treatment 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 gets lost in a busy run of siding. I hope to see a revised design that better 
acknowledges the historic context, significance, and industrial past of the site overall. 
 
I 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, I hope the Commission will agree that granting a continuance to allow for further 
design review will lead to a better project. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Katherine T. Petrin 
 
CC:  Rich Sucre, Senior Planner 
 Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary 

































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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, 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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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: 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>;
Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the Flower Market at 901 16th St.
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
I 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, I think the plan as presented is fine.  I have lived just up the hill
from the site for over 52 years, and I 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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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: 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
 
 
              2020-008009OTH                                                                                    (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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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Another Questionable Alteration Project in Noe Valley
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 8:41:10 AM
Attachments: IMG_5697.PNG
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:43 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; 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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Merlone, Audrey (CPC) <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: Another Questionable Alteration Project in Noe Valley
 

 

 

Dear President Koppel, Vice President Moore, and Commissioners Fung, Diamond, Imperial and Chan:

I am sorry to keep sending you emails, but this project compels me to do so and to encourage you to please adjust the Demo Calcs per Section 317 (b) (2) (D) as the Commission is legally allowed to do.

I recognize that everything is tenuous now with COVID and the City wants to see development proceed, but there is also a policy to preserve existing housing as well as to allow alterations that are reasonable and that fit the needs of the City’s residents under Section 317...and to allow Demolitions under a proper and legal City review process.

Here are some facts about the project pictured below

1.  It is RH-2 in Noe Valley.
2. There are no published Demo Calcs in the SFPIM.
3.  It did have a 311 Notification for an Alteration Site Permit for a SFH.
4.  There seems to be a fairly extensive excavation going on.

5.  It is both a horizontal and vertical expansion and as you can see from the elevation in Photo #3 there is a major change in the roof line as well as the facade.
6.  The elevation shows that the wall on the left side of the project will be moved to the property line, but cantilevered over the ground level to preserve the lot line window of the house next door, down hill.  So I assume this means that this remaining side wall on the left, shown in Photo #4, will go away at some point.
7.  The black and white Photo #5, is from the cover sheet of the plans on the SFPIM.  

It shows a door along the property line to an in-law in the rear, that was found to be a UDU that could legally be removed.

This is just another example that raises the need to adjust the Demo Calcs.  

I don’t think this should be in Enforcement’s lap to clean this up after the fact.  This project looks just like the projects I first saw over six years ago when I first starting raising this issue.

Thank you and take good care.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish

Photo #1

Photo #2

Photo #3
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Photo #4

Photo #5

Sent from my iPad



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
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. 
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MEMO TO THE planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 24, 2020 


Record No.: 2019-000494PRJ 


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, CA 94111 


Property Owner: Pacific Eagle Holdings Corporation 


 201 California Street, Suite 500 


 San Francisco, CA 94111 


Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA – (628) 652-7330 


 nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 


Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 


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.  


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 Monitoring 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 
HEARING DATE: 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, CA 94111 


Property Owner: Pacific Eagle Holdings Corporation 


 201 California Street, Suite 500 


 San Francisco, CA 94111 


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 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, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 
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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. 2019-000494DNX, 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)X-X 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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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. Project Description.  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 (OCII), 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 set in 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 


lot in 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 of 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 (OCII) 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 it is 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 
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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 (POPOS): 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 


sfh, the existing shading on the open space  as a percentage of TAAS is 48.03%. The Project would add 


1,723 sfh 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 sfh 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 sfh of shade on an annual basis. Based on a 


Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS) of 471,595,022 sfh, 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 


1 and February 8, shading an area of 1,685 sf (approximately 30.73% of the area of the POPOS), 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 POPOS, 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 POPOS), 
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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 POPOS), 


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 sfh, 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 (sfh) of shade on an annual basis, or 57.83% as a 


percentage of TAAS. The Project would add 301,082 sfh of net new shadow to the POPOS, 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 façade 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 façade 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:  


• Bicycle Parking (Option A) – Hotel  


• Showers and Lockers – Hotel 


• Delivery Supportive Amenities – Hotel  


• Parking Supply (Option K (Hotel)  


Therefore, the Project complies with Section 169. 


 


O. 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. 


 



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





Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX 


September 24, 2020  555 Howard Street 


 


  16  


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 order to 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. the design 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 base is 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 façade 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).  


The Site contains two narrow street frontages, including a 75-foot wide frontage on Tehama Street, 


meeting the eligibility requirements for an exception from the tower separation requirements of the 


Planning Code, pursuant to Section 132.1(d)(2)(C). 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). 


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)(C). 


 


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 Project is 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: 


COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT  


Objectives and Policies 


 
OBJECTIVE 1: 


MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE TOTAL CITY LIVING AND 


WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 


 


Policy 1.1 


Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences.  


Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated. 


 


Policy 1.2 


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


 


OBJECTIVE 2: 


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


 


OBJECTIVE 3: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 8: 


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. 


 


TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT  


Objectives and Policies 


 
OBJECTIVE 1: 


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. 


 
OBJECTIVE 2: 


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. 


 


URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT  


Objectives and Policies 


 


OBJECTIVE 1: 
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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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 3: 


MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO 


BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT. 


 


Policy 3.1 


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


 


Policy 3.3 


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


 


DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN  


Objectives and Policies 


 
OBJECTIVE 1: 


MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE TOTAL CITY LIVING AND 


WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 


 


Policy 1.1 


Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences. 


Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which cannot be mitigated. 


 


OBJECTIVE 2: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 4: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 6: 


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. 


 
OBJECTIVE 10: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 13: 


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. 


 


TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN 


Objectives and Policies 


 


OBJECTIVE 1.1: 


MAINTAIN DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO AS THE REGION’S PREMIER LOCATION FOR TRANSIT-ORIENTED 


JOB GROWTH WITHIN THE BAY AREA.  


 


OBJECTIVE 1.2: 


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.  


 


OBJECTIVE 1.3: 


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. 


 
OBJECTIVE 2.3: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 3.8: 


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. 


 


OBJECTIVE 4.1: 


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. That the 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. That landmarks 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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and Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in 


writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, 


the approval of the Employment Program may be delayed as needed. 


The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit 


will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement 


with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration.   


 


11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 


provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 


and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the 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. Ionin 


Commission Secretary 


 


 


AYES:   


NAYS:   
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ABSENT:   


ADOPTED: September 24, 2020 
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a Project 


that would 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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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 


2. Expiration and Renewal.  Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has 


lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an 


amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project 


sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct 


a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not 


revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the 


extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


3. Diligent Pursuit.  Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the 


timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. 


Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three 


(3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


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


Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a 


legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has 


caused delay. 


 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law.  No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall 


be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such 


approval. 



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 


 


  36  


 


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 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 


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  


 


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 shall include 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. Final Materials.  The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the building 


design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to Department 


staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 


Department prior to issuance.  


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


planning.org  


11. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage.  Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 


composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly labeled 


and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable and 


compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San 


Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.  


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


planning.org 


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


13. Lighting Plan.  The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning Department 


prior to Planning Department approval of the building / site permit application. 


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


planning.org  


14. 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.  


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


planning.org 


15. 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. 


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


planning.org 


16. 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 


identifying it; 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. 


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


planning.org  


17. 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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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 


18. 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://sfdpw.org 


 


19. 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 


20. Noise.  Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall incorporate 


acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise. 


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


planning.org 


21. 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. 


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


planning.org  


22. 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 façade 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. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, the 


Project shall finalize 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. 


24. 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 II bike racks required by the Planning Code.  


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


www.sf-planning.org  


25. 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 


26. 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  


27. 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. 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 


29. Transportation Brokerage Services - C-3, EN, and SOMA.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 163, the 


Project Sponsor shall provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual lifetime of the 


project. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall execute an 


agreement with the Planning Department documenting the project’s transportation management 


program, subject to the approval of the Planning Director. 


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


planning.org 


30. Transportation Sustainability Fee.  The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), 


as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A. 


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


planning.org 


31. Downtown Park Fee - C-3 District.  The Project is subject to the Downtown Park Fee, as applicable, 


pursuant to Planning Code Section 412. 


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


planning.org 


32. 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. 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 


34. 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  


35. 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  


36. 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  


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


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


planning.org 


38. Art Plaques.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b), the Project Sponsor shall provide a plaque or 


cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion date in a publicly 


conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the plaque shall be approved by 


Department staff prior to its installation. 


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


planning.org 


39. 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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planning.org 


40. Art.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project 


Sponsor shall install the public art generally as described in this Motion and make it available to the public. 


If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to install the work(s) of art within the time 


herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides adequate assurances that such works will be installed 


in a timely manner, the Zoning Administrator may extend the time for installation for a period of not more 


than twelve (12) months. 


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


planning.org 


 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 


41. 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 


42. 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  


43. 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 



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/

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





Draft Motion   RECORD NO. 2019-000494DNX 


September 24, 2020  555 Howard Street 


 


  44  


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.org. 


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 


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. 


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.baaqmd.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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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 


46. 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 


47. 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 


48. 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 


49. 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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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 A 350-S HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 
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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)X-X 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. Project Description.  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 (OCII), 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. Planning Code 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. The Proposed 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. 


ln 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 (POPOS). 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.1 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.2 


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.3 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. 


 
1 “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. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid 
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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.4 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.5 


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 


 
4 Update on market demand during COVID-19, The Hudson Group Real Estate Consultants, Inc., June 10, 2020. 
5 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. 


 


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


 


 


Jonas P. Ionin 


Commission Secretary 


 


 


AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   
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ADOPTED: September 24, 2020 
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EXHIBIT A 
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-


000494CUA 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 


2. Expiration and Renewal.  Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has 


lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an 


amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project 


sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct 


a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not 


revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the 


extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


3. Diligent Pursuit.  Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the 


timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. 


Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three 


(3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


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


Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a 


legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has 


caused delay. 


 


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


www.sf-planning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law.  No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall 


be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such 


approval. 
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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  


1. 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 
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       Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program


555 Howard Street 
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APPENDIX B


COVER SHEET 


MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 


PROGRAM 
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 


Mitigation Measure 
Prior to the start of 


Construction*  
During Construction 


Post-
Construction or 


Operational 


Compliance with MM 
completed? 


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 
Generators 


X 


*Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a development project including, but not limited to: site preparation, clearing, demolition, excavation, shoring,
foundation installation, and building construction.


Improvement Measure Prior to start of 
Construction* 


During Construction 
Post-


Construction or 
Operational 


Compliance with MM 
completed? 


Improvement Measure I - TR-1: Passenger Loading Zone Management X 


Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Event-Related Transportation Demand Management  X 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


 
 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 
Compliance 


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 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken 
to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project 
on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. The project sponsor shall retain 
the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department 
Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning 
Department archeologist. 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 


Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Prior to issuance 
of construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Environmental Review 
Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 
Compliance 


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 1 associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or 
other potentially interested descendant group an appropriate 
representative 2 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 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
1 By the 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. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
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Implementation 
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Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
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 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
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with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the 
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the 
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence 
of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical 
resource under CEQA. 
 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based 
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation 
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
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 


Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Prior to issuance 
of construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
After completion 
of the 
Archeological 
Testing Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological consultant 
shall submit report of the 
findings of the ATP to the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Considered complete 
after approval of 
Archeological Testing 
Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological Testing 
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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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: 
 
• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and 


consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related 
soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with 
the archeological consultant shall determine what project activities 
shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any 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; 


 
• The archeological 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance 
of site permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
scope of AMP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


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


 
• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil 


samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 
 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 


activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction 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. 
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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 
plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. 
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected 
to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would 
address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should 
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall 
not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive 
methods are practical. 
 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 
• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 


procedures, and operations. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
an archeological 
site is uncovered 
during the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report. 
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• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected 
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 


 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field 


and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
 
• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 


interpretive program during the course of the archeological data 
recovery program. 


 
• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 


archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally 
damaging activities. 


 
• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of 


results. 
 
• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the 


curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 


 
Human Remains. Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
human remains 
are uncovered 
during the 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report and disposition of 
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of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the 
event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains are 
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 


the San Francisco 
Medical Examiner, 
NAHC, and MLD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


human remains has 
occurred as specified in 
Agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


CASE NO. 2019-000494ENV 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  


555 Howard Street 
 


9 


Attachment B  
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


 
 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 
Compliance 


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 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that 
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource 
and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed 
in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) 
undertaken. 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. 
 
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 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At completion 
of archeological 
investigations. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 
and bicyclists, the project sponsor shall work with construction 
contractors to develop a Construction Management Plan that include 
the following: 


• Limit construction truck movements to the hours between 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (or other times, if approved by 
SFMTA) to minimize disruption of traffic, transit, and 
pedestrian flow on adjacent streets and sidewalks during the 
weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 


Project sponsor, 
SFMTA, SF Public 
Works, ISCOTT, as 
directed by the 
ERO 


Prior to the 
issuance of a 
site permit, 
demolition 
permit, or any 
other permit 
from the 
Department of 
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 is 
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 
an attendant for the project’s off-street loading dock and on-street 
commercial loading zone. The attendant will be stationed at the 
project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the off-
street loading dock and avoid any safety-related conflicts with 
pedestrians, and bicyclists on the sidewalk, and other roadway users 
on the sidewalk and along the adjacent travel lane during the a.m. 
and p.m. peak periods of traffic and pedestrian activity, with 
extended hours as dictated by traffic and pedestrian conditions and 
by activity in the project loading dock. If there is a delivery truck 
longer than SU-30, the attendant will direct it to the on-street 
commercial loading zone and facilitate the loading activities to 
minimize the dwell time and blockage of the off-street loading 
spaces. The project shall also install audible and visible warning 
devices, or comparably effective warning devices, as approved by the 
planning department and/or the Sustainable Streets Division of the 
Municipal Transit Agency, to alert pedestrians and bicyclists of the 
outbound vehicles from the loading dock. 


Project sponsor Sponsor to 
submit Loading 
Dock 
Management 
Plan to ERO 
prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of 
occupancy for 
the proposed 
project. 
 
Project sponsor 
or successor 
owner/ 
manager of the 
building to 
implement 


Project sponsor or 
successor owner/ 
manager of building 


Considered complete 
upon ERO approval of 
Loading Management 
Plan; 
 
 
 
Ongoing monitoring to 
continue indefinitely 
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Deliveries by trucks longer than an SU-30 shall be restricted to off-
peak hours (e.g., between 9 p.m. and 5 a.m.) and shall be required to 
reserve on-street parking spaces to complete loading activities. 
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project 
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.   
 


ongoing 
monitoring of 
loading 
operations 
indefinitely 


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:  
 


•  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 
and project 
contractor 


During 
construction.  


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. 


• 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).  


• Stationary noise sources (e.g., generators, compressors) 
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.  


• Impact tools (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.  
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• All work 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.  


• Prior to the issuance 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 
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activity (defined as activities generating noise level of 90 
dBA or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity.  


• 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 
reduce noise from the mechanical systems associated with the 
project, including the following noise reduction measures:  


• The Level 1.5 exhaust fan discharge systems, discharging 
into the loading dock, would need to include a minimum of 
10 feet of internally lined duct. 


• The Level 4 cooling towers would need to be selected with 
Ultra-Quiet Fans and Splash Attenuation. 


• The Level 4 Kitchen Exhaust Fan (KEF 04-01) would need to 
include a 6-inch deep acoustic louver at the fan discharge. 


• The Level 6 mechanical room would need a 6-inch deep 
acoustic louver. 


Project sponsor. Prior to receipt 
of a certificate 
of occupancy. 


Project sponsor to 
provide planning 
department with analysis 
that building mechanical 
systems meet specified 
noise ordinance 
requirements. 


Considered completed 
upon receipt of final 
project design 
incorporating 
reduction measures 
and analysis 
demonstrating 
compliance with the 
specified noise 
ordinance 
requirements. 
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• The Level 4, 5, 6 and 21 exhaust and outside discharging 
through the west façade 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, prior to 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 
with the following: 


A. Engine Requirements. 


Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s). 


Prior to 
construction 
activities 
requiring the 


Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) to submit 
certification statement to 
the ERO. 


Considered complete 
upon submittal of 
certification 
statement. 
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1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of 
construction activities shall 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. 


use of off-road 
equipment. 
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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 
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Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, 
according to Table below. 


     


Complianc
e 
Alternative 


Engine Emission 
Standard 


Emissions Control 


1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 


2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 


3 Tier 2 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 


Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 
Compliance 


Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and 
approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 


Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s). 


Prior to 
issuance of a 
permit 
specified in 
Section 
106A.3.2.6 of 
the San 
Francisco 
Building Code. 


Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a Plan to the 
ERO. 


Considered complete 
on findings by ERO 
that Plan is complete.  


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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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 
shall submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance 
with the Plan.  After completion of construction activities and prior 
to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, 
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction 
phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 


Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s). 


Quarterly. Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) to submit 
quarterly reports to the 
ERO. 


Considered complete 
upon findings by the 
ERO that the Plan is 
being/has been 
implemented. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures/Improvement Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 
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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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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 result in 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. 


• That vehicles 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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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 I- TR-2: Event-Related Transportation Demand 
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: 


Project sponsor. Ongoing Project Sponsor Ongoing 
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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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Record No.: 2019-000494ENV, 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  
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 
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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). 1 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)2: 


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  The initial 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 
not identified 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 


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:  Patricia Yeh, Peak PEAK Project Management Limited, Project Sponsor;  


Supervisor Haney, District 6;  
Nick Foster, Current Planning Division.  


September 23, 2020
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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) 
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Project Sponsor: Patricia Yeh, PEAK, (415) 780-7313, patricia.yeh@peakdpm.com 
Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham, (628) 652-7579, chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org 


 


 


A. 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:  


• 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. 


• 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”). 


ATTACHMENT A 
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• 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 263.9.1  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 façade.  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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Table 1: Project Summary 


Project Characteristic Approximate Area  
(Gross Square Feet) 


Location  
(Building Level or Street) 


Land Use Characteristics 


Hotel 371,457 Levels 6 - 34 


Event Space (Conference and Event 
Space) 


20,900 Levels 2, 3, 4, 5, and 34 


Restaurant Total - 6,950  


Full-service restaurant 
- 4,750  


Sky bar - 2,200  


Level 1 and Level 35 


Level 1 and Level 1.5 


 
Level 35 


Hotel Amenities (pool, spa, fitness 
facilities) 


11,700  Level 6 


Total Building Area1 428,620 Level 1-35 (+4 basement levels) 


Open Space  


Privately-owned public open space 
(POPOS) 


7,744 Roof Level 


Site Circulation, Commercial and Passenger Loading 


Passenger Loading (spaces) 5 passenger spaces 
white curb (100-foot-
long passenger loading)  


Along Howard Street 


Bicycle Parking and Facilities (spaces) 16 Class 1 spaces 
 
4 Class 2 spaces 


Basement Level 2 
 
Along Howard Street 


Commercial Loading  One off-street freight 
loading dock (1,489 gsf) 
 
Two on-street service 
vehicle loading spaces 
(48-foot-long) 


Level 1 
 
 
Tehama Street 


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. 
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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 Park2 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 
• Conditional Use Authorization to allow a tourist hotel use (Section 303); 
• 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 
“ground-level wind currents in C-3 districts” (section 148);  


Actions by other City Departments 
• Demolition and building permits (San Francisco Department of Building Inspection) for the demolition of 


existing buildings and the construction of the proposed project. 
• 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 


• Approval of a white curb passenger loading zone along Howard Street to accommodate passenger. 
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• Approval of any necessary construction permits for work within roadways, if required. 


San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 
• Review and approval of building and demolition permits. 


San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
• Review and approval of the stormwater management system to meet the Stormwater Design Guidelines. 
• 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 
• 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 
• 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. 


B. 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; 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 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)3. 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 


• Archeology review • Phase 1 environmental site assessment 
• Geotechnical report • Shadow fan/analysis 
• Greenhouse gas analysis checklist  • Transportation impact study or site circulation review 
• Noise impact analysis  • Wind analysis 


C. 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-O 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 


• 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;  


• 585 Howard Street, (Case No. 2018-016668CUA) which would permit office use on the ground floor and 
mezzanine of an existing tree-story building. 


• 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. 


• 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;  


• 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.    


• 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.  


D. 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 


 Cultural Resources  Shadow   Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


 Tribal Cultural Resources  Recreation   Mineral Resources  


 Transportation and Circulation  Utilities and Service Systems   Energy Resources 


 Noise  Public Services   Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


 Air Quality  Biological Resources  Wildfire 


 


 


E. 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.4 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.5 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:  


• State legislation 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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• State legislation 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); 


• 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. 


• San Francisco ordinance establishing enhanced ventilation required for urban infill sensitive use 
developments, amended December 2014 (see initial study section “Air Quality”); 


• San Francisco Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see initial 
study section “Recreation”); and 


• 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. 


 


E.1 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 


Topics: 


Significant Impact 
Peculiar to 


Project or Project 
Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due 
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 I-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-O (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.  


 


E.2 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 
significant impacts 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing units necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.2.a and 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.6  


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 20107 and 2018,8 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  Bay Area 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. 



http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/counties/SanFranciscoCounty.htm

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia
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multi-phased projects.9 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.10,11 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. 


 


E.3 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. 


 



https://sfplanning.org/project/pipeline-report

https://sfplanning.org/project/pipeline-report
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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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
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 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
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”).12 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 built in 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.13 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, 2019,14 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.15 


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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E.4 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 


Topics: 


Significant Impact 
Peculiar to 


Project or Project 
Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant Impact 
due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
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. 


E.5 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.16 Accordingly, this initial study does not evaluate the project’s impact on 
automobile delay or transit capacity. 


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)?  


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.5.a to 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.17  


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.18  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.19 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.20 


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.  


It is 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 SFMTA 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 I-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 300.21 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.22  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 result in 
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 or immediately 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 or in 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) or in 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. 


A valet 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.23 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.24   


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. 


 







Record No. 2019-000494ENV 29 555 Howard Street 


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 
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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 I-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 I-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: 


• 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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• Raising the bike lane along the passenger loading zone to slow bicycle traffic and facilitate movement for 
people with luggage 


• 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.  


 


E.6 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-1c25), 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.  



https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html
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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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Generate substantial temporary or permanent 
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 
groundborne noise levels? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
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 studies26, 27 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 for impact 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 façade.  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.28 An increase of less than 3 dBA is generally not perceptible outside of controlled laboratory 
conditions.29 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/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013B.pdf. Accessed July 30, 2017. 



http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013B.pdf
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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.30 
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.  


 


E.7 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 (PM2.5) and 


 
30  This distance 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
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 
concentrations? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Result in 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),31 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 (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. 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 attainment32 or unclassified for most criteria 
pollutants with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, 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.33 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.”34 The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide 
screening criteria35 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.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/draft_baaqmd_ceqa_guidelines_may_2010_final.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 1, 
2017. 



http://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/draft_baaqmd_ceqa_guidelines_may_2010_final.pdf?la=en
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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 PM2.5 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 PM2.5 (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, 2019.36 


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.37 


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 41 555 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.38 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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E.8 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. 39  The PEIR concluded that 
emissions resulting from development under the Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation measures 
were required.   


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.8.a and 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 emissions in 
2017 compared to 1990 levels,40 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air district’s 2017 Clean Air 
Plan,41 Executive Order S-3-0542, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).43,44 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.baaqmd.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.  



http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Reduction_Strategy.pdf

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint

http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-plans/current-plans

http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-plans/current-plans

https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf
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established under Executive Orders S-3-05,45 B-30-15,46,47 and Senate Bill (SB) 32.48,49,50 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 program51, 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.52 
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; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and 
by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.   


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 
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.    


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. 



https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf
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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 energy53 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.54 Thus, the proposed project is 
determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.55 


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. 


 


E.9 Wind  


TCDP PEIR Findings 


A wind 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 
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. 56, 57 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 conditions in 
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 
for informational 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.58 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.59  


Under the project plus cumulative scenario,60 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 
scenario61, 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 façade 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.  


 


E.10 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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Limits62 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely 
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.63 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.64 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 9th to May 3rd and again from December 13th to 
December 27th, 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 13th to 
December 27th.  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 sfh 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 
20th 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:  


• The Golden Gate University POPOS is a recessed entry to Golden Gate University that provides benches 
and seating areas;  


• Main Street Plaza is a mid-block pedestrian passageway between the Main Tower and 211 Main Street to 
the proposed future Transbay Park;  


• Spear Street Terrace is a plaza that facilities pedestrian access to the waterfront;  


• Howard & Fremont Street is a plaza is sitting areas with landscaping and public art;  


• The 100 First Street Plaza is an elevated outdoor space with tables and chairs for lunch use; and 


• 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 to11:15 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 II 
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 21st and February 8th 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 
in the 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. 65 


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.  


 


E.11 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 later in 
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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.11.a and 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.  


 


E.12 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
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 
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) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
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 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.12.a and c) The project site is 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 
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future retail demand66 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).67 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.68 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.69  


 
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.70 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 
15155.71 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 2040.73 


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 2040.74 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. 


Table 2: 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 


 
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 


74  



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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E.13 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  


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
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 22½, 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.75 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 2008.76,77 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. 



http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-glance.pdf

http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-glance.pdf





Record No. 2019-000494ENV 61 555 Howard Street 


district currently has more classrooms district-wide than needed.78 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.79 


Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. conducted a study in 2010 for the school district that projected 
student enrollment through 2040.80 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.81 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. 



https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf

http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf
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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.  


 


E.14 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 façade 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 I-BI-2 was identified to reduce potential 
effects on birds from night lighting at project sites.  


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
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 a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
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 
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 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
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 I-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.82 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.  


 


E.15 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 that implementation 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
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 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.15.a, c, and d) A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.83  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. 
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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.84 


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 
act in 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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investigation85 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.  


 


E.16 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:      


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or ground water quality?  


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
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 
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;  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


        (ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site; 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


        (iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


        (iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


e) Conflict or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
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.86  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.87 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 or impede 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. 


 


E.17 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 12th 
grade schools within 0.25-mile of the TCDP plan area.88 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  



https://explorer.adaptingtorisingtides.org/explorer
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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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Be located on a site which is included on 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


e) 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
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 c) 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 I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health 
Code section 22.A.6. 


The Phase I 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 I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) has been prepared to assess the potential for site contamination.89,90 
According to the Phase I ESA, the project site was a private hospital prior to the earthquake and fire of 1906 Based 
on the Phase I 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 I 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 c, 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 I 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.91 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. 


 


E.18 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


 
91  CAL FIRE, 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 



http://frap.fire.ca.gov/webdata/maps/statewide/fhszl06_1_map.pdf
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


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. 


 


E.19 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: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in  


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Result in 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. 


 


E.20 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 
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Would the project:     
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 


PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


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.  


 


E.21 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 
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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 
emergency evacuation plans? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b)  Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 
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 
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 
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. 


F. 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.  







9/22/2020 


Plaiiniiii 
FIGURE 1 - 555 How ard Street 


1.83 mi 


Daly City 


San 


Francisco 


San Francisco 
• 


Location Map s - Print Version 


1/1 







Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects


555 Howard Street - San Francisco 


August 5, 2020


Scale: 1/8” = 1’-0’1 Commission Plan Package


August 5, 2020Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects


555 Howard Street - San Francisco 







Table of Contents


02	 Project Summary


03	 Gross Floor Area (GFA) Table


04	 Existing Conditions 


05	 Proposed Site Plan


06	 Proposed Floor Plans - Podium Levels 01-06


13	 Proposed Floor Plans - Lower Tower Levels 07-20


14	 Proposed Floor Plans - Upper Tower Levels 21-34


16	 Proposed Floor Plans - Skybar 


17	 Proposed Floor Plans - Roof Terrace


18	 Proposed Floor Plans - Basement Levels B4-B0.5


23	 Proposed Elevations


27	 Proposed Sections


28	 Proposed Open Space Diagrams


29	 Tower Separation Diagrams


34	 Proposed Renderings







2
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Project Summary


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   
0 0 401


0 0 0


0 0 (1) 35 ft + (2) Van 


Loading Spaces


Number of Buildings 3 0 1


2 0 35 + 4 Basements


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


Hotel Rooms


Parking Spaces


Loading Spaces


Number of Stories


Bicycle Spaces
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Gross Floor Area (GFA) Table


 Floor 


Level 


 GSF 


(construction 


with roof 


terraces) 


 GSF 


(enclosed) 


 Intermediate 


Floor MEP 


Areas 


 Intermediate 


Floor MEP 


Exempt per 


102 (b)(4)(B) 


 Total 


MEP/Support 


(Exempt) 


 Loading 


(Exempt) 


 Ground Floor 


Restaurant 


(Exempt) 


 Hotel Lobby 


(Exempt) 


 Restaurant/ 


Bar (Non-


exempt) 


 Hotel Guest 


Room Floors 


(Non-exempt) 


 Meeting/ 


Ballroom (Non-


exempt) 


 Hotel (Non-


exempt) 
 Total Exempt 


 Total Gross 


Floor Area 


(Non-exempt) 


 Floor 


Level 


Gross Floor 


Area
 Exempt OFA 


Remaining MEP 
Exempt Area


Total Exempt 
OFA


 Adjusted OFA 


(GSF- Exempt 


OFA) 


Roof 9,441             -                -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  Roof -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  


35 9,441             9,441             198                 309                 198                 -                  -                  -                  2,217              -                  2,877              4,149              198                 9,243              35 9,243 1,397              ‐                        1,397                    7,846              


34 9,441             9,441             378                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              34 9,132 1,321              69                          1,390                    7,742              


33 9,441             9,441             415                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              33 9,132 1,385              106                        1,491                    7,641              


32 9,441             9,441             415                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              32 9,132 1,385              106                        1,491                    7,641              


31 9,441             9,441             427                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              31 9,132 1,466              118                        1,584                    7,548              


30 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              30 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


29 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              29 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


28 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              28 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


27 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              27 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


26 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              26 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


25 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              25 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


24 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              24 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


23 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              23 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


22 9,441             9,441             423                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  9,132              -                  -                  309                 9,132              22 9,132 1,408              114                        1,522                    7,610              


21 11,525           9,441             335                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  4,384              -                  4,748              309                 9,132              21 9,132 1,572              26                          1,598                    7,534              


20 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            20 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


19 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            19 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


18 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            18 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


17 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            17 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


16 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            16 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


15 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            15 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


14 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            14 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


13 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            13 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


12 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            12 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


11 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            11 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


10 11,525           11,525           467                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            10 11,216 1,615              158                        1,773                    9,443              


9 11,525           11,525           488                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            9 11,216 1,680              179                        1,859                    9,357              


8 11,525           11,525           481                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            8 11,216 1,674              172                        1,846                    9,370              


7 11,525           11,525           481                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  11,216            -                  -                  309                 11,216            7 11,216 1,674              172                        1,846                    9,370              


6 11,981           11,981           937                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  11,672            309                 11,672            6 11,672 2,726              628                        3,354                    8,318              


5 8,822             8,822             1,007              309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  1,813              6,700              309                 8,513              5 8,513 1,666              698                        2,364                    6,149              


4 13,715           12,130           536                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  4,474              7,347              309                 11,821            4 11,821 1,211              227                        1,438                    10,383            


3 9,419             9,419             570                 309                 309                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  1,388              7,722              309                 9,110              3 9,110 1,112              261                        1,373                    7,737              


2 11,457           11,457           550                 309                 420                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  4,087              6,950              420                 11,037            2 11,037 1,576              130                        1,706                    9,331              


1.5 6,182             6,182             -                  -                  518                 1,489              1,854              -                  -                  -                  2,321              3,861              2,321              1.5 2,321 490                 ‐                        490                        1,831              


1 8,654             8,654             -                  -                  2,306              -                  2,895              1,736              -                  -                  1,717              6,937              1,717              1 1,717 181                 ‐                        181                        1,536              


B0.5 6,210             6,210             -                  419                 -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  5,791              419                 5,791              B0.5 5,791 2,021              ‐                        2,021                    3,770              


B1 13,930           13,930           -                  -                  5,382              -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  - 8,548              5,382              8,548              B1 8,548 1,447              ‐                        1,447                    7,101              


B2 12,290           12,290           -                  -                  4,120              -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  - 8,170              4,120              8,170              B2 8,170 4,035              ‐                        4,035                    4,135              


B3 12,290           12,290           -                  -                  4,054              -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  - 8,236              4,054              8,236              B3 8,236 2,047              ‐                        2,047                    6,189              


B4 12,290           12,290           -                  -                  12,290            -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  12,290            -                  B4 0


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          381,063          62,503            5,668              68,171            312,892          


Gross Floor Area Table - DRAFT 20200731 - Gross Floor Area Table - 555 Howard.xlsx 08/05/2020
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Site Plan
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Ground Floor Plan - Level 01
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Ground Floor Plan - Level 1.5
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Ballroom Floor Plan - Level 02
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Multifunction Floor Plan - Level 03
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Ballroom Floor Plan - Level 04
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Multifunction Floor Plan - Level 05
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Wellness Floor Plan - Level 06
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Typical Hotel Floor Plan - Level 07-20
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Lounge Floor Plan - Level 21
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Typical Hotel Floor Plan - Level 22-33
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Skybar Floor Plan - Level 35
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Roof Terrace Plan - Level 36
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Ground Floor Plan - Level B0.5







Scale: 1/16” = 1’-0’19


Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects


555 Howard Street - San Francisco 


August 5, 2020


Basement Floor Plan - Level B1
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Basement Floor Plan - Level B2
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Basement Floor Plan - Level B3
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Basement Floor Plan - Level B4
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South Elevation (Left) and West Elevation (Right)
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North Elevation (Left) and East Elevation (Right)
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Rooftop East Elevation
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Rooftop North Elevation
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Transverse and Longitudinal Sections


LEGEND


Hotel Guest Room 


Public/Amenity Space
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Public Open Space - Level 36


155 SF


131 SF


283 SF


63 SF


7112 SF


VIEW TERRACE - 
ROOF


VIEW TERRACE - PUBLIC RESTROOMS


VIEW TERRACE - PUBLIC ELEVATOR LOBBY


 Floor 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                       -                             


29 9,132                          183                       -                             


28 9,132                          183                       -                             


27 9,132                          183                       -                             


26 9,132                          183                       -                             


25 9,132                          183                       -                             


24 9,132                          183                       -                             


23 9,132                          183                       -                             


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                       -                             


7 11,216                        224                       -                             


6 11,672                        233                       -                             


5 8,513                          170                       -                             


4 11,821                        236                       -                             


3 9,110                          182                       -                             


2 11,037                        221                       -                             


1.5 2,321                          46                         -                             


1 1,717                          34                         -                             


B0.5 5,791                          116                       -                             


B1 8,548                          171                       -                             


B2 8,170                          163                       -                             


B3 8,236                          165                       -                             


B4 -                             -                        -                             


Sub-Total 7,744                          


Total 381,063                      7,621                    7,744                          


POPOS Area Table - DRAFT 20200731 - Gross Floor Area Table - 555 Howard.xlsx 08/05/2020
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Tower Massing - NE View
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Zoning Envelope - NE View
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200’


300’


53’


200’


Encroachments between Base and 300’-0” (SF Planning Code Sec. 132.1(d)(2)(A)(i))


ENCROACHING BULK BULK OFFSET
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200’


300’


Encroachments above 300’-0” (SF Planning Code Sec. 132.1(d)(2)(A)(i))


ENCROACHING BULK BULK OFFSET
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Tower Volume Analysis


All Hotel Program
Non-Compliant Volume (cubic feet) Volume Offset (cubic feet) Net (cubic feet)


+300' 32,350 +200' 128,269 95,919


103'-300' 61,315 53'-200' 248,340 187,024


Volume Comparison Table
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Howard Street Render - Night
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April 26, 2019


02 view _ Howard Night time
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Howard Street Render - Day
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01 view _ Howard Daylight
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Tehama Street Render


Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects


555 Howard Street - San Francisco 


April 26, 2019


05 view _ Tehama _ Day light
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Hotel Lobby Entry


Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects
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April 26, 2019


03 view _ Howard _ Hotel entrance
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Restaurant Entry


Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects
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April 26, 2019


04 view _ Howard _ Restaurant Door
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Roof Terrace


Renzo Piano Building Workshop in collaboration with Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects
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06 view _ Level 36 _ Rooftop Terrace East 
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Roof Terrace
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07 view _ Level 36 _ Rooftop Terrace North
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, 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 signed.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. Ionin,
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: "Ionin, 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
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
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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.1 
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. 
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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 
permit is 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)2. 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)3: 


 
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  The initial 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. 
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1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans4; 


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. 








 
Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation 
 


 


Record No.: 2017-015039ENV, 350-352 San Jose Avenue 
Zoning: 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 


 


 


A. 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.1 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. 


ATTACHMENT A 
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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. 


Table 1: Project Details 


 Existing Proposed Proposed Final Project Totals 


Residential 3,562 +8,672 12,234 
Dwelling Units 4 +8 and 1 ADU 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 
permit is 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.  


B. 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 
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the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)2. 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 PEIR3: 


Project Specific Studies 


Historical resources evaluation, part II  Shadow analysis 
Historical preservation team review  Phase 1 environmental site assessment 
Archeology review Geotechnical report  
Greenhouse gas analysis checklist   


 


C. 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:  


• 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. 


• 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. 


• 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. 


• 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. 


• 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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D. 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 


 Cultural Resources  Shadow   Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


 Tribal Cultural Resources  Recreation   Mineral Resources  


 Transportation and Circulation  Utilities and Service Systems   Energy Resources 


 Noise  Public Services   Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


 Air Quality  Biological Resources  Wildfire 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans and policies; 
visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment (growth inducement); 
transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; archeological resources; historic 
architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the previously issued initial study for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The 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 PEIR4 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.5 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 7 350-352 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:  


• State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for infill 
projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014. 


• 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.  


• 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. 


• San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places of 
Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study Noise section). 


• 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). 


• 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). 


• 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 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.  
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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.6  


 


E.1 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.7 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 


Topics: 


Significant Impact 
Peculiar to 


Project or Project 
Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due 
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. 


 


E.2 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
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 2.368 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 2040,9 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.10 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 2040.11,12 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.13 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.14,15 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/jsf/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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E.3 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.16 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 
significant impacts 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
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 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
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.17 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.18  
According to these background documents, the existing property has a variety of character-defining features, 
mostly on the front façade of the building, including the location of the building within the lot and the large front 
yard. The rear façade 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.19 Specifically, the department concluded 
that, with project implementation, the building would retain all character-defining features that mark it as an 
Italianate-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.20  
 
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.21 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.22 


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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E.4 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 


Topics: 


Significant Impact 
Peculiar to 


Project or Project 
Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant Impact 
due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
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. 


 


E.5 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.23 Accordingly, this initial 
study does not evaluate the project’s impact on automobile delay or transit capacity. 


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)?  


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.5.a to 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.24 Table 2 
presents daily person and vehicle trip estimates. Table 3 presents p.m. peak hour estimates. 


Table 2: Person and Vehicle Trip Estimates – Daily 


Land Use 


DAILY PERSON TRIPS 
Daily Vehicle Trips1 


Automobile For-Hire Transit Walking Bicycling Total 


Residential 35 3 17 31 4 90 29 
Project Total 35 3 17 31 4 90 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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Table 3: Person and Vehicle Trip Estimates – P.M. Peak Hour 


Land Use 


P.M. PEAK HOUR PERSON TRIPS P.M. Peak Hour Vehicle 
Trips1 Automobile For-Hire Transit Walking Bicycling Total 


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 result in 
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-5 to 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 26th 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. 


 


E.6 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.25 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Generate substantial temporary or permanent 
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 
groundborne noise levels? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
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.26 An increase of less than 3 dBA is 
generally not perceptible outside of controlled laboratory conditions.27 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/hq/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.28 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-1 is 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.29 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. 


 


E.7 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 uses30 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.31 


 


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 Methods 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 
is no longer applicable.  
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Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
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 
concentrations? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Result in 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 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 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) 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 


 
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 (PM2.5, and PM10


33), 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, 
PM2.5, and PM10. 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.34 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,35 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  PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller. PM2.5, 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.36 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 PM2.5 
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.37  


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.38 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.39 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-3 is 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.40 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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E.8 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 CO2E41 per service 
population,42 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
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 Emissions43 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  CO2E, 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,44 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals 
outlined in the air district’s  2010 Clean Air Plan,45 Executive Order S-3-0546, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).47,48 In addition, San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or 
more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-0549, B-30-15,50,51  and Senate 
Bill 32.52 ,53,54 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.55 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.baaqmd.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 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). 


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; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and 
by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.  


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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E.9 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     
a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 


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.56 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.57 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/article12dimensionsareasandopenspaces?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlega
l:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=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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E.10 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     
a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely 


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.58,59  It is 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.60  
 
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.61 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.62 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.63  
 
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.64 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 1809-002.65 As of September 2020, 
construction of this project has begun.66 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?AID=344.  
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design.67 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. 68 
 
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. 


E.11 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.11.a) As discussed 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.  


 


E.12 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
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 
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) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
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 
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 2045.69   


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 demand70 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).71 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.72 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.73  


 
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/2018wqcp.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 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.74 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 
15155.75 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) 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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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 2040.77 


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. 


Table 4: 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 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.  
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E.13 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  


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
 PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
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.78 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 2008.79,80 Thus, even with increasing enrollment, the school 
district currently has more classrooms district-wide than needed.81 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-SFUSD/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.82 


Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. conducted a study in 2010 for the school district that projected 
student enrollment through 2040.83 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.84 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.85 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. 


 


E.14 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
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 a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
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 
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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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
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. 


 


E.15 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 


adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
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 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


E.15.a, c, and d) A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.86 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 
or more, 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. 


 


E.16 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 
in the PEIR. 


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:      


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or ground water quality? 


 
 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
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 
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;  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


        (ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site; 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


        (iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


        (iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


e) Conflict or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
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.87 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. 


 


E.17 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: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


d) Be located on a site which is included on 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


e) 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? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


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 c) 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 2018.88 
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.89  The public health department issued a letter detailing the sponsor’s compliance with 
article 22 of the health code.90 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 I 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 c, 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. 


 


E.18 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
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. 


 


E.19 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 result in a 
significant impact on energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 


Project Analysis 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


a) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in  
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


b)    Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
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 2045.91 


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.92 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. 


 


E.20 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


Identified in PEIR 


Would the project:     


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


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


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


 


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.  







Record No. 2017-015039ENV 56 350-352 San Jose Avenue 


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. 


 


E.21 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 


Topics: 


Significant 
Impact Peculiar 


to Project or 
Project Site 


Significant 
Impact not 


Identified in 
PEIR 


Significant 
Impact due to 


Substantial New 
Information 


No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 


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 
emergency evacuation plans? 


☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 


b)  Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 
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 
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 
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. 


 


F. 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. 


 


G. Figures 
 


• Figure 1 – Project Location 


• Figure 2 – Cumulative Projects Within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 


• Plan Set – September 17, 2020 
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FIGURE 1 – PROJECT SITE LOCATION
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DOUBLE-STACK BIKE STORAGE RACKS - 10 BIKE CAPACITY 
SPECIFICATIONS
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Existing Roof Plan
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Proposed Roof Plan
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NOT TO EXCEED SF PLANNING CODE  ALLOWED HEIGHT.


PROV. PERFORATED METAL SCREEN


3' HIGH MECH. EQUIPMENT NOT TO EXCEED SF
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374-378 SAN JOSE AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE
330-338 SAN JOSE AVE


(E) TRIM TO 
REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO 
REMAIN


(E) STREET TREE 
TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


40
'-0


"


(N) FIBER CEMENT PANEL


Side walk Fin. 
Elev.
±82.44'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±122.44'


(N) ADDITION. 15' AWAY FROM FRONT
FACADE


OUTLINE OF SUNKEN PATIO SHOWN IN
DASHED


(N) DBL GLZ. ENTRY 
DOOR


REMOVE EXISTING NON-HISTORIC WOOD SIDING & RESTORE 
HISTORIC WOOD SIDING UNDERNEATH INCLUDING REPAIR & 
REPLACEMENT WHERE EXISTING CONDITIONS ARE 
DETERIORATED BEYOND REPAIR.


8'-0"


±7
'-3


"


3' HIGH MECH. EQUIPMENT
NOT TO EXCEED SF PLANNING CODE  ALLOWED HEIGHT.


PROV. PERFORATED METAL SCREEN


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


3rd Flr Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


(E) GUARDRAIL TO BE UPGRADED,
TO BE CODE COMPLIANT


OUTLINE OF (N) PATIO DOORS SHOWN
IN DASHED Basement Fin. Elev.


±82.22'


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


(E) WOOD FENCE NOT SHOWN
FOR CLARITY. (E) WOOD FENCE


TO REMAIN


(E) ENTRY STAIRS TO BE EXTENDED


Neighbor's Roof Fin. Elev.
±124.40'


374-378 SAN JOSE AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE


330-338 SAN JOSE AVE


(E) TRIM TO 
REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) 42”H GUARDRAIL TO REMAIN


(E) STREET TREE TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


Roof Fin. Elev.
±116.71'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


Side walk Fin. Elev.
±82.44'


(E) WOOD FENCE NOT SHOWN FOR
CLARITY. (E) WOOD FENCE TO REMAIN


(E) ENTRY STAIRS TO BE EXTENDED


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


(E) STAIRS TO BE REMOVED


Existing Front Elevation (East)
3/16" = 1'-0"
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Proposed Front Elevation (East)
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SD SMOKE DETECTOR, 110-V INTERCONNECTED W/ BATTERY BACKUP


PROPERTY LINE


(E) WALL TO BE REMOVED


NOTE:
- ALL GLAZING SHALL BE BIRD-SAFE & 
SHALL COMPLY W/ PLANNING CODE 
SEC. 139.
- ALL NEIGHBORS' BLDG ELEMENTS' 
SIZE & LOCATION ARE APPROX.







Existing Left Elevation (South)
1/8" = 1'-0"


OUTLINE OF 374-378 SAN JOSE 
AVE


OUTLINE OF 374-378 SAN JOSE 
AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE
(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) GUARDRAIL TO BE 
CODE COMLIANT


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


(E) FENCE TO REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


Side walk Fin. Elev.
±82.44'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±116.71'


Rear yard Flr. 
Fin. Elev.
±90.50'


EXISTING BUILDING TO BE MOVED 
FORWARD BY 15'-0"


(E) STAIR TO BE 
DEMOLISHED


Proposed Left Elevation (South)
1/8" = 1'-0"
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Roof Fin. Elev.
±122.44'


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


3rd Flr Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


OUTLINE OF 374-378 SAN 
JOSE AVE


OUTLINE OF 374-378 SAN JOSE AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE


(E) 42”H GUARDRAIL TO 
REMAIN


(E) FENCE TO REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(N) SIDING TO
MATCH (E) HISTORIC


WOOD SIDING


(N) 42"H RATED
PARAPET WALL, TYP.


(N) DBL. GLAZED WOOD
SINGLE HUNG WINDOW, TYP.


(N) 2X REDWOOD TRIM AT
END OF (E) BUILDING


REMOVE EXISTING NON-HISTORIC 
WOOD SIDING & RESTORE HISTORIC 
WOOD SIDING UNDERNEATH 
INCLUDING REPAIR & REPLACEMENT 
WHERE EXISTING CONDITIONS ARE 
DETERIORATED BEYOND REPAIR.


3' HIGH MECH. EQUIPMENT
NOT TO EXCEED SF PLANNING CODE  ALLOWED HEIGHT.


PROV. PERFORATED METAL SCREEN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


Rear Yard Elevation
±91.90.'


Basement Fin. Elev.
±82.20'


Side walk Fin. Elev.
±82.44'
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OUTLINE OF 330-340 
SAN JOSE AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


42”H CABLE RAILING. 
OPENINGS NOT TO 
EXCEED 3.95”, TYP.


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) FENCE TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN


Roof Fin. Elev.
±122.44'


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


3rd Flr Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


Neighbor's Roof Peak
±126.69'


(N) 2X REDWOOD TRIM 
AT END OF (E) 
BUILDING


REMOVE EXISTING NON-HISTORIC
WOOD SIDING & RESTORE HISTORIC


WOOD SIDING UNDERNEATH
INCLUDING REPAIR & REPLACEMENT


WHERE EXISTING CONDITIONS ARE
DETERIORATED BEYOND REPAIR.


(N) DBL. GLAZED WOOD 
WIN. TYP.


3' HIGH MECH. EQUIPMENT
NOT TO EXCEED SF PLANNING CODE  ALLOWED HEIGHT.
PROV. PERFORATED METAL SCREEN
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(N) SIDING TO MATCH (E) 
HISTORIC WOOD SIDING, 
TYP.


Rear Yard Elevation
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Existing Right Elevation (North)
3/16" = 1'-0"


OUTLINE OF 330-340 
SAN JOSE AVE


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE
(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) TRIM TO REMAIN


(E) FENCE TO REMAIN


(E) WINDOW TO REMAIN (E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED


Rear yard Flr. Fin. Elev.
±90.50'


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


Side walk Fin. Elev.
±82.44'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±116.71'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


Neighbor's Roof Fin. Elev.
±126.69'


EXISTING BUILDING TO
BE MOVED FORWARD BY


15'-0"


Easement Fin. Elev.
±82.44'


Proposed Right Elevation (North)
3/16" = 1'-0"


0 1' 3' 5' 10' 15' 20'


0 1' 3' 5' 10' 15' 20'
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350-352 SAN JOSE AVE


330-340 SAN JOSE AVE


374-378 SAN JOSE AVE
(REAR BLDG.)


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.90'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


3rd Flr Fin. Elev.
±113.23'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±122.44'


Neighbor's Roof
±112.60'


(N) SIDING TO MATCH (E) HISTORIC WOOD 
SIDING


REMOVE EXISTING NON-HISTORIC WOOD SIDING &
RESTORE HISTORIC WOOD SIDING UNDERNEATH


INCLUDING REPAIR & REPLACEMENT WHERE
EXISTING CONDITIONS ARE DETERIORATED BEYOND


REPAIR.


42”H CABLE RAILING. OPENINGS NOT TO 
EXCEED 3.95”, TYP.


(N) DBL. GLAZED WOOD PATIO DR, TYP.


3' HIGH MECH. EQUIPMENT
NOT TO EXCEED SF PLANNING CODE  ALLOWED HEIGHT.
PROV. PERFORATED METAL SCREEN


(N) DBL. GLAZED WINDOW, TYP.


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.


350-352 SAN JOSE AVE


330-340 SAN JOSE AVE


(E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED


Back yard Flr. Fin. Elev.
±90.50'


1st Flr. Fin. Elev.
±91.70'


2nd Flr. Fin. Elev.
±102.70'


Roof Fin. Elev.
±113.23' Neighbor's Roof


±112.60'


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.


374-378 SAN JOSE AVE
(REAR BLDG.)


OUTLINE OF (E) FENCE, TYP.
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COVER SHEET: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM   


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 in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 


  
 Period of Compliance  


Adopted Mitigation Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction*  


During 
Construction** 


Post-
Construction or 
Operational 


Compliance with 
MM completed? 


Project Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Monitoring Program X X X  
Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Air Quality X X X  
*Prior to any ground disturbing activities at the project site. 
**Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a development project including, but not limited to: site preparation, clearing, demolition, 
excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction. 


	
	 	


ATTACHMENT B 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
	
	


 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL/CULTURAL RESOURCES     


Project Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Monitoring (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Programmatic Environment Impact Report (PEIR) 
Mitigation Measure J-2) 


    


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


Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
Environmental 
Review Officer 
(ERO). 


Prior to issuance of 
site permits. 


Project Sponsor shall retain 
archaeological consultant 
to undertake archaeological 
monitoring program in 
consultation with ERO. 


Complete when Project 
Sponsor retains 
qualified archaeological 
consultant. 


 


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


§ The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to 
any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The 


 
The Project 
Sponsor and 
archaeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 


 
Prior to issuance of 
site permits. 


 
Consultation with ERO on 
scope of AMP 
 


 
After consultation with 
and approval by ERO of 
AMP. 


ATTACHMENT B 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall 
determine what project activities shall be archeologically 
monitored.  In most cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as 
demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities 
installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, 
shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological 
monitoring because of the potential risk these activities pose to 
archaeological resources and to their depositional context;  


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


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


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


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


The 
archaeological 
consultant, 
Project Sponsor 
and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 


Monitoring of soils 
disturbing 
activities. 


Archaeological consultant 
to monitor soils disturbing 
activities specified in AMP 
and immediately notify the 
ERO of any encountered 
archaeological resource. 


Considered complete 
upon completion of 
AMP. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


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


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


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


ERO, 
archaeological 
consultant, and 
Project Sponsor. 


Following 
discovery of 
significant 
archaeological 
resource that could 
be adversely 
affected by project. 
 


Redesign of project to avoid 
adverse effect or 
undertaking of 
archaeological data 
recovery program.   
 


Considered complete 
upon avoidance of 
adverse effect 
 


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


ERO, 
archaeological 
consultant, and 
Project Sponsor. 
 


After 
determination by 
ERO that an 
archaeological 
data recovery 
program is 
required 


Archaeological consultant 
to prepare an ADRP in 
consultation with ERO 


Considered complete 
upon approval of ADRP 
by ERO. 


The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements  
§ Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field 


strategies, procedures, and operations. 
§ Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected 


cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
§ Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for 


field and post-field discard and deaccession policies.   
§ Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 


interpretive program during the course of the archeological data 
recovery program. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


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


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


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


     
Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal laws. This shall include immediate 
notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of San 
Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that 
the human remains are 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 archaeological 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. 
 


Archaeological 
consultant or 
medical 
examiner 
 


Discovery of 
human remains 
 


Notification of County/City 
Coroner and, as warranted, 
notification of NAHC. 
 
 


Considered complete on 
finding by ERO that all 
State laws regarding 
human remains/burial 
objects have been 
adhered to, 
consultation with MLD is 
completed as 
warranted, that 
sufficient opportunity 
has been provided to 
the archaeological 
consultant for any 
scientific /historical 
analysis of 
remains/funerary 
objects specified in the 
Agreement, and the 
agreed-upon disposition 
of the remains has 
occurred 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


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 an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and/or 
associated or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, with cooperation of 
the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and/or associated or 
unassociated funerary objects 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 
archaeological treatment document, and other relevant agreement 
established between the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 
 


Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical of any discovered archeological resource and 
describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in 
the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) 
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource 
shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the draft final 
report.   


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. 
Once approved by the ERO copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall 
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Major 
Environmental Analysis division of the Planning Department shall receive 
three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation 
forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical 
Resources.  In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the 
ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution 
than that presented above. 


 
 
Archaeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO 
 
 
 
 
 
Archaeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 


 
 
Following 
completion of 
cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archaeological 
data. 
 
Following 
completion and 
approval of FARR 
by ERO 


 
 
Preparation of FARR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution of FARR after 
consultation with ERO 


 
 
FARR is complete on 
review and approval of 
ERO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Complete on 
certification to ERO that 
copies of FARR have 
been distributed  
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


AIR QUALITY 	 	 	 	


Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Air Quality (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Programmatic Environment Impact Report (PEIR) 
Mitigation Measure G-1) 
The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with 
the following: 
 


    


Engine Requirements: 
• All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 


20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall 
have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. EPA or California Air 
Resources Board 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. 


Project sponsor’s 
construction 
contractor 


Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period 


Planning Department Considered completed 
after construction 
activities are completed 


• Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable 
diesel engines shall be prohibited.  


• 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. 


• 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: 
• The San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Review Officer 


or designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power 
requirement above 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 engine requirements above. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


• The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of above 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 contractor must use the next cleanest piece of 
off-road equipment, according to Table M-AQ-2, below. 


Table M-AQ-2: Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-Down 
Schedule 


Compliance 
Alternative 


Engine Emission 
Standard Emissions Control 


1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 
2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 
3 Tier 2 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. 


 


    


 


Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  


Before starting on-site construction activities, the contractor shall 
submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO 
for review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how 
the contractor will meet the engine requirements above.  


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 


 
 
Project sponsor’s 
construction 
contractor 


 
 
Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period 


 
 
Planning Department 


 
 
Considered completed 
after construction 
activities are completed 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 


Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 


Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 


Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 


 Monitoring  
Schedule 


reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative 
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel 
being used. 


• The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of 
the Plan have been incorporated into the contractor's 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. 


    


• Monitoring. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall 
submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the 
Plan. After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving 
a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the 
start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the 
specific information required in the Plan. 


 


    


     
 







the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 

https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 901 - 16th Street (Flower Mart) Request for Continuance
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:04:17 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
(628) 652-7589 | www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>
San Francisco Property Information Map <https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/>

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 <https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory>, and the Commissions are convening remotely. Find
more information on our services here <https://sfplanning.org/covid-19>.

﻿On 9/21/20, 12:40 PM, "Alison Heath" <alisonheath@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

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

    Dear Commission President Koppel and Vice President Moore,

    I am writing on behalf of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association to request a continuance of the Large
Project Authorization and Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project to house the San Francisco
Flower Mart. Please know that there is deep and broad support for the Flower Mart in the neighborhood and we look
forward to welcoming them to the neighborhood.

    Unfortunately, since the Pre-Application meeting in January, there has been little public outreach, and the project
sponsor has failed to show the current design to anyone in the neighborhood besides the Boosters Development
Committee.  Although we share our neighborhoods' enthusiasm for the move, our committee has repeatedly
expressed serious concerns about the design over the course of four committee meetings with the project sponsor,
and yet most have not been resolved. The most recent iteration was presented to us less than two weeks ago. This
version, with its purple stripes running the length of a massive 300+ foot facade has raised new ones.

    Particularly concerning as a neighborhood organization is that the larger community has been completely
excluded from these discussions, putting all responsibility for neighborhood review on a handful of people.
Typically projects would be first be reviewed by the Development Committee, and then go to the general
membership for a potential vote. In this case, we had an unsatisfactory design and weren’t given time to schedule a
presentation to the membership. Our next meeting will be on September 29, the week after the scheduled
Commission hearing. The Dogpatch Neighborhood Association has not seen the current design either. The project
sponsor asked them for a vote on an earlier iteration on September 8. Two days later, the current design, with a
radical turn for the worse, was revealed to the Development Committee. We were dismayed to hear from the project
sponsor that the Flower Mart hadn't seen the current design either. With no meaningful public process, or
opportunity for the neighborhood or Flower Mart to respond to what would undoubtedly be a controversial design,
we face a situation that is unprecedented in all the time I’ve been involved with the Boosters.

    We believe that good design is in itself a community benefit, but the current proposal is ill-conceived with no

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19


respect for history or neighborhood context. It would be in everyone’s best interests to ensure adequate public
review and resolution of outstanding design issues prior to a Planning Commission hearing. We can assure you that
we will continue to work diligently with the project sponsor to ensure the best possible outcome for the
neighborhood.

    Below is a summary of outstanding design issues:

    Our primary concern is over the exterior facades, particularly those along 17th Street which is evolving into an
increasingly vital corridor with a unique mix of uses, and a more bike and pedestrian friendly alternative to the 16th
Street thoroughfare. We recognize that the Flowermart wholesale operations will take place on this side of the site,
but there is no reason for the design to turn its back on the neighborhood. We asked for activation, transparency, a
variation of materials, and articulation. We got a design that reads more as billboard than building. It ignores both
historical and neighborhood context, and suffers as a result. It remains monolithic and lacking in human scale. An
attempt at boldness, using purple paint, has taken it in a wild direction that has just made matters worse. This is the
“back of the house” and we recognize that presents challenges. Unfortunately the current design is a contrived
response.

    The proposed 17th Street facade ignores the fact that this is not a single building, but four distinct buildings that
have been joined together and evolved organically over time. To join them together as a single facade is a radical
move and missed opportunity to provide visual relief. We strongly encourage delineation between the buildings
through variations in material and/or color and/or retention of existing features. Certainly the interior can be a single
use while allowing the neighborhood to retain the memory of its industrial landscape.

    We consider the corner of Mississippi Street to be a gateway and would like to see something more monumental
there.

    Finally, the Boosters normally discourage parking but in this case we know that the success of the Flower Mart
depends on adequate space for vehicles and ask that the maximum be provided. We want to express our full support
for the needs of the Flower Mart in a design that they can support that allows them to grow and thrive for many
years.

    Thank you for your consideration.

    Sincerely.
    Alison Heath

    alisonheath.com
    alisonheath@sbcglobal.net



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of concern, 1125 Market Street project
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:55:48 PM
Attachments: Local 2 - Letter of Concern on 1125 Market (Eaton Workshop).pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: Cynthia Gómez <cgomez@unitehere2.org>
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 12:03 PM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank
(CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, Theresa
Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Alexander, Christy (CPC)"
<christy.alexander@sfgov.org>, "RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS)"
<abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of concern, 1125 Market Street project
 

 

Greetings Planning Commissioners, 

Please find the attached letter regarding 1125 Market Street (the proposed Eaton Workshop hotel.) 

Thank you,
 
--
Cynthia Gómez
Senior Research Analyst
she/her/hers

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19















UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
cgomez@unitehere2.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763

mailto:cgomez@unitehere2.org
tel:415.864.8770


From: DCP, Reception (CPC)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Mail for David Winslow and Planning Commissioners - 3 letters re: 350 San Jose Ave
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:39:37 PM
Attachments: letter - 350-352 San Jose Ave - Marnie Schneider.pdf

letter - 350-352 San Jose Ave - Marc Norton.pdf
letter - 350-352 San Jose Ave - Blake Rogers.pdf
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~1FFORDt~BLE HOU~I1~~ 7


My name is Marnie. I live across the street from 350 San Jose Avenue and I OPPOSE
the current project! I need affordable housing in this city. Taking away rental units
and adding big, fancy, condos is only of benefit for the developer and a few new
owners and makes the neighborhood and the city less and less affordable. How can


~ao~ i~~ hem rernave rental ~rifts~~~e~ ~here'S inroe€u~~~ di e a~far~a~i:e ~o~sin~; ~r~
t~~s Ica ~'i~~'t t against ~~e ~ n~~~~'t 'of the ~' nning b~partin~nt~' ;


This particular real estate developer is known as a bully and is trying to force
something on our neighborhood for his own profit. Please don't let that happen. It's
obvious if you stand in Juri Commons and imagine this oversized monstrosity beside


our little park that it's just plain wrong. Stop the harm before it's done.


Sam ~ranc~sco is already one of ~l~e rr~ost de~sety popu~~a~ed ci~ti~es in tMe ca~ntr~.
With a1T the people who wiII be working from home during and after COVID. Why


create elite residences, destroy rental units, and ruin this neighborhood's peace? For


what? So there can be more homeless tents on our block? Please slow down to the
pace of reality.


~'~ease ma~:e the ~r~i~~c~~~~ s~ta~~e~ a~r~ t~~ fnt~~~r~~a~ u~fts~ stn~~~er ~n s~~e.


Respectfully,


Marnie Schneider
~̀ ~i~-A San ~~~e l~ve~ue
marniesch~~mail.com








MARC NORTON
468 - 29th Street


San Francisco, CA 94 13


Telephone; (415) 648-2535
E-mail: nortonsf@ix.netcom.com


September 19, 2020


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


RE: 350-352 San Jose Avenue


Dear Commissioners:


made the following comments during the public comment period of the September
17, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, but I want to reiterate them again.


grew up in the Bay Area and have been a San Francisco resident for 45 years.
Sadly, I have been witness to the increasing gentrification of our City, because
homes and condos now cost multiple millions of dollars.


am lucky to be a homeowner, having bought my home back in 1984 when homes
were much more affordable. But it is working-class tenants who are the biggest
losers today.


Tenant-occupied properties are snatched up by developers only to be emptied out
to make room for luxury condos or TIC units, making astronomical profits for the
speculators. A few years ago, San Francisco made international news when Carl
Jensen, a 93-year-old man who had lived in his apartment for 63 years was found


dead after it was revealed to him that a new owner was planning on getting rid of
him to remodel the building. Unfortunately, this is just one of many such stories.


A case in point is the project at 350-352 San Jose Avenue, which I believe will be
before you on Thursday, September 24. This is a 4-unit building that was emptied
out so that a developer can expand it into a 12-unit luxury condo complex. One


tenant, a retired AIDS nurse, died during the displacement process. Another


tenant was forced out under the threat of jacking up her rent from $800 per month to
$4,500 per month. Other tenants were made the proverbial offers that they could
not refuse.







The assigned planner in this case was made aware of these facts, but moved the
project along to approval as if these victims did not exist.


urge the Planning Commission to stop rewarding the bad behavior of the
speculators and reject the proposed project at 350-352 San Jose Avenue.


Thank you for your consideration.


c rely yours,


~Q~,~


Marc Norton








~" , t ., .


S~ll~l <S~A9dtk.0011R? ~, /e1G(~ ~~ 7~"f~ d~ 'K~+~'~


"~v: Coei.kop~el~sfejov.a'S, k2~si~.rrtoGre~+s'f~t7~v.t~r~;, d~1~ta~d.eh~art~, c~.t~g, ~t.r~:di~Cs~ar~d 5 vv.~at'g,
frank.fung@sfgov.org, Theresa imperial@sfgov.org, Cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org,
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org, esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org, david.winslow@sfgov.org,
Rafael.Mandelman@sfgov.org, mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org, friendsofjuricommons@gmail.com


k a+x~ ag~~st ~~ p#o i~ ~cc~► #~~rt• Please scale the ~'teg~develo{e~►~'t~ c}a~n~~. ~ the e e{
ad~e~t bui~ir~gs, anyfhing Iarg~r ~s an ai~rvrr~ ~o Yk~e rt~~borb'tavr~. 1N'ote~ problietr~s w~flh p~ojec~ are
many, including:


• Tao large of a building proposed,
• too many units, too many stories,
• Excessively disruptive to neighborhood peace and quiet
• traffic /congestion !safety
• inadequate street-parking,
• ~ff~cting quality of.luri ~omrnans mini park,
• ar~v~erse9y a~fectirtig the ae4ghbofiood culture,
• inadequate affordat~le ho~s~ng,
• excessive construction and demolition in the neighborhood impacfi~g quality of Life of current


residents.
• Presence of large number of ports potties requirEd for construction
• Empty building and construction plus ports-patties increases vagrants presence
• construction is not essential and disrupts shelter in place
• Building is only to maximise o~+ner deve#oper profrts
• New units are built far higher incarr~e o~ers €fr tenan#s th~~ ~tifit aciv~e€fir ck~ ge a,~d


gentrify the neighborhood
• Height would block sun to Juri commons mini park
• Height would be uisually oppressive
• Size of proposed building is totally out of sync wiEh size of other buildings on the same block


Regards,
Blake Rogers
~33A Say ,~o~e }~t~€e
SF, ~R 94'~ ~~?







From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019-016420CND Project Address: 424-434 Francisco Street: Executive Summary/Draft Motion - second

error discovered
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:34:08 PM
Attachments: image013.png

image014.png
image015.png
image016.png
image017.png
image018.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Condominium Conversion <condoconversion@andysirkin.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:43 PM
To: Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>
Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rosemarie MacGuinness <rosemarie@andysirkin.com>; Adam
Smith <SailingSmitty@gmail.com>; Mapping, Subdivision (DPW) <subdivision.mapping@sfdpw.org>
Subject: Re: 2019-016420CND Project Address: 424-434 Francisco Street: Executive Summary/Draft
Motion - second error discovered
 
Thanks, Carolyn. 
 
 
All the best,
Kim Rohrbach
Paralegal

 
SIRKINLAW, APC  
Direct: (415) 756-2896 
50 California Street, Suite 3400, San Francisco, CA 94111
 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET IS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC DURING THE PANDEMIC AND WE WILL BE
COLLECTING MAIL ON A LIMITED BASIS. 
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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


























On Wed, Sep 23, 2020 at 2:41 PM Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org> wrote:

Its part of the property owners' address.  

From: Condominium Conversion <condoconversion@andysirkin.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:01 PM
To: Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>
Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rosemarie MacGuinness <rosemarie@andysirkin.com>;
Adam Smith <SailingSmitty@gmail.com>; Mapping, Subdivision (DPW)
<subdivision.mapping@sfdpw.org>
Subject: Re: 2019-016420CND Project Address: 424-434 Francisco Street: Executive
Summary/Draft Motion - second error discovered
 
Hi Carolyn,
 
Thank you for the revision.  Quick question: Is there a reason that 424-426-428-432-434 Francisco
Street, San Francisco, CA 94133 is listed under Property Owner?
 
Re:  Oct 1, as soon as it's been confirmed who will be attending on the owners' behalf, you will be
informed.  We understand from your email sent Sep 22 that you need this information no later
than Sep 30.  
 
 
All the best,
Kim Rohrbach
Paralegal

 
SIRKINLAW, APC  
Direct: (415) 756-2896 
50 California Street, Suite 3400, San Francisco, CA 94111
 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET IS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC DURING THE PANDEMIC AND WE WILL
BE COLLECTING MAIL ON A LIMITED BASIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Wed, Sep 23, 2020 at 1:18 PM Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Kim,
 
Apologies for the error. Since there is still time available prior to the re-hearing, I've
corrected it.
 
When you have a minute, let us know who is intending to speak on for the project so staff
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can ensure that they can speak at the hearing.
 
Thanks,

Carolyn

From: Condominium Conversion <condoconversion@andysirkin.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:58 PM
To: Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>
Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rosemarie MacGuinness <rosemarie@andysirkin.com>;
Adam Smith <SailingSmitty@gmail.com>; Mapping, Subdivision (DPW)
<subdivision.mapping@sfdpw.org>
Subject: Re: 2019-016420CND Project Address: 424-434 Francisco Street: Executive
Summary/Draft Motion - second error discovered
 
Hi Carolyn,
 
On Sep 16, with respect to the Executive Summary/Draft Motion prepared for the Sep 17
continued hearing, I provided you with a current/correct list of the owners of record.  Please
note that here is a second error, in that the aerial photo included at PDF page 20 ("Aerial Photo
-  View 1 ") is not an aerial view of the subject property.  Compare that photo with PDF page 21
("Aerial Photo - View 3") and with the site photos at PDF pages 23 and 24. 
 
Adam Smith in the meantime informs me that his neighbors/co-owners have expressed concern
about these errors.  I know you're awfully busy - but if possible, he and his co-owners would like
for the Executive Summary/Draft Motion to be updated prior to the Oct 1 continued hearing. 
In the alternative, they'd like you to verbally correct the record before the Commission on Oct
1.  Please let me know if you are so willing.  
 
Thanks.
 
Attached:
 Executive Summary & Planning Commission Draft Motion (for continued hearing date 9/17/20)
 
 
 
 
On Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 9:01 AM Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org> wrote:

Thanks for catching this. I’ll make the correction when I finalize the motion post-hearing.
 
Best,
 
 
Carolyn Fahey, AICP, EcoDistrict AP, PhD, Planner II
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

Southwest Team/Current Planning
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: 628.652.7367 | www.sfplanning.org
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. WE APPRECIATE YOUR PATIENCE. 
 
***Please note I will be out of the office from Friday, August 21st and will return Monday,
August 31st***
 
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: Condominium Conversion <condoconversion@andysirkin.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 8:48 AM
To: Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>
Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC) <christine.silva@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Rosemarie MacGuinness
<rosemarie@andysirkin.com>; Adam Smith <SailingSmitty@gmail.com>; Mapping,
Subdivision (DPW) <subdivision.mapping@sfdpw.org>
Subject: Re: 2019-016420CND Project Address: 424-434 Francisco Street: Current owners
are incorrectly identified on Executive Summary
 

 

Hi Carolyn,
 
My apologies for another email.  As indicated in the materials attached to my earlier email,
the current owners of record are: 
 

Brian Michael Barnard and Sara Michelle Plummer  [NO "H" AT THE END OF MS.
PLUMMER'S FIRST NAME)
Adam A. Smith
Johnny Vu 
Manoj Marathe and Zofia Beczek-Marathe
Sherlyn Chew, Trustee of the Sherlyn Chew Revocable Trust under the provisions of a
Trust Agreement dated June 6, 2008
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Larry D. Lionetti and Lena Q. Lionetti
 
 

All the best,
Kim Rohrbach
Paralegal

 
SIRKINLAW, APC  
Direct: (415) 756-2896 
50 California Street, Suite 3400, San Francisco, CA 94111
 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET IS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC DURING THE PANDEMIC AND WE
WILL BE COLLECTING MAIL ON A LIMITED BASIS. 
 
On Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 8:12 AM Condominium Conversion
<condoconversion@andysirkin.com> wrote:

Good morning Carolyn,
 
I notice that on the Executive Summary prepared for Thursday's hearing, the owners are
identified as follows:

Adam Smith
Johny Vu
Brian Michael Barnard and Sarah Michelle Plummer
Sheryl Chew Revocable Trust
Larry D. Lionetti and Lena Q. Lionetti
Pensco Trust Company

 
This information contains an error and an omission.  The current owners of record are:

Brian Michael Barnard and Sarah Michelle Plummer  
Adam A. Smith
Johnny Vu 
Manoj Marathe and Zofia Beczek-Marathe
Sherlyn Chew, Trustee of the Sherlyn Chew Revocable Trust under the provisions of
a Trust Agreement dated June 6, 2008
Larry D. Lionetti and Lena Q. Lionetti

 
ATTACHED
Executive Summary & Planning Commission Draft Motion
Preliminary Title Report and Subject Property Deeds included in the application packet
submitted to DPW on Aug 15, 2019
 
Please let us know if you need anything further to correct this error.  Thank you. 
 
 
All the best,
Kim Rohrbach
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Paralegal

 
SIRKINLAW, APC  
Direct: (415) 756-2896 
50 California Street, Suite 3400, San Francisco, CA 94111
 
50 CALIFORNIA STREET IS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC DURING THE PANDEMIC AND WE
WILL BE COLLECTING MAIL ON A LIMITED BASIS. 
 
 
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hearing date: 9/24/2020 - New Location for the San Francisco Flower Market
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:32:08 PM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Flowers Claire Marie <clairemarie@flowersclairemarie.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:30 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Taupier, Anne (ECN) <anne.taupier@sfgov.org>;
sunny.angulo@gmail.com
Subject: Hearing date: 9/24/2020 - New Location for the San Francisco Flower Market
 

 

Good day to all,
 
I hope this finds you well!
 
I believe I may have met some of you over the many years, we have been fighting to save our
beloved San Francisco Flower Market. 
It is a San Francisco treasure, admired not only in San Francisco but world wide!
 
I started my business in 1988 and worked for bloomers for seven years prior. I started out delivering
flowers. The flower community is my family!!
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I would like to request, that you approve the new location at 901 16th St. /1200 17th St. and also,
plead with you, to approve the option of including a two story parking structure on the site, with two
full decks of parking. A structure with only a partial deck is not adequate, for all the florists, as it will
not have the number of parking spaces needed to make the new venue functional. There are so
many large vehicles required, to bring the flowers, plants and more to the market, and then there
are all the buyers, designers & florists. We cannot take buses, bikes, ride-shares or alternative
transportation to pick up van and trucks full of flowers, plants & hard-goods, several times a week, if
not daily, before dawn
 
Our wish is to enhance the neighborhood and be good neighbors. I fear that if there is not adequate
parking, we will cause traffic, gridlock and frustration for all involved. 
Respectfully, it makes no sense to build it half ass and inadequately. It should be built the right way
for the SFFM family/community, the neighborhood, and San Francisco for all all to thrive.
 
Please, please, do the right thing and make sure that we have the maximum amount of parking that
is physically possible at our new location. 
We are a unique community and industry that has been fighting for many years, we need your
support!
We need two full decks of parking!!
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
With gratitude, hope and blessings,

Claire Marie
FLOWERS CLAIRE MARIE
167 Fifth Avenue
San Francisco California
94118
Telephone: 415-751-2997
Mobile: 415-250-5941
Fax: 415 -751-3904
www.flowersclairemarie.com
 
 
Covid19 awareness: We have strict protocols in place for mask wearing,
sanitation, etc., along with temp checks and communication.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

tel:(415)%20751-2997
tel:(415)%20250-5941
tel:(415)%20751-3904
http://www.flowersclairemarie.com/


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 901 - 16th Street Request for Continuance from Potrero Boosters
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:31:39 PM
Attachments: Potrero Boosters Development Committee Design Notes.pdf
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Alison Heath <alisonlheath@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 2:00 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>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; J.R. Eppler <jreppler1@gmail.com>
Subject: 901 - 16th Street Request for Continuance from Potrero Boosters
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel, Vice President Moore and Commissioners,

I am writing on behalf of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association to request a continuance
of the Large Project Authorization and Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project to
house the San Francisco Flower Mart. Please know that there is deep and broad support for the
Flower Mart in the neighborhood. The Flower Mart is a city treasure that should be the perfect
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Potrero	Boosters	Development	Committee	Design	Notes	
	
17th	Street		
Committee	members	have	described	the	current	design	as	“a	monolithic	wall	of	nothing”	and	“a	
billboard,	not	a	building”.	The	initial	design	"turned	its	back	to	the	neighborhood	by	its	lack	of	
program	activation,	transparency,	and	variation	of	materials--ultimately	missing	a	sense	of	
scaled	articulation”.	17th	Street	is	an	increasingly	vital	corridor,	and	a	more	bike	and	pedestrian	
friendly	alternative	to	the	16th	Street	thoroughfare,	with	a	unique	mix	of	uses.	The	current	
design	feels	very	monolithic	in	its	approach	to	17th	street.	We	strongly	urge	the	developer	to	
address	this	with	care	and	acknowledgement	of	our	neighborhood,	rather	than	as	an	
afterthought	of	the	activities	inside	the	building	or	along	16th	street.		
	
We	remain	perplexed	by	the	stated	need	to	hide	Flower	Mart	operations	from	public	view	and	
don’t	understand	the	impulse	to	obscure	the	history	of	the	building.		
	
Context	to	the	historic	brick	building	needs	more	attention.	This	is	an	important	neighborhood	
landmark,	at	the	dead	end	of	Texas	Street,that	should	be	celebrated.	Context	matters.	As	
rendered	it	appears	as	an	anomaly	along	a	flat	expanse.		
	
We	mustn’t	forget	that	this	is	a	complex	of	buildings,	built	and	rebuilt	over	the	course	of	many	
years.	The	roofline	provides	clues	to	the	past	that	should	be	recognized.	The	proposed	facade	
ignores	the	fact	that	this	is	not	a	single	building,	but	four	distinct	buildings	that	have	been	joined	
together	and	evolved	organically	over	time.	To	join	them	together	as	a	single	facade	is	a	radical	
move	and	missed	opportunity	to	provide	visual	relief.	We	strongly	encourage	delineation	
between	the	buildings	through	variations	in	material	and/or	color	and/or	retention	of	existing	
features.	Certainly	the	interior	can	be	a	single	use	while	allowing	the	neighborhood	to	retain	the	
memory	of	its	industrial	landscape.	
		


	







	
	
	
We’ve	repeatedly	expressed	the	need	for	material	and	color	variation	in	the	facade.	Ideally	we	
would	see	some	repurposing	some	of	the	original	siding	rather	than	replacement	of	the	entire	
expanse	with	new	corrugated	material.	We	have	been	told	that	some	of	the	siding	may	be	
retained	while	other	portions	would	be	replaced,	but	have	seen	no	renderings	of	how	this	would	
be	done.	If	all	the	old	is	lost	and	replaced	with	all	new	siding	we	may	also	have	lost	an	
opportunity	to	distinguish	certain	portions	of	the	buildings	from	others.	
	
The	most	obvious	opportunity	for	articulation	is	what	is	already	there,	with	ample	existing	
elements	that	could	be	embraced	to	lend	authenticity	while	acknowledging	the	history	of	the	
buildings.	Fenestration	is	key,	and	the	windows	may	be	the	best	way	to	represent	the	
complexity	of	the	existing	structures	and	provide	transparency	and	depth.	The	slots	in	the	
current	design	don't	relate	to	anything	from	the	original	buildings.	A	portion	of	the	ribbon	
windows	were	removed	in	the	1940's	when	it	went	from	the	Pacific	Mill	to	the	Judson	Pacific.	
Removing	all	the	remaining	windows	would	definitely	do	the	last	bit	in	burying	that	history	and	
any	remaining	signs	of	what	the	building	once	was	and	how	it	functioned.	There	is	an	
opportunity	here	to	both	honor	the	history	of	the	site	and	break	up	the	monotony	of	the	wall	by	
retaining	the	remaining	openings	as	much	as	possible,	even	if	they	are	to	be	obscured	glass	
openings	with	no	transparency	or	by	simply	retaining	the	window	frames	as	recessed	elements.	
We	understand	that	the	Flower	Mart	is	concerned	about	temperature	control,	but	the	
refurbished	buildings	will	need	to	meet	Title	24	requirements.	It	should	be	possible	to	address	
their	concerns	with	obscured	glazing	and	insulation.	We’ve	not	seen	how	things	will	be	laid	out	
inside	but	It	may	be	that	the	height	of	the	existing	ribbon	windows	may	be	adequate	for	them	to	
be	above	refrigeration	units.	As	a	PDR	use,	we	must	emphasize	that	there	is	no	shame	in	
revealing	the	inner	workings	of	the	operation.		
	
Here	are	several	examples	of	neighborhood	buildings	that	the	committee	has	identified	that	
have	done	this	well.	You	will	note	the	refurbishment	or	replication	of	original	windows,	along	
with	retained	features	such	as	loading	docks	and	warehouse	doors.	Even	with	non-traditional	
paint	color	and	bold	lettering	they	are	“cool”	and	authentic,	and	succeed	at	blending	old	and	
modern.		
	
	


	
	







	
	
	


	
	


	
	
	
Mississippi	Street	
Our	comments	about	color	and	articulation	along	17th	Street	apply	to	this	facade	as	well,	
although	it	doesn’t	present	the	same	horizontal	massing	challenges.	The	main	pedestrian	
entrance	on	the	eastern	facade	will	be	a	primary	access	point	for	the	neighborhood	and	
deserves	to	be	treated	as	a	distinguishing	feature.	In	addition	to	making	that	entry	welcoming,	
the	truck	loading	entrance	and	streetscape	must	be	designed	to	guarantee	safe	passage	for	
bikes	and	pedestrians.	
	
	
	
	







	
	
Parking	Garage	
The	design	of	the	garage	ignores	the	importance	of	the	corner	of	Mississippi	and	16th.	It	is	a	
gateway	to	the	neighborhood	and	a	missed	opportunity	to	do	something	meaningful.	The	recent	
design	iteration	provides	some	transparency	at	the	corner	of	Mississippi	and	16th.	However	the	
grating	appears	to	be	“off	the	shelf”	and	brings	to	mind	the	dusty	grey	garages	at	UCSF’s	Mission	
Bay	campus	or	at	Costco.	This	is	not	what	we	would	expect	here.	We’d	like	to	see	something	
more	monumental,	with	sculpted	concrete	and	a	larger,	more	monumental	presence.	It	would	
be	good	to	explore	ways,	other	than	just	signage,	to	identify	this	as	a	flower	market	and	build	
curiosity	about	what	is	happening	there.		
	
Streetscape	
The	pedestrian	experience	is	dependent	on	human	scale.	We	appreciate	the	addition	of	
landscaping	and	greening	along	17th	and	Mississippi	Streets	and	feel	is	very	useful	at	softening	
the	overall	appearance	and	providing	vertical	relief.	We	look	forward	to	see	this	developed	
further	along	with	better	lighting.	It	would	be	interesting	if	there	were	some	sort	of	hardscape	
along	the	17th	street	sidewalk	or	on	the	lower	portion	of	the	building	which	acknowledged	the	
historic	significance	to	what	you’re	passing	along	17th,	perhaps	an	infographic	timeline	to	help	
distract	the	extent	of	that	walk	along	the	metal	façade	either	somewhere	subtle	along	the	
building	or	even	etched	into	the	hardscape.	Softening	of	the	16th	and	Mississippi	Street	facades	
would	benefit	from	further	attention	to	greening.	After	all	this	is	a	Flower	Mart.	
	
	
	
	
	































cornerstone to the dynamic mixed-use corridor on 17th Street. The site is a legacy location with
deep importance to the neighborhood that has provided jobs to the community for over a hundred
years. We appreciate the Flower Mart's interest in opening the Mart to the neighborhood with
special events and retail and look forward to welcoming them to our neighborhood. 

Unfortunately, since the Pre-Application meeting in January, there has been no public outreach on
design of the refurbished warehouses and new garage. It was only last Friday when the Commission
packet was published that anyone in the neighborhood other than our committee had seen the
proposal. Since this recent version, with jarring purple stripes running the length of a massive 300+
foot facade, was first presented to us less than two weeks ago we have been scrambling to resolve
outstanding issues to no avail. 

Particularly concerning to us as a neighborhood organization is that the larger community has been
completely excluded from these discussions, putting all responsibility for neighborhood review on a
handful of people. Typically projects would be first be reviewed by our committee, and then go to
the general membership for a potential vote. The membership meets monthly on the last Tuesday of
the month and it wasn’t until the day after our last meeting that we had a request to schedule a
presentation. As a result we weren’t given ample time to arrange a meeting with the community
prior to the Commission hearing tomorrow. With no meaningful public process, or opportunity for
the neighborhood to respond to what would undoubtedly be a controversial design, we face a
situation that is unprecedented in all the time I’ve been involved with the Boosters. 

Of course it would have been in everyone’s best interests to ensure adequate public review and
resolution of outstanding design issues prior to a Planning Commission hearing. We can assure you,
with a continuance, that we will continue to work diligently with the project sponsor, to do
everything possible to include the community in dialogue and ensure the best possible outcome for
our neighborhood. We also want to express our full support for the needs of the Flower Mart in a
design that allows them to grow and thrive for many years. 
 
We believe that good design is in itself a community benefit, but the current proposal is ill-conceived
with no respect for history or neighborhood context. Here is a brief summary of our primary issues:
 
• 17th Street Facade: This street is evolving into an increasingly vital corridor with a unique mix of
uses, and a more bike and pedestrian friendly alternative to the 16th Street thoroughfare. We
recognize that the Flowermart wholesale operations will take place on this side of the site, but there
is no reason for the exterior design to turn its back on the neighborhood. The project should be able
to meet requirements for climate control, wholesale access and flow while breaking up the massive
horizontal face. This could be accomplished by providing some transparency, delineation between
adjoining buildings, variation in materials and articulation. We now have a design that reads more as
a billboard than building. An attempt at boldness, using purple paint, has taken it in a wild direction
that has just made matters worse. This is the “back of the house” and we recognize that presents
challenges. Unfortunately the current design is a contrived response.
 
• Corner of Mississippi Street and 16th Street: This is a gateway to the neighborhood that demands
something more monumental than a view of the parking garage with grating.There should be ways,



other than just signage, to identify this as a flower market and build curiosity about what is
happening there
 
• Mississippi Street The main pedestrian entrance on the eastern facade will be a primary access
point for the neighborhood and deserves to be treated as a distinguishing feature. In addition to
making that entry more welcoming, the truck loading entrance and streetscape must be designed to
guarantee safe passage for bikes and pedestrians.
 
• Parking: Normally the Boosters discourage parking but in this case we know that the success of the
Flower Mart depends on adequate space for vehicles and we ask that the maximum be provided. 

Attached are more detailed notes and illustrations that have been shared with the project sponsor
over the course of our last four meetings.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Alison Heath
Chair of Potrero Boosters Development Committee
 
 
 
Alison Heath
alisonheath.com
 
 
 

http://alisonheath.com/


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: I OPPOSE the SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street (Housing NOT Trucks)
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:31:02 PM
Attachments: image007.png
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Rob Mitchell <robertmitchellsf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:49 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>; theresa.imperial@sfgov.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I OPPOSE the SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street (Housing NOT Trucks)
 

 

Dear Commissioners,
 
Please add my name to the less vocal majority of Potrero Hill residents who vigorously oppose
moving the SF Flower Mart to 901 16th Street for the following reasons:
 
 - Incompatible with the emerging residential/commercial uses along 16th and 17th Streets.
 - Maintains the 'dead zone' along 16th and 17th streets where the old tin warehouse is now
 - I feel housing should be a greater priority than flowers for the planning commission
 - Rewards the deplorable action of Potrero NIMBYs

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
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 - The tin shed is UGLY and should be torn down ASAP
 - Promises to bring thousands of big rig semi trucks thundering through Potrero Hill and related
pollution.

- If it goes through we will demand the traffic be routed away from Mississippi and 17th
Streets

 - The trucks must only enter this facility from 16th Street

 - The trucks/traffic must not be permitted to travel on Mississippi Street at any point.

 - The trucks/traffic should not be permitted to take the Mariposa Street off ramp

 - We will block, if necessary with our bodies, the associated traffic from travelling down
Mississippi Streets or entering or exiting the facility from 17th Street. 

- It is the WRONG LOCATION for the Flower Mart - it should be located in an industrial part of the
City not in Potrero Hill. 
 - Please don't cave to the rich and powerful Los Angeles based developer and their glitzy PR firm. I
urge you to do the right thing. 
 
It's wrong for Potrero and wrong for San Francisco.
 
Thank you,
Rob
 
 
 
Robert Mitchell
robertmitchellsf@gmail.com
(415)902-4060
@robertmitchells
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350 San Jose Project
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:30:50 PM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lou Dematteis <ldematteis@igc.org>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:32 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 Project

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

To: the Planning Department
Re: Scale Down the Development Plan for 350 San Jose.

I live next to Juri Commons Park and I am writing to you about the oversized plan for a condo development at 350
San Jose Ave. Has anyone from the Planning Dept staff or the Commissioners come and looked at this situation? If
you come stand in our tiny park and see where they plan to build this oversized structure, you’ll understand that it’s
terrible for everyone else who lives here. Please come and see for yourself before you make this decision. This plan
needs to be scaled down and scaled back, and balconies facing the park should not be allowed. They will intrude on
neighbors’ privacy, will stare down obnoxiously on people in the park, and will disturb the peace for everyone.

Also, the building that is on the property now contains four rent controlled units. Please make sure that whatever
project that is approved for that property site contain AT LEAST four rent controlled units!

Thank you for your consideration,
Lou Dematteis
Juri Street Resident

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350-352 San Jose Ave. - 2017-015039DRP
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:30:48 PM
Attachments: FINAL - Response to DR - 09.16.20 with RB Response.pdf
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 1:04 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Cc: John Kevlin <jkevlin@reubenlaw.com>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
<esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Ave. - 2017-015039DRP
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
Please find a letter attached on behalf of the project sponsor regarding the above-captioned case.
 
Thank you,
 
Ryan
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September 16, 2020 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
 
President Joel Koppel 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org 
 
Re: 350-352 San Jose Avenue – Case No. 2017-015039DRP 
 Response to DR Requestor Claims Regarding Tenancy 
  
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 
  


Our office represents the Project Sponsor. We write in response to several unfounded 
accusations by DR Requestors regarding alleged buyouts and evictions at the Subject Property. 
The Project Sponsor has not bought out or evicted any tenants. (See Rent Board Response, 
Enclosure I.) 
 


1. Ann Kong was not bought out or evicted. She purchased a BMR unit and supports the 
Project.  


 
First, the Requestors’ allegations are false. It is true that Rent Board records indicate that 


buyout disclosures were served, but no buyouts were recorded. That is because there were no 
buyouts. Previously, two tenants resided at the property. One, Ann Kong, was approved to 
purchase her own BMR unit and happily moved into her own home. Her email providing notice 
of her voluntary move out is enclosed here as Enclosure A. The public listing for the property Ms. 
Kong purchased is enclosed as Encl. B and the Deed of Trust is enclosed as Encl. C. Moreover, 
months prior to giving notice, Ms. Kong wrote a letter of support for the project, enclosed here as 
Enclosure D.  


 
2. Penny Eggen was not bought out or evicted. She passed away after a serious illness. 


The Project Sponsor generously supported her at the end of her life. 
 
The second tenant, Penny Eggen, sadly passed away from cancer. The Project Sponsor had 


a good relationship with her as well as Ms. Kong, who cared for Ms. Eggen after her diagnosis of 
terminal cancer. In fact, the Project Sponsor did not charge Ms. Eggen rent at the end of her life. 
Emails from Ms. Eggen and Ms. Kong regarding Ms. Eggen’s diagnosis and transition to hospice 
care are enclosed here as Enclosures E-G. Ms. Eggen did not “die during buyout negotiations,” 
and the implication that the Project Sponsor somehow contributed to Ms. Eggen’s death is 
offensive.  
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3. The DR Requestors’ claims are false and unsupported by any evidence. 
 
The Project Sponsor did not “chase[] out long-term, elderly disabled tenants,” as DR 


Requestors claim. The Project Sponsor didn’t even own the Property until November 2017. While 
Ms. Kong indicated that she was interested in discussing a buyout, ultimately she chose to move 
out when the opportunity to purchase a BMR presented itself. 


 
The Project Sponsor reached out to the Tenants Union asking for information regarding its 


outlandish claims. The Tenants Union representative responded that she is “not sure how your 
question is relevant to plans submitted by the architect to which we object.” The Tenants Union 
did not provide any evidence to support its claims. The Project Sponsor wholeheartedly agrees that 
approval of the Project should be based on the code-compliant plans and design of the Project, and 
not unrelated, fabricated landlord-tenant issues. 


 
The Tenants Union’s allegations about complaints for unpermitted work are equally 


unsupported. Complaints were made to the Department of building Inspection (“DBI”), ostensibly 
by neighbors. However, all complaints were closed out without the issuance of notices of violation 
because, according to the complaint data sheets, the work was either permitted or did not requires 
permits. (See, Enclosure H: Summary of Complaints from DBI and Complaint Data Sheets for 
five most recent complaints.)  
 


Allegations of buyouts at the Property are not relevant and do not meet the standard for 
discretionary review. As stated in San Francisco Planning Discretionary Review Information 
Packet: 


The authority to review permit applications that meet the minimum 
standards applicable under the Planning Code is set forth by City 
Attorney Opinion No. 845, dated May 26, 1954. The opinion states 
that the authority for the exercise of discretionary review is “a 
sensitive discretion . . . which must be exercised with the utmost 
restraint” to permit the Commission “to deal in a special manner 
with exceptional cases.” Therefore, discretionary review should be 
exercised only when exceptional and extraordinary cases apply to 
the proposed construction, and modifications required only where 
the project would result in a significant impact to the public interest. 
The City Attorney’s Opinion was reviewed in 1979 and re-affirmed 
with Opinion No. 79-29, dated April 30, 1979, and the power of 
Discretionary Review has been upheld in the courts. 


(San Francisco Planning Discretionary Review Information Packet, 
http://forms.sfplanning.org/DR_InfoPacket.pdf, emph. added.) 
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The DR Requestors’ claims are both false and unrelated to any physical characteristic of 
the Property or the lot on which it sits. Even if there had been evictions – which there were not – 
the manner in which the former tenants vacated the Property would be outside the Planning Code’s 
purview. 
 


We respectfully urge the Commission to approve this Project and allow for the creation of 
much needed additional housing units. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 
 
 
 
   
_________________________   
Ryan J. Patterson 
 
 
Enclosed: 
 


A. Email from Penny Eggen, Subj: Hi, dated April 22, 2018 
B. Email from Ann Kong, Subj: Penny and apt., dated April 27, 2018  
C. Email from Ann Kong, Subj: Penny and apt. at 350-52 San Jose, dated June 6, 2018 
D. Email from Ann Kong, Subj: support letter, dated July 19, 2018 
E. Email from Ann Kong, Subj: moving out at end of Jan., dated January 2, 2019 
F. Redfin Listing for 555 Bartlett St. #201, San Francisco 
G. Deed of Trust for 555 Bartlett St. #201, San Francisco 
H. Summary of DBI Complaints at 350-352 San Jose Ave.; Complaint Data Sheets for 


Complaint Nos.: 
• 202009121 
• 201957621 
• 201885171 
• 201838371 
• 201728061 


I. Rent Board Response to Request from Planning Department for Eviction History 
Documentation 
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From: Ann Kong
To: James Nunemacher; Craig Waddle; Tatiana Chavez
Subject: moving out at end of Jan.
Date: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 11:46:10 AM


                                                                                                                                                                       
         1/1/19
To: All Concerned Persons
Re: 350 San Jose Ave. #1


I have already discussed moving out of my apartment with James and Leo, but am now giving official
written notice of my intention to move out by the end of January. I had hoped to be out sometime mid-
month, but that is seeming a little less feasible (still possible, but I'd rather not have to rush).  I have
enjoyed my tenancy here for almost 20 years, but look forward to my new housing opportunity and wish
all good luck with the future plans for 350 San Jose Ave.


I am also enclosing a hard copy of this letter with my rent check for Jan.


My new address, if needed, will be 555 Bartlett St. #201, SF 94110. Please contact me with any
questions/move out issues.


Thank you and Happy New Year!


Ann Kong
350 San Jose Ave, #1
San Francisco, CA 94110
415-676-7135
annkong@earthlink.net



mailto:annkong@earthlink.net

mailto:james@vanguardsf.com

mailto:craig@vanguardsf.com

mailto:tatiana@vanguardsf.com
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9/16/2020 555 Bartlett St #201, San Francisco, CA 94110 | MLS# 473537 | Redfin


https://www.redfin.com/CA/San-Francisco/555-Bartlett-St-94110/unit-201/home/40138425 1/22


Red�n Estimate for 555 Bartlett St #201


Edit Home Facts to improve accuracy.


Create an Owner Estimate


$347,940
Red�n Estimate


$265,258
Last Sold Price


—
Beds


1
Bath


420 Sq. Ft.
$828 / Sq. Ft.


555 Bartlett St #201
San Francisco, CA 94110


Built: 2010
Status: Closed


SOLD DEC 10, 2018


Stree


Search



https://www.redfin.com/city/17151/CA/San-Francisco
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$347,940


Red�n Estimate based on recent home sales.


Homeowner Tools


Edit home facts


Review property details and add renovations.


Manage photos


Update home photos or make them private.


Create an Owner Estimate


Select recent home sales to estimate your home's value.


View Owner Dashboard


Track your estimate and nearby sale activity.


Track This Estimate


+$83K since sold in 2018 1 year 5 years


2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
$200K


$250K


$300K


$350K


$400K


A
B


CD


E


F


Map data ©2020 GoogleReport a map error



https://www.google.com/maps/@37.7515977,-122.4183913,14z/data=!10m1!1e1!12b1?source=apiv3&rapsrc=apiv3

https://maps.google.com/maps?ll=37.751598,-122.418391&z=14&t=m&hl=en-US&gl=US&mapclient=apiv3
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Advertisement


Thinking About Selling?


Marcus Miller
San Francisco Red�n Partner Agent


Helm Real Estate


Responds in 4 business hours


Advertisement


Rental Estimate for 555 Bartlett St #201


Our gears are turning, but we don't have enough information about your home to generate an
accurate estimate at this time. Learn more about the Rental Estimate.


Edit Home Facts to make sure we've got the right info.


$—


I'd like to know more about selling 555 Bartlett St #201.


Ask a Question



https://www.redfin.com/rental-estimate
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Market trends for San Francisco


Condo, 0 beds


$2,195 / mo
Median rent


-20.18%
Since Sep 2019


Rental estimate based on recent rentals.


About This Home


Studio Condominium at 555 Bartlett! Below Market Rate (BMR) housing opportunity
available at 90% Area Median Income (AMI) Maximum income for 1 person = $74,600; 2
person = $85,250; 3 person = $95,900. Must be 1st time homebuyer & income eligible. Unit
available thru the Mayor's Of�ce of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) &
subject to resale controls, monitoring & other restrictions. Visit www. sfmohcd.org for
application & program info. Fair Housing Opportunity. The unit includes in-unit washer and
dryer, appliances and parking. HOA Dues: $430.42 (2 HOA's- Pkg $68.04 + Bldg. $362.38)
Great location, short walk to BART, close to 101 & 280 and surrounded by amazing
restaurants and bars. Walk Score 98


Show Less


Listed by Elizabeth Marroquin • DRE #01375650 •  Park North Real Estate


Red�n last checked: 5 minutes ago | Last updated Dec 10, 2018• Source: San Francisco MLS


Bought with Elizabeth Marroquin • DRE #01375650 •  Park North Real Estate


Price Insights


Red�n Estimate $347,940


Price/Sq.Ft. $828


Home Facts


Status Closed


Property Type Studio, Condominium


HOA Dues $430/month


Year Built 2010


Style Contemporary



https://www.redfin.com/about/data-quality-on-redfin
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—


1


420


—


—


Condo/Co-op


—


—


San Francisco County


6569 124


Public Facts for 555 Bartlett St #201


Beds


Baths


Sq. Ft.


Stories


Lot Size


Style


Year Built


Year Renovated


County


APN


Home facts updated by county records on Sep 3, 2020.


y p y


Community Inner Mission


MLS# 473537


Map Nearby Homes For Sale Expand Map Street View Directions


Map data ©20Report a map erro


Edit Facts



https://www.google.com/maps/@37.748364,-122.4191095,16z/data=!10m1!1e1!12b1?source=apiv3&rapsrc=apiv3

https://maps.google.com/maps?ll=37.748364,-122.419109&z=16&t=m&hl=en-US&gl=US&mapclient=apiv3
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Listing Details for 555 Bartlett St #201


Property information provided by San Francisco MLS when last listed in 2018. This data may
not match public records. Learn more.


Interior Features


Parking / Garage, Exterior Features, Multi-Unit Information, Homeowners
Association


Bathroom Information


Bath Type/Includes: Shower Over Tub


# of Baths: 1


Living Room Information


Deck Attached


Dining Room Information


Dining Room: Living/Dining Room Combo


Additional Rooms


Den/Bonus Room: 0


Laundry Information


In Closet, In Kitchen


Floor Information


Partial Carpet


Kitchen Features


Kitchen: Gas Range, Refrigerator, Dishwasher, Microwave, Garbage Disposal


Interior Features


Main Level: Living Room, Kitchen


Intercom, Elevator/Lift


Heating & Cooling


Central Heating


Parking Information


# of Spaces: 1


# of Garage Spaces: 1
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Property / Lot Details, Location Details, Listing Information


Designated On-Site Parking


Parking Access: Independent


Monthly Parking Fees: 0.00


Parking Features: Enclosed, Attached, Automatic Door, Garage


Exterior Features


Exterior: Stucco


Community Features


BBQ Area, Garden/Greenbelt


Transportation: 1 Block Away


Shopping: 1 Block Away


Homeowners Association Information


HOA Fee Includes: Water, Garbage, Ext Bldg Maintenance, Grounds Maintenance,
Homeowners Insurance, Outside Management


Has Homeowners Association


Dues: $430.42


Dues Paid: Monthly


Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, CC&Rs, Rules & Regulations, Financial Statements,
Budget


Name: 555 Bartlett St. Homeowner's Assoc.


Phone Number: (415) 528-2800


Property Information


Style: Contemporary


Type: Studio


# of Units: 58


Per Architect


Wheelchair Access


APN: 6569124


Special Features: Intercom, Elevator/Lift, Wheelchair Access


Property Disclaimer: Copyright: 2020 by San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS - All data,
including all measurements and calculations of area, is obtained from various sources and
has not been, and will not be, veri�ed by broker or MLS. All information should be
independently reviewed and veri�ed for accuracy. Properties may or may not be listed by
the of�ce/agent presenting the information.
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Documents & Disclosures


Sale & Tax History for 555 Bartlett St #201


Sale History Tax History


Location Information


Cross Street: Cesar Chavez


Listing Information


Original Price: $265,258


Known Below Market Rate: Known Below Market Rate


On Market Date: Friday, July 20, 2018


Transfer of Possession: Close of Escrow


Restrictions


Limited Number of Pets, Signs


Documents & Disclosures


Documents/Disclosure: Disclosure Pkg Avail, Prelim Title Report, RE Transfer Discl, Sellers
Supp to TDS, Seismic Hazard Discl, Geological Report


Dec 10, 2018
Date


Sold (MLS) (Closed)
San Francisco MLS #473537


$265,258
Price


Aug 21, 2018
Date


Pending (Contingent - No
Show)
San Francisco MLS #473537


—
Price


Jul 20, 2018
Date


Listed (Active)
San Francisco MLS #473537


$265,258
Price


Today


Sep 30, 2010
Date


Pending (Contingent -
Show)
San Francisco MLS #374947


—
Price


Sep, 2010
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** Price available after signing in.
Advertisement


Activity for 555 Bartlett St #201


3 26 40 0


Schools


This home is within the San Francisco Uni�ed School District.


San Francisco's enrollment policy is not based solely on geography. Please check the school district
website to see all schools serving this home.


GreatSchools Rating


7/10


Alvarado Elementary School
Public • K to 5 • Serves this home • Choice school


515
Students


46 reviews


1.1 mi
Distance


5/10


Monroe Elementary School
Public • K to 5 • Choice school


528
Students


13 reviews


1.7 mi
Distance


3/10


Everett Middle School


694
Students


17 reviews


1.2 mi
Distance


Aug 27, 2010
Date


Listed (Active)
San Francisco MLS #374947


**
Price


Local rules require you to be signed in to view this home’s photos. 
Sign In or Join for free with no obligation.


Listing provided courtesy of San Francisco Association of Realtors (SFARMLS)


Views Favorites X-Outs Red�n Tours



http://www.sfusd.edu/
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From: Shoshana Raphael
To: Shoshana Raphael
Subject: Hi
Date: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 1:42:04 PM


-----Original Message-----
From: Penny Eggen [mailto:ratmom66@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 22, 2018 4:37 PM
To: James Nunemacher <james@vanguardsf.com>
Subject: Hi


Hi James. I have something to tell you. I have very advanced terminal cancer. I will be seeing my oncologist
tomorrow to have him sign off on a six-month diagnosis so that I can be admitted to hospice. I have chosen Hospice
by the Bay since I’ve worked so closely with them as a hospice nurse myself for so many years. I also will
eventually be moving into Maitri. They have one non-HIV Bed that I can pay for. Hopefully this is going to be
happening very quickly because I need the assistance. I will be paying my rent for several months so that my friends
can come in and sort through my things at their leisure to decide what to do with them and then to do a little
cleaning.
I want to pay for May June and July, at this point. Perhaps longer than that. Would it be better to write one check for
the entire amount or three separate ones? The entire amount can be cashed now, there doesn’t have to be any
waiting.  Penny


Sent from my iPad



mailto:shoshana@zfplaw.com

mailto:shoshana@zfplaw.com

mailto:ratmom66@gmail.com
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From: Shoshana Raphael
To: Shoshana Raphael
Subject: Penny and apt. more
Date: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 1:44:16 PM


Begin forwarded message:


From: Ann Kong <annkong@earthlink.net>
Date: April 27, 2018 at 7:13:34 PM PDT
To: "jn@vanguardsf.com" <jn@vanguardsf.com>
Subject: Penny and apt.


Hi James,
     I got your message and will call you next week. As you know, Penny is not
doing well. She's going to move to Maitri for hospice care on Monday, but until
then I have taken time off from work and she is staying with me in my apt. as it is
better that she not be alone, so I'm trying to keep it peaceful over here for her (not
on phone, talking about her when she's right here). She's getting her affairs in
order of course;  FYI, I am her DPOA and will be helping close up her apt. etc.
We've been discussing that and exactly what she wants to do with her things, etc.
I will let you know ASAP. I did mail her rent in for May so there is time to spend
doing that in a thoughtful way; she has a lot of nice things she wants people to
have.
      She seems to be handling it well but I am still in a bit of shock that this is
happening, so it's been hard to think of much else. Once she is at Maitri and has
plenty of people to help her, I will be able to relax and take care of some other
things.
      I am still interested in discussing the buyout but was out of town a while, then
came home to Penny's news, things a bit  hectic at moment dealing with
immediate needs.
      Thanks so much for your patience.
 
Ann Kong
350 San Jose Ave. #1
San Francisco, CA 94110
415-676-7135
annkong@earthlink.net



mailto:shoshana@zfplaw.com
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From: Shoshana Raphael
To: Shoshana Raphael
Subject: Penny and apt. at 350-52 San Jose
Date: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 1:47:47 PM


 


From: Ann Kong [mailto:outlook_8631735C2CBE84E0@outlook.com] On Behalf Of Ann Kong
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2018 8:49 AM
To: James Nunemacher <james@vanguardsf.com>
Subject: Penny and apt.
 


Hi James,


      I hope your trip was good. 


      I'm sad to report that Penny passed away on May 22nd, a week away from her 68th
birthday. She had a few rough moments but thankfully didn't suffer too much and I was with
her when she went peacefully in her sleep.


      I've mailed rent for Penny for June and July, just to be safe and not have to rush. I'll send a
letter giving notice to the property mgmt. office. She lived here a long time and has a lot of
stuff to go through. I am also busy taking care of her financial matters, etc. and need to get
caught up on my own stuff that was on hold while caring for her at Maitri. I also may take a
break to go somewhere.


      Thanks so much for your support and patience. Please let me know if you have any
questions.


 


Ann Kong


350 San Jose Ave. #1


San Francisco, CA 94110


415-676-7135


annkong@earthlink.net
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9/16/2020 Department of Building Inspection


https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressData2&ShowPanel=CTS 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


You selected:


Address: 350 SAN JOSE AV Block/Lot: 6532 / 010A


Please select among the following links, the type of permit for which to view address information:


Electrical Permits   Plumbing Permits   Building Permits   Complaints  


(Complaints matching the selected address.)


Complaint # Expired Date Filed Status Div Block Lot Street # Street Name
202009121  01/03/2020 CLOSED BID 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
201885171  08/14/2018 CLOSED BID 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
201838371  02/05/2018 CLOSED BID 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
201728061  12/27/2017 CLOSED BID 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
201577671  11/04/2015 CLOSED HIS 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
201035552  03/03/2010 CLOSED BID 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV
200921581  09/11/2009 CLOSED HIS 6532 010A 350 SAN JOSE AV


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.



http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
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7/30/2020 Department of Building Inspection


dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=202009121&Stepin=1 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 202009121
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED   Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: --   Location: 350 SAN JOSE AV
Contact Name:   Block: 6532
Contact Phone: --   Lot: 010A
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA


SUPPRESSED   Site:
    Rating:
    Occupancy Code:
    Received By: Cheryl Lee
Complainant's
Phone:     Division: INS
Complaint
Source: TELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division: BID


Description: Work without permit. Construction has been going on for several weeks. Complainant also filed a
complaint with 311, SR#11893958. Complainant says he has a big project without permit.  


 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID KEANE 6288    
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT


01/03/20 CASE OPENED BID Gonzalez CASE
RECEIVED  


01/06/20 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


UPDATE
Case reviewed and assigned to
complaint investigation team per MH;
slw


01/06/20 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


UPDATE No entry. Left contact info. tdk.


01/17/20 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


CLOSED


No work going on at time of inspection
that requires a building permit. Work
associated with rodent control went on
over the past few weeks . Maintenance
work not requiring a permit was done.
Closed case. tdk.


 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):   NOV (BID):


Inspector Contact Information


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
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7/30/2020 Department of Building Inspection


dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201957621&Stepin=1 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201957621


Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED   Date Filed:


Owner's Phone: --   Location: 350 SAN JOSE AV
Contact Name:   Block: 6532
Contact Phone: --   Lot: 010A
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA


SUPPRESSED   Site:
    Rating:
    Occupancy Code:
    Received By: Selby Tran
Complainant's
Phone:     Division: INS
Complaint
Source: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: EID


Description: 350-352 San Jose Ave --- caller claims that a temp power pole ( 12 ft) on sidewalk that suggests
work will commence but no permits issued. please investigate (311 SR#10871806)  


 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
EID BIRMINGHAM 6342 8  
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT


05/24/19 OTHER ELECT VIOLATN INS Birmingham CASE
UPDATE


case reviewed. assign to district
inspector. st for mh.


05/24/19 OTHER ELECT VIOLATN EID Birmingham CASE
ABATED


WORK WAS DONE WITH PERMIT
REFER TO PERMIT
EW201904100007.


05/24/19 CASE OPENED EID Birmingham CASE
RECEIVED  


 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):   NOV (BID):


Inspector Contact Information


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
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7/30/2020 Department of Building Inspection


dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201885171&Stepin=1 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201885171
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED   Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: --   Location: 350 SAN JOSE AV
Contact Name:   Block: 6532
Contact Phone: --   Lot: 010A
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA


SUPPRESSED   Site:
    Rating:
    Occupancy Code:
    Received By: Suzanna Wong
Complainant's
Phone:     Division: BID
Complaint
Source: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: BID


Description:
350 San Jose --- Caller is concerned that this property is doing construction without permits. This
is an historic building and the owners has history of doing construction with out permits. They are
welding and tearing done and caller is concerned. (311 SR #9364849)


 


 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID KEANE 6288    
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT


08/14/18 CASE OPENED BID Keane CASE
RECEIVED  


08/14/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


UPDATE Permit research. tdk.


08/14/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


UPDATE
case reviewed, to be assigned to
complaint investigation team. mh/slw


08/21/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane NO ENTRY No entry. Left contact info. tdk.


01/17/20 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Keane CASE


CLOSED
No work going on at time of inspection
requiring a building permit. Closed
case. tdk.


 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):   NOV (BID):


Inspector Contact Information


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
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7/30/2020 Department of Building Inspection


dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201838371&Stepin=1 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201838371
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED   Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: --   Location: 350 SAN JOSE AV
Contact Name:   Block: 6532
Contact Phone: --   Lot: 010A
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA


SUPPRESSED   Site:
    Rating:
    Occupancy Code:
    Received By: Adora Canotal
Complainant's
Phone:     Division: PID
Complaint
Source: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: BID


Description:
-- There is construction taking place at this location and there is no permit displayed. They are not
following any building codes, There is welding taking place late at night as well. I seen sparks
flying (311 SR No. 8574130)


 


 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID GONZALEZ 6258 8  
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT


02/05/18 CASE OPENED BID Gonzalez CASE
RECEIVED  


02/06/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Gonzalez CASE


UPDATE
case reviewed, to be investigated by
district inspector. mh


02/07/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Gonzalez CASE


CLOSED


SITE VISIT ASKED CONTRACTOR
TO POST JOB CARD ON WINDOW.
PARTIAL WORK COMPLETE.
INFORMED CONTRACTOR OF
WORKING HOURS AND NOT TO
WORK OUTSIDE THEM. DID NOT
OBSERVE ANY SPARKS FLYING.
WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR.
CASE CLOSED.


 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):   NOV (BID):


Inspector Contact Information


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
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dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201728061&Stepin=1 1/1


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2020


COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201728061
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED   Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: --   Location: 350 SAN JOSE AV
Contact Name:   Block: 6532
Contact Phone: --   Lot: 010A
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA


SUPPRESSED   Site:
    Rating:
    Occupancy Code:
    Received By: Alma Canindin
Complainant's
Phone:     Division: PID
Complaint
Source: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: BID


Description: 350 San Jose ave --- There renovating at least 1 or 2 apartments. Pulling out toilets and doing
construction. They come in at 6 am. There is no protection. I believe they do not have a permit.  


 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID WEAVER 6331    
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT


12/27/17 CASE OPENED BID Weaver CASE
RECEIVED  


12/29/17 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


UPDATE Case review permit research. C Weaver


01/03/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


UPDATE
Site visit no entry left three day notice.
C Weaver


01/04/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


UPDATE Sent inspection request. C Weaver


01/08/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


UPDATE
copy of Inspection Request mailed by
jj


01/17/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


UPDATE Sent 2nd inspection request. C Weaver


01/18/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION INS Weaver CASE


UPDATE
Mailed 2nd Notice of Inspection
Request; s.thai.


01/22/18 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
VIOLATION BID Weaver CASE


CLOSED
Working with PA 201801047869. Case
closed. C Weaver


 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):   NOV (BID):


Inspector Contact Information


Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.


Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
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Ryan J. Patterson
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
Email: ryan@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole use
of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated, nothing in
this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
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From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Callagy, Alana (CPC); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: 901 16th St Addendum Web Download
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:24:17 PM

Hello Commissioners,

In case my last email did not go through, the Addendum to the EIR for 901 16th Street has been
published and has been uploaded to our website. You can download the file at:
 
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?
field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=All&items_per_page=All
 
Just go to:
Notice of Addendum
MMRP
Addendum
Appendices to Addendum
 
I sent an email with the Addendum and the Appendices. If this email did not go through, then you
can obtain the environmental document for this project on our website.
 

901 16th Street is on your calendar for tomorrow (09/24/20).
 
Let me know if you have any questions or any issues with accessing these files.
 
Thank You,
 
Rich
 
Richard Sucré, Principal Planner
Southeast Team & Historic Preservation, Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7364 | www.sfplanning.org
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. 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. 
 

mailto:richard.sucre@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
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mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents?field_environmental_review_categ_target_id=All&items_per_page=All
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From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC)
Cc: Callagy, Alana (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: 901 16th St Addendum
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 3:22:12 PM
Attachments: 2011.1300EIA_901 16th St Addendum_Flower Mart_2020 09 23.pdf

Hello Commissioners,
 

Attached is the environmental document (an addendum to the 901 16th St EIR) for the project at 901

16th St (Flower Market). Just in case this link doesn’t go through, I’ll also email you a link to this
document which is available for download from our website.
 
In the staff report, we already provided the MMRP associated with this document.
 
Let me know if you have any questions and our apologies for the delay.
 
Thank You,
 
Rich
 
Richard Sucré, Principal Planner
Southeast Team & Historic Preservation, Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7364 | www.sfplanning.org
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. 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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Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 


 


Date of Addendum: September 23, 2020 
Date of EIR Certification: May 12, 2016 
EIR Title:  901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project 
EIR Case No.: 2011.1300ER 
Modified Project Title: Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project 
Modified Project Case No.: 2011.1300EIA  
Block/Lot: 3949/001, 001A, 002 and 3950/001 
Modified Project Sponsor: 901 16th St Manager, LLC, Alexandra Stoelzle, 415.778.7776, astoelzle@kilroyrealty.com 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Alana Callagy, 628.652.7540, alana.callagy@sfgov.org   


Overview 
On May 12, 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), case no. 2011.1300E (901 16th Street EIR).1 The 901 16th Street EIR analyzed 
the demolition of two warehouses and the modular office building and construction of two new buildings on 
the project site: a six-story, 68-foot-tall (excluding rooftop projections of up to 82 feet), approximately 
403,000 gross-square-foot (gsf) residential mixed-use building on the northern lot with 260 dwelling units and 
approximately 20,000 gsf of retail; and a four-story, 48-foot-tall (with rooftop projections of up to 52 feet), 
approximately 215,000 gsf residential mixed-use building on the southern lot with 135 dwelling units and 
4,650 gsf of retail. The 901 16th Street EIR proposed project is hereafter referred to as the “original project.” The 901 
16th Street EIR found that the original project would be generally consistent with, and was encompassed within, 
the analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan EIR (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).2 The 901 
16th Street EIR also found that the original project was consistent with the zoning controls and provisions of the 
San Francisco Planning Code applicable to the project site.3 


 


 
1  San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2011.1300E, 


State Clearinghouse No. 2015022048, April 2016. This document (and all documents cited in this addendum unless otherwise 
noted) is available for review on the following website: https://sfplanning.org/resource/permits-my-neighborhood. 
Individual files related to environmental review can be accessed by entering the project address into the search box, clicking 
on the blue dot on the project site, and then clicking on the “Documents” button under the ENV application number on the 
right side of the screen. Project application materials can be viewed by clicking on the “Documents” button under the PRJ 
case number. The “Filters” function can be used to search by case number. 


2  Ibid. 
3  Ibid. 
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Subsequent to certification of the 901 16th Street EIR, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street (the “project site”) 
was acquired by 901 16th St Manager, LLC for the permanent new location of the San Francisco Wholesale Flower 
Market (“Wholesale Flower Market”). The Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project (hereinafter 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, which would be relocated from 640 
Brannan Street (between Fifth and Sixth streets),and is comprised of approximately 60 vendors and 275 
employees. This addendum analyzes the proposed relocation of the Wholesale Flower Market to the 901 16th 
Street site.4   


The interior of one of the reused warehouse buildings (see no. “4” on Figure 1) would be expanded to include a 
mezzanine level that would provide views of the first level of the warehouse buildings below 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 parking 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 box truck parking spaces. 


This addendum analyzes the potential physical environmental effects of implementing the modified project and 
modified project variant. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15164 provides for the 
use of an addendum to document the basis for a lead agency’s decision not to require a subsequent or 
supplemental EIR for a project that is already adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s 
decision to use an addendum must be supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger 
the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15162, are not 
present. Based on the analysis included herein, the modified project would not cause new significant impacts 
that were not identified in the 901 16th Street EIR; would not result in significant impacts that would be 
substantially more severe than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR; and would not require new mitigation 
measures to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances of the 
modified project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the project would contribute 
considerably. In addition, no new information has been put forward demonstrating that the modified project 
would cause new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant impacts. Therefore, the planning department concludes that the analyses conducted and 
the conclusions reached in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street EIR certified on May 12, 2016, remain valid, 
and that no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the modified project or modified project variant. 


 
4 Development of the existing Wholesale Flower Market site was analyzed as Flower Mart Project at 610–698 Brannan Street 


(Planning Case No. 2015-004256ENV)(see Section B of this addendum for more detail about Case No. 2015-004256ENV).  



http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Case No. 2011.1300EIA: Permanent Off-Site Flower Market Project


Figure 1
Project Location


SOURCE: Google, base, 2020; ESA, 2020
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MODIFIED Project Description 
Project Location and Site Characteristics 


The 152,000-square-foot project site is located at 901 16th Street on the block bounded by 16th, Mississippi, 17th, 
and Missouri streets on Assessor’s Block 3949, Lots 001, 001A, and 002, and Assessor’s Block 3950, Lot 001 (refer 
to Figure 1). The project site is located within the Potrero Hill neighborhood and the Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill Plan Area. As shown in Figure 2, the project site contains four existing buildings: 


• A modular office building at 901 16th Street, herein referred to as the “modular office building” (see “1” on 
Figure 2); 


• A brick office building at 1200 17th Street (see “2” on Figure 2); 


• A warehouse at 1210 17th Street and 975 16th Street (see “3” on Figure 2); 


• An integrated warehouse building at 1200/1100 17th Street (see “4” on Figure 2); and 


The warehouse buildings at 1210 17th Street, 975 16th Street, 1200 17th Street, and 1100 17th Street are 
collectively referred to herein as the “warehouse buildings.” 


The existing buildings on the project site total approximately 106,100 square feet. The remaining area on the 
project site is occupied by an approximately 44,200-square-foot surface parking lot. 


Modified Project 


On July 3, 2019, the department issued a Community Plan Evaluation and Addendum for the Flower Mart Project 
at 610–698 Brannan Street (see Planning Case No. 2015-004256ENV), which included analysis of an interim off-
site location for the Wholesale Flower Market and identified the possibility that the Wholesale Flower Market 
might move off-site permanently.5,6 Following approval of the Flower Mart Project, the Wholesale Flower Market 
elected on February 10, 2020 to permanently move to a new location at 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street.  


The 901 16th Street EIR analyzed the demolition of two warehouses and the modular office building and 
construction of two new buildings on the project site: a six-story, 68-foot-tall (excluding rooftop projections of 
up to 82 feet), approximately 403,000 gsf residential mixed-use building on the northern lot with 260 dwelling 
units and approximately 20,000 gsf of retail; and a four-story, 48-foot-tall (with rooftop projections of up to 
52 feet), approximately 215,000 gsf residential mixed-use building on the southern lot with 135 dwelling units 
and 4,650 gsf of retail.7 


 
5  San Francisco Planning Department, Attachment A: Initial Study – Community Plan Evaluation Checklist and Addendum to 


Environmental Impact Report for the Flower Mart Project, https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/SharedLinks.aspx
?accesskey=d3b352a509732e881600006e833d06eed54904fae731f5ddfc4345efdea1da21&VaultGUID=A4A7DACD-B0DC-
4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0, accessed July 12, 2020.  


6  The Planning Commission approved the Flower Mart Project on July 18, 2019. 
7  San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2011.1300E, 


State Clearinghouse No. 2015022048, April 2016. 
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Case No. 2011.1300EIA: Permanent Off-Site Flower Market Project


Figure 2
Existing Site Plan


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture, 2020
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The modified project proposes to merge the four lots into a single lot and demolish the 5,800-square-foot 
modular office building, while retaining and reusing the three other existing buildings on the project site as the 
new Wholesale Flower Market (refer to Figure 3 through Figure 6). As shown in Table 1, the existing buildings 
would be expanded from 106,100 square feet to 125,000 square feet with the addition of a new mezzanine level 
and would continue to be used for production, distribution and repair (PDR) uses. The modified project would 
also construct a two-level 84,900-square-foot parking structure containing 150 parking spaces and 25 box truck 
loading spaces on the site of the existing modular office building and surface parking lot. A modified project  


Table 1 Original Project, Modified Project, and Modified Project Variant Summary 
 Existing 901 16th Street EIR Modified Project Modified Project Variant 


Building 
Area 


106,100 square feet 617,000 gross 
square feet 


125,000 square feet  125,000 square feet  


Building 
Use 


Office: 5,800 square feet 


Production, Distribution and Repair: 
100,300 square feet  


Residential: 395 
dwelling units 


Retail: 25,000 gross 
square feet 


Production, Distribution 
and Repair: 125,000 square 
feet 


Production, Distribution 
and Repair: 125,000 
square feet 


Buildings A modular office building at 901 
16th Street (5,800 square feet) 


A brick office building at 1200 17th 
Street (approximately 2,600 square 
feet) 


A warehouse structure at 1210 17th 
Street and 975 16th Street 
(approximately 42,700 square feet) 


An integrated warehouse structure 
at 1200/1100 17th Street 
(approximately 55,000 square feet) 


Two residential 
mixed use buildings 
totaling 
approximately 
617,000 gross 
square feet 


Would preserve the 
brick building 


Warehouse building 
totaling 125,000 square 
feet, including the existing 
brick office building and 
two integrated warehouse 
structures 


Warehouse building 
totaling 125,000 square 
feet, including the existing 
brick office building and 
two integrated warehouse 
structures 


Maximum 
Building 
Height 


60 feet, 3 inches 68 feet, 6 inches 60 feet, 3 inches 60 feet, 3 inches 


Parking 
Spaces 


83 388 150 180 


Parking 
Lot Area 


44,200 square feet n/a 84,900 square feet 102,000 square feet 


Loading 
Spaces 


10 1 4 tractor trailer and 25 box 
truck spaces1 


4 tractor trailer and 25 box 
truck spaces1 


Bicycle 
Spaces 


0 507 (455 class 1 and 
52 class 2) 


24 (10 class 1 and 14 
class 2 spaces) 


24 (10 class 1 and 14 
class 2 spaces) 


Lockers 0 0 24 (12 in the men’s locker 
room and 12 in the 
women’s locker room) 


24 (12 in the men’s locker 
room and 12 in the 
women’s locker room) 


Showers 0 0 4 (two in the men’s locker 
and two in the women’s 
locker room) 


4 (two in the men’s locker 
and two in the women’s 
locker room) 


NOTE: 
1 Only the ground level box truck spaces are for active loading. The upper level box truck spaces are parking spaces designated for box trucks. 


SOURCE: 901 16th St Manager, LLC, 2020 
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Case No. 2011.1300EIA: Permanent Off-Site Flower Market Project


Figure 3
Proposed Site Plan – Level 1


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture, 2020
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Figure 4
Proposed Site Plan – Level 2


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture, 2020
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Figure 6
Proposed Cross-Section


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture, 2020
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variant would expand the parking structure by 17,100 square feet to approximately 180 parking spaces (and 25 box truck 
spaces) (refer to Figure 7). There are no other differences between the modified project and the modified project variant. 
The modified project variant is required due to the project sponsor’s obligations under the Flower Mart Project 
development agreement, which was approved by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 2020 (see Board of Supervisors 
File No. 190682). Implementation of the modified project variant would be triggered by a request from the Wholesale Flower 
Market vendors. The development agreement does not provide a deadline by which that request must be made. 


As shown in Figure 3, level 1 of the reused warehouse buildings would contain vendor space, four tractor trailer-
sized loading spaces along Mississippi Street, men’s and women’s locker/shower rooms and restrooms, and an 
electrical transformer room. In addition, under the modified project and modified project variant, 10 class 1 
bicycle parking spaces would be provided on level 1 of the proposed parking structure, and 14 class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces would be provided on sidewalks adjacent to the project site.8 The modified project proposes to 
include sliding metal panels within the parking enclosure at the corner of 16th and Mississippi streets to allow 
for the occasional use of the parking structure for public programming, such as “pop-up” vendors. As shown in 
Figure 4, level 2 of the reused warehouse buildings would include a partial second level (mezzanine) and would 
contain vendor space and two mechanical platforms. The partial second level would open to the second level 
of the parking structure. 


In accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the roof of the reused warehouse buildings adjacent 
to 17th Street would contain solar panels. In addition, two new elevator overrides would extend approximately 
12 feet above the existing roof.  


1200 17TH STREET 


The brick office building at 1200 17th Street (historically known as the Pacific Rolling Mill Co. Office) has been 
determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to be eligible for the California Register of Historic 
Resources as an individual property under Criterion 1 (Event).9 The property is not located within the boundaries 
of a historic district.10 


The modified project proposes to renovate 1200 17th Street and reuse the building as part of the Wholesale 
Flower Market vendor space. The modified project would clean and retain the “Judson-Pacific Corporation” cast 
cement sign above the building entry, which was identified as a character-defining feature of the building.11 In 
addition, the modified project proposes to preserve and rehabilitate the distinctive materials, features, and 
finishes of the primary brick façade and the building’s steel-sash windows along the 17th Street façade.  


  


 
8  Per San Francisco Planning Code section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, class 1 bicycle parking facilities are 


spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and workday bicycle storage by 
dwelling unit residents, non-residential occupants, and employees. Class 2 spaces are bicycle racks located in publicly 
accessible, highly visible locations intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or 
use. Class 2 bicycle racks allow the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked to the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide 
support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components. The placement of the bicycle racks would comply 
with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s rack placement guidelines. 


9  San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 1200 17th Street, May 8, 2013 (Part II). 
10  Ibid. 
11  Ibid. 



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





Case No. 2011.1300EIA: Permanent Off-Site Flower Market Project


Figure 7
Variant - Level 2


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture, 2020
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Replacement of exterior materials, including repair and refurbishment of the windows, new signage, and new 
doors, would match the materials used during the building’s period of significance. (Although the building was 
constructed in 1926, the building’s period of significance is 1906 to 1928.) All rehabilitation would be undertaken 
in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 


The brick building is an unreinforced masonry structure and requires seismic strengthening. Seismic 
strengthening would consist of concrete shear walls on the structure’s interior, strengthening of the floors and 
roofs with plywood sheathing connected to the exterior walls with new metal brackets, and strengthening of the 
foundation. The geotechnical report determined that a slab-on-grade foundation would be appropriate for this 
building.12 


PARKING AND LOADING 


As shown in Table 1, the modified project would increase the number of parking spaces on the project site from 83 
to 150 by constructing a parking structure on the portion of the project site occupied by the existing modular office 
building and surface parking lot. The space allotted for parking would increase from the current 44,200-square-foot 
parking lot to 84,900 square feet with the modified project. The modified project variant would increase the 
number of parking spaces to 180 and the parking structure to 102,000 square feet. Six parking spaces, three on the 
first level of the parking structure and three on the second level (with one of the three sized for a van), would be 
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. These six parking spaces would be provided in approximately 
the same locations under the modified project and the modified project variant with the exception of the van-sized 
space which would be located on the first level under the modified project variant. 


The current site contains 10 loading spaces. The modified project and the modified project variant would 
increase the number of truck loading spaces to 11 van or short truck loading spaces on the first level of the two-
level parking structure, and four tractor trailer loading spaces within the reused warehouse along Mississippi 
Street. On the second level of the parking structure, 9 van or short truck and 5 large truck parking spaces would 
be provided under the modified project and modified project variant. Active loading would be limited to the 
south side on the first level of the parking structure and at the loading dock. 


BICYCLE PARKING, SHOWERS, AND LOCKER ROOMS 


The modified project and modified project variant would provide a total of 10 class 1 bicycle lockers on level 1 
of the parking structure (see “4” in Figure 3). Seven bicycle racks with a capacity to park up to 14 bicycles would 
be provided on the sidewalk adjacent to the project site along Mississippi and 17th streets (see “5” in Figure 3). 
In addition, the modified project would provide men’s and women’s shower and locker rooms, including 12 
lockers and two showers in each, under the mezzanine level in southeasterly warehouse building (see “1” and 
“2” in Figure 3).  


STREETSCAPE AND CIRCULATION 


The modified project proposes to remove on-street parking along Mississippi Street adjacent to and across the 
street from the project site. The modified project would reconfigure and reuse the existing curb cuts along 
Mississippi Street for access to the loading dock and the parking structure. On 16th Street, the modified project 


 
12  Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, San Francisco Flower Market, 901 16th Street, 


San Francisco, California, June 29, 2020. 
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would reconfigure an existing curb cut to allow access to the electrical transformer room, and would reuse a 
second existing curb cut on 16th Street to access to the garbage area in the parking structure. Approximately 43 
street trees would be planted on streets adjacent to the project site. The project sponsor is coordinating with the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Streetlight Services Division to develop a lighting and signage plan 
that would comply with Planning Code section 138.1. 


CONSTRUCTION 


SITE GRADING AND PREPARATION 


Construction of the modified project would require up to 6,500 cubic yards of excavation and up to 75,000 square 
feet of ground disturbance. The existing surface parking lot pavement, lighting, utilities, and modular office building 
would be demolished and removed. Following excavation of the project site in the parking lot area, the area would 
then be backfilled using on-site sandy fill as long as the fill is non-hazardous and free of organic material, contains 
no rocks or lumps larger than 3 inches, and has low to moderate potential for expansion.13 Underground utilities 
would then be connected. 


FOUNDATIONS 


The reused warehouse buildings would be supported on a combination of widened shallow foundations and a 
deep foundation consisting of drilled micropiles. To address anticipated seismic settlement, existing footings 
would be widened and tied together with grade beams, and micropiles would be installed to depths of 1 to 
67 feet below ground surface. The existing shallow-foundation footings that are 3 to 5 feet deep in fill would be 
widened and tied together with grade beams. Micropiles, which would be 6 to 12 inches in diameter, would be 
concrete- or grout-filled shafts with steel bars or pipes embedded in the concrete or grout. Micropiles would be 
drilled to bedrock (bedrock is at depths of 1 to 67 feet below ground surface). 


The parking structure would be supported by a shallow foundation with interconnecting grade beams over 
drilled displacement columns.14 The ground-floor slab would consist of either a concrete structural slab, slab-on-
grade, or flexible pavement. Drilled displacement columns would be installed with depths ranging from 15 to 67 
feet.  


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


Construction of the modified project would occur over approximately 17 months and would consist of one 
overall phase with six sub-phases: three for the parking structure and three for the existing warehouse building 
remodel. Construction is anticipated to begin in / December 2020 and end the May 2022. Construction would 
generally occur on weekdays from 7 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.; if weekend construction is required it would also generally 
occur between 7 a.m. and 3:30 p.m.  


 
13  Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, San Francisco Flower Market, 901 16th Street, 


San Francisco, California, June 29, 2020. 
14  Drilled displacement columns are constructed by drilling an auger into the ground to create a soil shaft that is filled with 


concrete or another material that remains in the shaft after the auger is withdrawn from the hole. These columns are typically 
20–24 inches in diameter. 
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For the parking structure, construction would begin with demolition and ground improvements for five months; 
installation of foundation and utilities would last three months; and construction of the columns, deck, and ramp 
would occur over approximately five months. Improvements to the warehouse buildings would begin with 
demolition and abatement lasting three months; structural improvements and alterations to the building 
envelope would occur over seven months; and tenant improvements would last six months. 


TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 


Because the modified project would result in 10,000 square feet or more of occupied space of a use other than 
residential, it would be required to comply with planning code section 169, Transportation Demand 
Management Program. Compliance with section 169 would require the project sponsor to develop a 
transportation demand management (TDM) plan describing the strategies the project sponsor would adopt to 
reduce single-occupancy driving to and from the project site; promote car-sharing; and promote the use of 
nearby transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities to access the project site. Compliance with the modified project 
and modified project variant’s TDM plan would be a condition of approval for the modified project or modified 
project variant and would be monitored by San Francisco Planning Department staff for the life of the project.15 


The project sponsor submitted a TDM plan application to the planning department in January 30, 2020, and has 
agreed to include bicycle parking, showers, and lockers onsite, as well as multimodal wayfinding signage.16 


MODIFIED PROJECT APPROVALS 


SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 
• Approval of a Large Project Authorization, with exceptions, under Planning Code section 329 for projects 


entailing the addition or new construction of more than 25,000 gross square feet.  


• Approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) to allow the construction of a public parking garage 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 843.41 and 303. 


• Adoption of findings of consistency with the San Francisco General Plan and priority policies of Planning 
Code section 101.1. 


• San Francisco General Plan referral for implementation of streetscape improvements. 


SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS 
• Approval of a permit to plant new street trees adjacent to the project site. 


• Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., curb cuts, bulbouts). 


• Approval of parcel merger map. 


• Approval of permits for streetscape occupancy during construction. 


 
15  San Francisco Planning Code section 169 requires that a property owner facilitate a site inspection by the planning department 


before issuance of a certificate of occupancy and document implementation of the applicable aspects of the TDM plan, 
maintain a TDM coordinator, allow for department inspections, and submit periodic compliance reports throughout the life 
of the project. 


16  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Demand Management Program Supplemental Application for a TDM Plan, 
901 16th Street, Block/Lot(s) 3949/001, 002 & 3950/001, January 30, 2020. 
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SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
• Approval of demolition permits for existing modular office building, grading/excavation permits, and 


site/building permits for new construction. 


• If any night construction work is proposed that would result in noise greater than 5 dBA above ambient noise 
levels, approval of a permit for nighttime construction is required. 


SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 
• Approval of the placement of bicycle racks on the sidewalks and of other sidewalk and streetscape 


improvements by the Sustainable Streets Division. 


• Approval of special traffic permits for temporary occupancy of streets and sidewalks during construction by 
the Sustainable Streets Division. 


• Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., bulbouts and sidewalk extensions). 


• Approval of designated color curbs as necessary for on-street freight or passenger loading, fire truck access, 
or other restricted parking for the benefit of Wholesale Flower Market tenants, operators, and customers. 


SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
• Approval of changes to connections to the sewer system, as necessary. 


• Approval of an erosion and sediment control plan per San Francisco Public Works Code article 4.1. 


• Approval of a post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control plan that 
complies with the city’s 2016 Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines. 


• Approval of any changes to existing publicly owned fire hydrants, water service laterals, water meters, and/or 
water mains, as necessary. 


• Approval of the size and location of any new fire, standard, irrigation, and/or recycled water service laterals, 
as necessary.  


SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
• Approval of a construction dust control plan per Health Code article 22B. 


• Approval of a site mitigation plan in compliance with article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. 


Project Setting 
901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project 


The project site is located in the lower Potrero Hill neighborhood on a 3.5-acre portion of the block bounded by 
16th Street to the north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the south and Missouri Street to the west. 
The westerly portion of the block is not part of the project site and contains existing residential (live/work), retail 
and industrial buildings.  


The site is bordered to the north by mixed-use residential buildings, to the west by a mix of commercial and 
residential buildings, to the south by an empty lot and a one-story commercial building, and to the east by the 
I-280 and commercial buildings. The project site is approximately 500 feet east of the Connecticut Street and 
17th Street stop of the 22 Muni line, approximately 1.3 miles east of the 16th Street Mission BART station, and 
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approximately 0.2 mile north of the I-280 off-ramp. An elevated segment of I-280 runs northeast of the project 
site. The Caltrain railroad tracks run parallel to and northeast of 7th Street and Pennsylvania Street beneath I-
280. 


Cumulative Development 


CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1)(A) defines cumulative projects as past, present, and probable future 
projects producing related or cumulative impacts. 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 CEQA analysis employs both the list-based and 
projections-based approaches to the cumulative impact analysis, depending on which approach best suits the 
resource topic being analyzed.  


The specific approach to the cumulative analysis is discussed in each topical subsection of this addendum. This 
includes projects that have an application on file with the department or have an identified funding source (for 
public projects). 


CEQA Approach 
San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.19(c)(1) states that a modified 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.” 
CEQA Guidelines section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis for a lead agency’s 
decision not to require a subsequent or supplemental EIR for a project that is already adequately covered in an 
existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be supported by substantial evidence 
that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR, as provided in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162, are not present. 


This addendum evaluates whether the potential environmental impacts of the modified project and modified 
project variant are addressed in the 901 16th Street EIR, which was certified on May 12, 2016.17 More specifically, 
this addendum evaluates whether the modified project would cause new significant impacts that were not 
identified in the 901 16th Street EIR; would result in significant impacts that would be substantially more severe 
than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR; and whether the modified project would require new mitigation 
measures to reduce significant impacts. This addendum also considers whether changes have occurred with 
respect to the circumstances of the modified project that would cause significant environmental impacts to 
which the project would contribute considerably, or whether new information has been put forward 


 
17  San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2011.1300E, 


State Clearinghouse No. 2015022048, April 2016. 
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demonstrating that the modified project would cause new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. 


The 901 16th Street EIR identified significant and unavoidable transportation impacts related to an unacceptable 
level of service at three study intersections: 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 
Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street.18 The 901 16th Street EIR also found that the original project 
would result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic impacts at four study intersections: 
Seventh Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street, 17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and 
Pennsylvania Street, and Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street.19 


This addendum evaluates the potential project-specific environmental impacts of the modified project 
described above and incorporates by reference information contained in the EIR. This addendum also 
documents the assessment and determination that the modified project is within the scope of the 901 16th 
Street EIR and no additional environmental review is required. The following project-specific studies were 
prepared, or reviews conducted, for the modified project to determine whether the project would result in any 
significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the 901 16th Street EIR: the Historic Resources 
Evaluation Response, a preliminary archeological review, a Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, a 
Transportation Technical Memorandum, noise technical analysis, air quality technical analysis, a geotechnical 
report, and a greenhouse gas (GHG) compliance checklist. 


Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
Cultural Resources 


901 16TH STREET EIR FINDINGS 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


One historic architectural resource was previously identified within the project site: the brick office building at 
1200 17th Street. San Francisco Planning Department staff determined that the building is eligible for listing in 
the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the Pacific Rolling Mill Co., and the period 
of significance is 1906–1928. It is also eligible under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a good example of a 
brick industrial building constructed after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire and one that embodies distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction, namely a timber-frame brick building constructed 
in the mid-1920s as the centerpiece of the mill. The period of significance under Criterion 3 is 1926. The brick 
office building retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance under this criterion.20 Character-defining 
features of the brick office building at 1200 17th Street are limited to the building’s exterior and include: 


• Height and massing, including the stepped parapet on the primary (south) façade; 


• Four exterior walls constructed of brick, including the decorative brickwork around the primary entrance on 
17th Street and the corbelling at the cornice level of the primary façade; 


 
18  Ibid. 
19  Ibid. 
20  VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting. Final Historic Resource Evaluation for 1200 17th Street/901 16th Street, San 


Francisco. December 4, 2014, pp. 38–43. 
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• The semi-regular pattern of punched window openings on the primary façade outfitted with multi-lite, steel 
industrial sashes with operable awning sashes; 


• The recessed entry vestibule on the primary façade; 


• The cement plaster sign that reads “Judson Pacific-Murphy Corporation;” and 


• A roof-mounted wood flagpole.21 


No other buildings or structures on the project site are considered historic architectural resources, and there is 
no historic district to which the extant buildings and structures on the project site contribute. 


The proposed rehabilitation of the brick office building analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR was found to be 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. A project that complies with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards is presumed to not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource. Therefore, the 901 16th Street EIR identified a less-than-significant impact on this historic 
architectural resource, and no mitigation measures were identified. 


The brick office building at 1200 17th Street is not located in or adjacent to any designated or potential historic 
district. One historical resource, the Bottom of the Hill at 1231 17th Street, is located approximately 100 feet 
southwest of the project site and across 17th Street. Because of the distance of this resource from the project 
site, the proposed rehabilitation of the brick office building would not directly or indirectly alter the character of 
the Bottom of the Hill during construction. Therefore, the 901 16th Street EIR identified less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts on historical resources. 


ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Impacts on archeological resources and human remains were addressed in Appendix A: Notice of Preparation 
and Community Plan Exemption Checklist of the 901 16th Street EIR, which incorporates the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR by reference. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure J-2 of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the 
San Francisco Planning Department conducted a preliminary archeological review of the project site.22 The 
review found that no previous archeological documentation exists, nor are there documented prehistoric 
archeological sites in the immediate vicinity of the project site.23 However, potential historic archeological sites 
dating back to the late 1700s are documented nearby in the Central Waterfront area and localized areas of the 
southern and western flanks of Potrero Hill.24 In addition, the review found that the project site may be sensitive 
for the potential presence of prehistoric resources because of the high density of sites north of Mission Bay in the 
SoMa area; the optimality of Potrero Point for such sites, given the locational characteristics of many Bay Area 
shellmound sites; and the abundance of important prehistoric biotic resources at the project site.25  


 
21  Ibid., pp. 46–47. This list postdates the list of character-defining features identified in the Historic Resource Evaluation 


Response for 1200 17th Street that was prepared by preservation staff on May 8, 2013 (Case No. 2011.1300E). 
22  Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, May 9, 


2013.  
23  Ibid. 
24  Ibid. 
25  Ibid. 
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The 901 16th Street Community Plan Exemption Checklist concluded that the potential exists for undocumented 
prehistoric and/or historic archeological sites to be uncovered during ground-disturbing activities and that 
significant impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Project 
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1. Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 requires an archeological testing program with 
follow-up as needed and appropriate handling of human remains. 


MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


This section is based on a review of the project sponsor’s architectural plans dated June 19, 2020,26 and a 
memorandum updating the 2014 Historical Resource Evaluation Response consistent with the modified 
project.27 Under the modified project, similar to the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR, the one 
historic architectural resource on the project site at 1200 17th Street would be rehabilitated in full compliance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  


Under the modified project, the brick office building at 1200 17th Street would function as an extension of the 
Wholesale Flower Market vendor space, thereby continuing the building’s commercial use and allowing 
preservation of the building in place. The modified project would retain the building’s character-defining 
features (listed above), which are limited to the exterior. All four existing exterior walls would be preserved, along 
with the building’s height, massing, and fenestration pattern. The modified project includes the preservation, 
repair, cleaning (e.g., graffiti removal), and/or in-kind replacement of distinctive materials, features, and finishes 
of the building, including the brick façade materials, cast cement sign, and steel-sash windows. No distinctive 
materials, features, finishes, or construction techniques would be removed. Some windows and doors in existing 
openings that are not visible from the public right-of-way on 17th Street (i.e., the north, east, and west façades) 
would be removed to create new interior openings. New exterior wall-mounted signage would be bolted at 
mortar joint locations and could be removed and repaired in the future without damaging the historic brick 
construction.  


Historically, the brick office building functioned as a freestanding office building for the industrial facility and was 
constructed of brick to differentiate it from the surrounding industrial buildings. Under the modified project, the 
brick building and the two large warehouses on the project site would remain in use, thereby maintaining the 
spatial relationships of the buildings and the industrial character of the project site. The only new construction 
would be a multilevel parking structure at the northeast corner of the project site, which would be approximately 
160 feet from the brick building at the closest point. If the parking structure were to be removed in the future, the 
historical resource at 1200 17th Street would remain surrounded by industrial buildings on its north, east, and 
west sides. 


The modified project would comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation; therefore, 
the modified project would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 
16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and 
would not require new mitigation measures. 


 
26  Jackson Liles Architecture, architectural drawing set for the San Francisco Wholesale Flower Market, revised June 19, 2020. 
27  San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response Update Memo regarding the Flower Mart 


permanent relocation site at 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street (2011.1300EIA), July 30, 2020. 
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ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Like the original project as analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR, the modified project would construct both a 
shallow and deep foundation consisting of spread footings, slab on grade, and micropiles. The modified project 
also would involve installation of micropiles up to 76 feet below ground surface.  


The preliminary archeological review prepared for the modified project indicates the project site has a high 
potential for prehistoric resources to be present, and moderate potential for historic resources to be present.28 
Thus, the review recommends archeological testing and monitoring during construction to avoid adversely 
affecting archeological resources, including prehistoric resources. Therefore, potentially significant impacts would 
be reduced through implementation of the San Francisco Planning Department’s archeological mitigation 
measure for testing. This mitigation measure, referred to in the 901 16th Street Community Plan Exemption 
Checklist as Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-1, is identified here as Mitigation Measure CR-1, and would reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. It should be noted that this mitigation measure is 
revised from the version in the 901 16th Street Community Plan Exemption Checklist based on changes in the San 
Francisco Planning Department methodology for archeological testing. The mitigation measure, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1, supersedes Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 in the 901 16th Street Community Plan Exemption 
Checklist. 


Mitigation Measure CR‐1: Archeological Testing 


Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site 
in locations determined to have moderate or high archeological sensitivity, the following measures shall 
be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or 
submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological 
consultant from the San Francisco rotational Department Qualified Archeological Consultants List 
maintained by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the 
department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological 
consultants on the list. 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 City’s appointed project 
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 review officer, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four 
weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a) 
and (c). 


Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site29 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group 


 
28  Kari Lentz and Sally Morgan, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 


July 30, 2020. 
29  The term archeological site is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of 


burial. 
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an appropriate representative30 of the descendant group and the review officer 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 review officer 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 review officer 
for review and approval an archeological testing plan. The archeological testing program shall be 
conducted in accordance with the approved archeological testing plan. The archeological testing plan 
shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the 
extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether 
any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 


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


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


B. A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the review officer 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 review officer 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: 


• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and review officer shall meet and consult on the 
scope of the archeological monitoring plan reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The review officer 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;  


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


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


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


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


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


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


The scope of the archeological data recovery plan shall include the following elements: 


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


• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 


• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies.  
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• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive program during the 
course of the archeological data recovery program. 


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


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


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


Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply 
with applicable state and federal laws, including immediate notification of the Office of the Chief 
Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the medical examiner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (Public Resources 
Code section 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon discovery of human remains. 
The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and a most likely descendant shall have up to but 
not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the 
treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity 
(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[d]). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human 
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing state regulations or in this 
mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of a most 
likely descendant. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human 
remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the 
human remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made 
or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached, 
state regulations shall be followed including the reburial of the human remains and associated burial 
objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). 


Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
testing/monitoring/recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.  


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


In summary, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1, the modified project would not result in any 
impacts related to archeological resources greater than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. Moreover, the 
modified project would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 
901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and 
would not require new mitigation measures. 


MODIFIED PROJECT VARIANT IMPACTS 


HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


The modified project variant would have the same less-than-significant impact on the historic architectural 
resource at 1200 17th Street as the modified project. 


ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Like the modified project, the modified project variant would have a potentially significant impact on 
archeological resources and human remains that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1. 


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


As stated in the 901 16th Street EIR, the original project was determined to not contribute to cumulative impacts 
on historical resources in the vicinity (namely the Bottom of the Hill at 1231 17th Street). Because the modified 
project and modified project variant would similarly not affect the significance of the Bottom of the Hill, the 
cumulative impact on historical resources would be less than significant.  


Generally, the area for cumulative analysis of archeological resources is the project site where excavation would 
occur. No other projects would overlap with construction activities at the project site, nor are there any known 
archeological resources on the project site that extend beyond the boundaries of the project site and could be 
affected by nearby development. Therefore, impacts of the modified project or modified project variant could 
not combine with other reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to result in a significant 
cumulative impact on archeological resources or human remains. 


Transportation and Circulation  


The discussion of Transportation and Circulation impacts provided below is based on the 901 16th Street 
Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study prepared in September 
2020 and provided in Appendix TRA.31  


901 16TH STREET EIR FINDINGS 


The 901 16th Street EIR identified significant level of service (LOS), also known as automobile delay, impacts at 
the following four intersections: 


 
31  Adavant Consulting, 901 16th Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study, 


September 16, 2020. 
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• 7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street; 


• 17th Street and Mississippi Street; 


• Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania Street; and 


• Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street. 


Two mitigation measures (M-TR-2a and M-TR-2b) were identified to improve LOS at two of the intersections 
where significant impacts were identified (17th Street and Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 
Street); no feasible mitigation measures were identified to address impacts at the remaining two intersections 
where significant impacts would occur (7th Street/16th Street/Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street and Mississippi 
Street). Due to uncertainty regarding funding of the improvements included in the two proposed mitigations 
measures, and the lack of feasible mitigation for the other two intersections, significant and unavoidable impacts 
were identified for all four intersections where significant LOS impacts were identified. Subsequent to the 901 
16th Street EIR certification, CEQA was amended to prevent lead agencies from considering intersection LOS in 
its determination of impacts. Additionally, the planning department adopted the use of vehicles miles traveled 
(VMT) in its determination of impacts, which was not analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR. Therefore, this 
addendum does not discuss automobile delay impacts, but assesses VMT impacts, below. 


The 901 16th Street EIR also identified Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c: Implement a Transportation Demand 
Management Plan to reduce overall travel demand generated by the original project.32  


The 901 16th Street EIR identified less-than-significant impacts with respect to local and regional transit, 
conditions for people walking and bicycling, loading and goods movement, and parking. Subsequent to the EIR 
certification, the department removed transit capacity from the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Environmental Review (2019 guidelines). This is consistent with state guidance regarding not treating the 
addition of new transit users as an adverse impact and to reflect funding sources for and policies that encourage 
additional ridership. Therefore, while the EIR analyzed impacts related to transit capacity, that criterion is no 
longer relevant.33 


MODIFIED PROJECT AND MODIFIED PROJECT VARIANT TRAVEL DEMAND METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS  


For purposes of the analysis, it was assumed that the travel demand for the modified project and modified 
project variant would be similar to the demand at the existing Wholesale Flower Market site, located at the corner 
of Sixth and Brannan streets, with one exception. The mode of travel and origin/destination of the employees 
are adjusted to represent actual transit service and other transportation conditions (e.g., parking supply and 
utilization) available at the project site, which are different from the existing Wholesale Flower Market site. Mode 
of travel and trip distribution information for employees at the project site are obtained from the department’s 
2019 guidelines. 


 
32  The modified project would be required to comply with the City’s TDM Ordinance and, therefore, the Mitigation Measure M-


TR-3c identified in the 901 16th Street EIR is not required. 
33  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes 


Memorandum, February 14, 2019, last updated in October 2019. 
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The transportation analysis for the 901 16th Street EIR assumed person and vehicle travel demand credits to 
account for existing land uses operating at the project site at that time. Cor-o-van, a moving and storage 
company, used the existing warehouses and modular office building at the site, and employed approximately 50 
people between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday. In addition, the University of California, 
San Francisco (UCSF) leased a section of the western warehouse building for storage. The surface parking lot was 
used by Cor-o-van trucks and vans, and to access the UCSF warehouse. Cor-o-van and UCSF employee vehicles 
and moving trucks accessed the project site from the west side of Mississippi Street (access to the loading docks 
and parking lot), the south side of 16th Street (access to the parking lot), and the north side of 17th Street (access 
to the warehouse). 


Table TR-1 provides the net change in vehicle travel demand generated by the modified project and modified 
project variant, taking into account the existing travel demand at the project site. The travel demand credits were 
based on actual observations of arriving and departing individuals and vehicles collected at the existing project 
site on August 2, 2012. As shown in the table, the number of net new vehicles generated by the modified project 
and modified project variant would be 1,849 per day, 173 during the a.m. peak hour, and two during the p.m. 
peak hour. Table TR-1 also shows that the modified project and modified project variant would generate fewer 
truck trips than the previously existing uses during both the a.m. and the p.m. peak hours. 


Table TR-1 Modified Project and Modified Project Variant Vehicle Trip Generation Estimate 


Vehicle Type 


Number of Vehicles 


Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


In Out Total In Out Total 


Existing 1 
Autos, pickups, vans 92 17 2 19 2 10 12 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 60 1 11 12 3 5 8 


Total 152 18 13 31 5 15 20 


Modified Project/Variant 


Autos, pickups, vans 1,930 111 91 202 11 6 17 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 71 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total 2,001 112 92 204 12 6 18 


Net Change in Travel Demand 


Autos, pickups, vans 1,838 94 89 183 9 -4 5 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 11 0 -10 -10 -2 -5 -7 


Total 1,849 94 79 173 7 -9 -2 


NOTE: 


1 Based on data collected for the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016; Data 


collected on August 2, 2012 


SOURCE: DKS Associates, Inc., 901 16th Street/1200 17th Street Potrero Partners, LLC Mixed‐Use Project Transportation Impact 


Study, March 2015; Adavant Consulting, 901 16th Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study – Case 


No. 2011.1300ENV, Memorandum to the San Francisco Planning Department, August 14, 2020. 
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COMPARISON TO 901 16TH STREET EIR 


Table TR-2 provides the estimated number of a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, and total daily vehicle trips for two 
vehicle category types: vehicles, pickup-trucks, and vans; and box trucks and tractor-trailers. Since the 901 16th 
Street EIR does not estimate the number of trips generated during a.m. peak hour, they are calculated in the 
addendum based on the 901 16th Street EIR’s Transportation Impact Study in order to compare the number of 
trips generated by the modified project and modified project variant to those generated by the original project 
analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR. As shown in TR-2, the number of total vehicles generated by the modified 
project and modified project variant would be substantially less than those estimated in the 901 16th Street EIR, 
particularly for daily and p.m. peak hour conditions, with over 50 percent reductions. Conversely, the number of 
trucks generated by the modified project and modified project variant would be approximately 80 percent higher 
on a daily basis than those generated by the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


Table TR-2 Modified Project, Modified Project Variant, and 901 16th Street EIR Vehicle Trip 
Generation Estimate Comparison  


Vehicle Type 


Number of Vehicles 


Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


In Out Total In Out Total 


901 16th Street EIR Project 1 
Autos, pickups, vans 4,342 118 133 251 291 242 533 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 40       


Total 4,382 118 133 251 291 242 533 


Modified Project/Variant 


Autos, pickups, vans 1,930 111 91 202 11 6 17 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 71 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total 2,001 112 92 204 12 6 18 


Difference 


Autos, pickups, vans -2,412 -7 -42 -49 -280 -236 -516 


Box trucks and tractor-trailers 31 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total -2,381 -6 -41 -47 -279 -236 -515 


NOTE: 


1 Daily and p.m. peak hour volumes are from 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E; Tables IV.A-7, 


Tables IV.A-8, and Tables IV.A-9. Estimates of the a.m. peak hour trips were performed specifically for this study, and are included in Appendix 


TRA. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting, 901 16th Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study – Case No. 


2011.1300ENV, Memorandum to the San Francisco Planning Department, August 14, 2020. 


 


MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS 


CONSTRUCTION 


The modified project would be constructed in six phases over approximately 17 months (December 2020 to May 
2022). Construction would generally occur on weekdays from 7 a.m. until 3:30 p.m.; if weekend construction is 
required it would also generally occur between 7 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. During the construction period, the number 
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of construction trucks traveling to and from the site would vary depending on the phase and the type of 
construction activity. The peak number of construction trucks would occur during the foundation and below-
grade construction phase (January 2021 through August 2021), with a daily peak demand of 67 trucks, and an 
average demand of six trucks per day. The maximum number of construction workers on site would also occur 
during the same phase with a daily peak demand of 125 workers, and an average demand of 74 workers per day. 


Mariposa, Owens, Mississippi, 16th and 17th streets would be used to access the site, and access into the 
construction site would be from Mississippi Street During project construction there would be additional 
construction trucks on Mississippi, 16th and 17th streets, all of which are designated bicycle routes; however, 
bicycle lanes are provided, and construction trucks would not substantially affect bicycle travel, except when 
entering the site. Construction staging and delivery activities would generally occur on-site, but off-site staging 
would occur as needed to support parking structure construction; materials and equipment would not be staged 
on sidewalks. Loading and unloading of materials could occur on 16th, 17th, and Mississippi streets, outside of 
the bicycle lanes. 


Temporary full closure of travel lanes, parking lanes, or sidewalks is not anticipated, except during the 
reconfiguration of Mississippi Street, which could last up to three weeks. Partial lane and sidewalk closures 
would be required for curb, gutter, and sidewalk replacement and other planned off-site improvements. People 
walking would be directed to cross to the other side of the street. No bus stops are located adjacent to the project 
site. Any temporary traffic lane, bicycle lane, parking lane, or sidewalk closures would be required to be 
coordinated with City agencies to lessen the effects of the construction-related activities. 


The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in 
San Francisco Streets (the Blue Book), including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet 
with San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) staff to determine if any special traffic permits 
would be required. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for 
complying with all city, state, and federal codes rules and regulations. The project sponsor would be responsible 
for reimbursing the SFMTA for any temporary striping and signage during project construction. 


The 901 16th Street EIR did not identify any significant transportation and circulation impacts related to 
construction and did not require any mitigation measures. The 901 16th Street EIR included Improvement 
Measure I-TR-8 Construction Management to develop and implement a construction management plan that 
minimizes overall construction-related disruptions and ensures that overall circulation in the project vicinity is 
maintained, to the greatest extent possible. However, compliance with special permits required by the SFMTA 
and the Blue Book would be sufficient to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, construction 
of the modified project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving 
or riding transit; interfere with emergency access; interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or 
substantially delay transit. As such, the modified project would not result in significant construction-related 
impacts related to people walking, bicycling, driving, or taking public transit, and the modified project’s impacts 
related to construction would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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OPERATION 


POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS 


The modified project would include the following changes to the street network outside of the project site: 


• Improvements to the sidewalk adjacent to the project site, including reconstructed sidewalks. Adjacent to 
the project site, 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 17th Street sidewalk widths would retain their existing 
widths of 10, 15, and 10 feet, respectively.  


• Reconfiguration of the existing curb cuts along Mississippi Street for access to the loading dock and the 
parking structure. 


• Reconfiguration of an existing curb cut on 16th Street to allow access to the electrical transformer room; 
reusing an adjacent second existing curb cut to access to the garbage/recycling/compost area in the parking 
structure; and elimination of a third existing curb cut. 


• Elimination of three existing curb cuts on 17th Street, a designated bicycle route. 


• New lane configuration on the portion of Mississippi Street adjacent to the project site in order to provide a 
two-way center turn lane to facilitate large truck access into and out of the loading dock. 


• Safety upgrades to the existing bicycle lanes on Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets. The bicycle 
lanes would be widened to 7 feet and protected from the adjacent parallel traffic lane by a 2-foot wide raised 
buffer. 


• Elimination of existing parallel parking on both sides of Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets 
(approximately 26 spaces). 


The modified project would include multiple vehicle access points to the site on Mississippi and 16th streets; 
however, the modified project would reduce the total amount of curb dedicated to driveways and curb cuts. 
Overall, the length of curb cut would have a net reduction of 71 linear feet. Inbound and outbound turning 
maneuvers for tractor-trailer trucks accessing the loading dock and large box trucks accessing the parking 
structure are shown in Appendix TRA. 


The modified project includes implementation of a driveway and loading operations plan (DLOP), including a 
queue abatement operations plan, to properly accommodate and manage commercial freight 
loading/unloading activities. Among other measures, the DLOP would include operational and physical 
measures related to a queue abatement operations plan and provisions to manage loading activities and 
driveway operations, including on- and off-street loading activities and provision for management of large truck 
access and trash, recycling, compost collection operations. 


WALKING AND BICYCLING 


The street network changes would enhance the environment and safety for people walking adjacent to the 
project site on 16th, 17th, and Mississippi streets, and people bicycling along Mississippi Street. The design of 
the street network changes would generally be consistent with the Better Streets Plan, with the exception of the 
minimum sidewalk widths on 16th and 17th streets due to space limitations. The modified project would 
maintain all the existing buildings, except for the modular office, all of which are built to the property line, 
preventing any setbacks. Similarly, competing infrastructure needs on the roadway, including the provision of 
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transit-only lanes and bicycle lanes, precludes the existing sidewalks on 16th or 17th streets from being widened. 
The existing number of people walking in the area is relatively low (about 100 to 200 pedestrians during the peak 
hour), and the modified project would generate a minimal number of pedestrians (about 20 person trips during 
the a.m. peak hour and none during the p.m. peak hour). Thus, maintaining the current sidewalk widths on 16th 
and 17th streets would not create potentially hazardous conditions. Moreover, all street network changes would 
undergo review by SFMTA’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), the fire department, and other city 
agencies. 


The modified elimination of existing curb cuts and the reconstruction of the existing sidewalks, including the 
planting of approximately 43 trees, would enhance the walking network adjacent to the project site. In addition, 
widening existing bike lanes on Mississippi Street to 6.5 feet and the provision of a raised 2-foot-wide buffer 
between moving vehicles and the bike lanes would provide for safer movement of people biking on Mississippi 
Street. 


Pedestrian access to the Wholesale Flower Market would be on Mississippi Street, between the parking structure 
driveway and the loading dock, and on 17th Street, west of Texas Street. A service/employee entrance would be 
included next to the loading dock. The parking structure driveway would have an audible and/or visual warning 
system for people walking as autos, vans and trucks exit onto Mississippi Street. The adjacent four-large truck 
space loading dock would be managed by an attendant to facilitate inbound and outbound operations.  


The project site would be most active during the early morning hours, as vendors, badge holders, and customers 
arrive and depart the Wholesale Flower Market (typically 4 a.m. to noon). Most of the truck activities at the 
loading dock would generally occur before 6 a.m., and all trucks typically depart by 9 a.m. In general, there is 
minimal to no activity at the Wholesale Flower Market after 3 p.m. The expected number of truck trips generated 
by the modified project during the peak hour of the morning (7 to 9 a.m.) or the evening (4 to 6 p.m.) commute 
period would be less than the truck trips generated by the uses on the project site in August 2012. 


Therefore, the truck maneuvering activities at the loading dock would not typically overlap with people walking 
during the daytime on Mississippi Street. Peak activity at the Wholesale Flower Market using the parking structure 
driveway would partially overlap with people walking during the a.m. peak period (7 to 9 a.m.) but not with the 
p.m. peak period (4 to 6 p.m.). Furthermore, the modified project and modified project variant would generate 
less truck activity than the August 2012 uses during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, and people walking in the 
vicinity of the project site would be exposed to fewer curb cuts and vehicles crossing the sidewalk adjacent to 
the project site. 


Because most of the truck maneuvering activities would occur before 6 a.m., vans, trucks, and other commercial 
vehicles accessing the parking structure would enter and exit the facility, an audible and/or visual warning 
system would be installed at the parking structure driveway, and an attendant would be onsite to manage off-
street loading spaces and driveway operations. Therefore, operation of the Wholesale Flower Market operations 
would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking. 


The modified project would enhance bicycling conditions on Mississippi Street. The conversion of the existing 
bicycle lanes into wider protected bikeways in both directions on the segment of Mississippi Street between 16th 
and 17th streets would improve bicycle safety by providing greater separation from parallel moving vehicles 
compared to existing conditions. The two existing driveways on the west side of Mississippi Street would be 
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reconfigured in order to provide access to the loading dock and the parking structure. Under the modified 
project, loading dock activity would typically occur early in the day (generally before 6 a.m.) and the total number 
of trucks crossing the southbound bike lane during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour would decrease compared to 
existing conditions. As previously noted, the modified project would implement a DLOP, which would include 
operational and physical measures manage on- and off-street loading activities in front of the project site on 
16th, Mississippi, and 17th streets.  


Therefore, for the reasons described above, the modified project would not create potentially hazardous 
conditions for people walking or bicycling. 


DRIVING AND PUBLIC TRANSIT OPERATIONS 


The modified project’s modification of Mississippi Street would accommodate various vehicle types, including 
trucks and buses, and the modified project have undergone initial review by SFMTA. Final design would be 
subject to approval by SFMTA, public works, and the fire department to ensure the streets are consistent with 
City policies and design standards, including the Better Streets Plan, and do not result in traffic hazards for 
people driving or public transit operators. As shown in Table TR-1, the modified project would add additional 
vehicles onto adjacent streets during the morning peak hours (a net increase of 173 during the a.m. peak hour) 
while decreasing the number of vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour as compared to previously existing 
conditions; however, increases in vehicles using the roadway are not considered driving hazards. 


There are no local or regional bus routes traveling on Mississippi or 17th streets adjacent to the project site. 
Muni’s 55 16th Street operates on 15-minute headways both directions on 16th Street, which includes a 
westbound exclusive bus/taxi only lane near the project site; UCSF and Mission Bay Transportation Management 
Association (TMA) shuttle buses also operate on this segment of 16th Street. No public transit stops are located 
adjacent to the project site. 


An existing curb cut on 16th Street would be reconfigured to allow access to the electrical transformer room; a 
second existing curb cut on 16th Street would be reduce and reused to access to the trash/recycling/compost 
area in the parking structure; and a third existing curb cut on 16th Street would be eliminated. Vehicular access 
to the transformer room would be sporadic. Access to the garbage, recycling and compost area would generally 
occur between 4 and 6 a.m. The modified project’s DLOP would include provisions for management of trash, 
recycling, compost collection operations, such as exiting trucks actively guided by a driveway attendant, so that 
these activities not interfere with vehicular or public transit operations, or create potentially hazardous 
conditions. 


With the proposed lane reconfiguration on Mississippi Street, the existing on-street parking on both sides of 
Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets (26 spaces) would be removed to provide wider bicycle lanes 
and a raised concrete barrier and facilitate truck turning movements into and out of the loading dock and the 
parking structure. This reconfigured street would be designed to City standards and would not create potentially 
hazardous conditions for people driving on Mississippi Street. As previously noted, the modified project’s DLOP 
would include provisions to manage on- and off-street loading activities in front of the project site on 16th, 
Mississippi, and 17th streets. 
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The 901 16th Street EIR analyzed impacts to people walking or bicycling, and concluded that the original project 
design would not result in traffic hazards for people driving or transit operations. Therefore, no mitigation 
measures were identified. However, the 901 16th Street EIR did include Improvement Measure I-TR-5a On-site 
Bicycle Safety Strategies and I-TR-5b On-Street Bicycle Safety Strategies to address potential conflicts between 
people bicycling and vehicles accessing the project site. These two improvement strategies are no longer 
applicable to the modified project given the different land uses and proposed street network changes, including 
reconfiguration of Mississippi Street and the implementation of physically separated bicycle lanes, the 
installation of an audible and/or visual warning system at the parking structure driveway, and provision of an on-
site attendant to manage off-street loading spaces and driveway operations. Therefore, the modified project 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 
bicycling, driving, or taking public transit, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the modified 
project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th 
Street EIR related to hazardous conditions. 


GENERAL ACCESSIBILITY AND EMERGENCY ACCESS 


WALKING AND BICYCLING 


The proposed elimination of existing curb cuts and the reconstruction of existing sidewalks would enhance the 
pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. The existing striped bicycle lanes on Mississippi Street would be 
converted into green protected widened bikeways in both directions on the segment of Mississippi Street 
between 16th and 17th streets, and on-street parking on both sides of the street would be removed, enhancing 
accessibility as compared to existing conditions. The modified project would include 10 class 1 bicycle parking 
spaces located within the parking structure at ground level. and the modified project would include 14 class 2 
bicycle parking spaces at two bicycle storage areas on the adjacent sidewalks at Mississippi and 17th streets, 
near the main pedestrian entrances for use by vendors, badge holders, employees, and customers.  


EMERGENCY ACCESS 


The modified project would not introduce any design features or street network changes that would change 
emergency vehicle travel adjacent to the project site. As such, emergency access routes to the project site would 
be unchanged. The reconfiguration of the bicycle lanes, elimination of on-street parking, and provision of a two-
way center turn lane on Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets would reduce the width of the two 
vehicle travel lanes from 12 to 11 feet, without affecting the maneuverability for emergency vehicles.  


Impacts on accessibility, people walking and bicycling, or emergency access were not specifically addressed in 
the 901 16th Street EIR. However, for the reasons described above, operation of the modified project would result 
in less-than-significant impacts related to people walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining 
areas, as well as emergency access; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. As such, the modified project 
would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR 
related to people walking and bicycling, general accessibility, and emergency access to the project site.  


TRANSIT 


As shown in Table TR-1, the modified project would generate a net increase of 94 inbound and 79 outbound 
vehicle trips (a total of 173 vehicle trips) during the a.m. peak hour. During the p.m. peak hour, the modified 
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project would generate a net increase of seven inbound vehicle trips and a net decrease of nine outbound vehicle 
trips (a total net decrease of two vehicle trips). The 173 net-new a.m. peak hour vehicle trips generated by the 
modified project would be less than the 300 total peak-hour project vehicle trips identified by the department 
as the number of vehicle trips that could cause delays to transit and exceed the 4-minute threshold of 
significance. Therefore, the modified project would not result in a significant impact related to transit delay. 


The main access/egress driveways serving the Wholesale Flower Market would be on Mississippi Street, while 
access to the electrical transformer room and the trash/recycling/compost area, would be on 16th Street. There 
are no local or regional bus routes traveling on Mississippi Street adjacent to the project site, while Muni’s 55 16th 
Street, UCSF shuttle buses, and buses operated by the Mission Bay TMA operate on 16th Street. The modified 
project is designed to accommodate truck turns into and out of the trash/recycling/compost area without 
interfering with transit operations on 16th Street. The modified project and modified project variant’s DLOP 
includes provisions for properly managing trash/recycling/compost collection operations. 


In addition, the modified project would include sufficient on-site vehicle parking to accommodate the expected 
demand for parking by vendors, badge holders, and customers, as well as for vans and short trucks. The DLOP 
would include measures to manage loading operations and space occupancy by large box trucks, and tractor 
trailer trucks at the loading dock, and therefore would not result in double parking or substantially delay transit 
operations on 16th Street. The modified project does not include on-site vehicular parking for employees. 
Therefore, the majority of the employee vehicle trips generated by the modified project (18 during the weekday 
a.m. peak hour, and none during the p.m. peak hour) would seek parking in off-street facilities or would park on 
the street. This would eliminate potential transit delay caused by employee vehicles queued at entrances to the 
parking structure. 


The 901 16th Street EIR assessed impacts of the original project on Muni transit capacity utilization, and whether 
the original project would affect transit operations in terms of transit delay or operating costs within the project 
vicinity, and these impacts were determined to be less than significant. No mitigation measures were required. 
The planning department no longer considers transit capacity utilization impacts, but rather whether 
implementation of a project would increase transit travel times and substantially delay transit or create 
potentially hazardous conditions for transit operations. For the reasons described above, operation of the 
modified project would not substantially delay transit, and the modified project and modified project variant’s 
impacts related to transit would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the 
modified project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts related to transit than those 
identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ASSESSMENT 


The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone (TAZ) in which the project site is 
located (i.e., TAZ 651) is below the existing regional average daily VMT. Specifically, for the PDR use,34 the average 
daily work-related VMT per employee is 12.4, which is about 35 percent below the existing regional average daily 
work-related VMT per employee of 19.1. Thus, the project site is within an area of the city where the existing VMT 
per employee is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT thresholds, and would meet the City’s map-based 


 
34  PDR uses are assumed to generate similar VMT as office uses. 
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screening for PDR projects. As such, the modified project and modified project variant’s land uses would not 
generate a substantial increase in employee VMT. In addition, the project site meets the proximity to transit 
stations screening criterion, which also indicates that the proposed uses would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. Finally, the modified project would relocate an existing use of similar size from its current location in the 
SoMa neighborhood in San Francisco, less than a mile away from the modified project site. As such, the modified 
project would not result in a substantial increase in VMT. 


The modified project would include features that would alter the transportation network. These features include 
reconstructed sidewalks, elimination of existing on-street vehicular parking, closures and/or relocation of 
driveways, and enhancement of existing bicycle lanes. These features fit within the general types of projects that 
would not substantially induce automobile travel.  


The 901 16th Street EIR did not analyze impacts related to VMT or substantially inducing automobile travel. 
However, the modified project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to VMT and induced 
automobile travel, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, the modified project would not result in 
any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


LOADING 


COMMERCIAL VEHICLE LOADING 


The modified project includes four on-site large truck loading spaces with direct access to Mississippi Street. 
Inside the parking structure, the modified project would also provide five box truck loading spaces, 11 van or 
short truck loading or parking spaces on the first level of the parking structure, 9 van or short truck parking spaces 
on the second level of the parking structure, 144 standard automobile/pickup parking spaces, and six Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) parking spaces. Freight loading demand consists of the estimated number of 
project delivery, service, and passenger vehicle trips. Badge holder and general public parking and commercial 
vehicle loading data is based on data obtained at the existing Wholesale Flower Market site and on the adjacent 
on-street spaces, which was collected as part of the environmental clearance for the Flower Mart Project at 610-
698 Brannan Street. The employee parking demand data is based on mode of travel and vehicle occupancy data 
for the project site, obtained from the 2019 guidelines. As detailed in Appendix TRA, the total peak hour 
commercial loading demand was calculated to be 145 smaller freight vehicles (pickups, vans and short trucks), 
plus five box truck and three tractor-trailer truck spaces. Based on the supply described above, the modified 
project and modified project variant’s commercial loading demand would be accommodated within the parking 
structure and loading dock. 


PASSENGER LOADING 


The modified project includes a passenger loading zone on 17th Street in front of the pedestrian entrance with 
capacity for one vehicle (approximately 25 feet long). This loading zone would be available during Wholesale 
Flower Market business hours. As noted above, the modified project would also include a DLOP with provision 
for the accommodation and management of passenger loading/unloading activities at the passenger zone.  


As detailed in Appendix TRA, the passenger loading demand for passengers dropped off or picked up by private 
vehicles, taxis, or transportation network companies (TNCs) (e.g., Uber, Lyft), was estimated at no more than one 
space during the peak minute of the a.m. peak hour. This demand would be accommodated by the one 
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passenger loading space to be provided on 17th Street, without the need for double-parking within travel lanes 
or bicycle facilities.  


The 901 16th Street EIR did not analyze impacts related to freight loading and did not require any mitigation 
measures. The 901 16th Street EIR included Improvement Measure I-TR-6, Off-street Loading Management, to 
reduce potential conflicts between people walking or bicycling and commercial vehicles accessing the project 
site. Improvement Measure I-TR-6 included identifying a loading coordinator, coordination of residential move-
in, move-out activities, scheduling of large vehicle loading deliveries, and discouraging double parking of 
commercial vehicles. Most of the loading management strategies identified in the 901 16th Street EIR are no 
longer applicable given the different nature of the modified project; however, similar measures to minimize 
conflicts between loading operations and adjacent vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle travel have been 
incorporated into the modified project and modified project variant’s DLOP (e.g., operational and physical 
measures related to a queue abatement operations plan and provisions to manage loading activities and 
driveway operations, including on- and off-street loading activities). Therefore, the modified project would not 
result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR related to 
commercial and passenger loading.  


MODIFIED PROJECT VARIANT IMPACTS 


The only physical differences between the modified project and the modified project variant related to the 
transportation analysis are: 


• The modified project variant would provide two fewer standard and 32 additional compact 
automobile/pickup spaces inside the parking structure.  


• The modified project variant assumes that approximately 30 employees would park onsite. Given the 
additional parking supply provided at the parking structure under the modified project variant, about a third 
of the employees expected to drive to the Wholesale Flower Market are assumed to park at the site, resulting 
in a similar parking surplus as under the modified project. As a result, fewer vehicle drivers would seek 
parking at other off-street facilities or on the street under the modified project variant. 


These physical differences would not result in any changes to the impact determinations described above for 
the modified project. Therefore, the modified project variant would have the same less-than-significant 
construction and operational transportation impacts as the modified project. As such the modified project 
variant would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th 
Street EIR related to transportation and circulation. 


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


The transportation cumulative impact analysis for the modified project and modified project variant assesses 
the long-term impacts of the modified project and modified project variant in combination with other reasonably 
foreseeable projects. The following summarizes future year modeling and reasonably foreseeable projects 
relevant to transportation topics. 


The cumulative transportation impact analysis in the 2016 FEIR for the 901 16th Street mixed-use project was 
conducted for future year 2025 conditions, and included land use growth analyzed within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plans FEIR, the Mission Bay Area South Redevelopment Plan/UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center 
Campus Plan, 1000 16th Street project, and transportation projects including Muni Forward, Bicycle Plan, Muni 
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Mission Bay Loop, street network changes associated with the Mission Bay, the Mission Bay Loop, and the 
Caltrain Electrification and High Speed Rail projects. 


The cumulative impact analysis for the modified project and modified project variant assesses future year 2040 
conditions. The 2040 cumulative conditions analysis incorporates data and forecasts from the City’s SF-CHAMP 
travel demand model outputs in the analysis of VMT impacts. The model is an activity-based travel demand 
model that the transportation authority calibrates to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco, 
accounting for assumptions regarding cumulative infrastructure projects and population growth. 


The cumulative conditions analysis for transportation topics other than VMT uses a list-based approach. The 
geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts generally includes the sidewalks and 
roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network within 0.5 mile of the project 
site. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the modified project or 
the modified project variant would affect the transportation network in conjunction with overall citywide growth 
and other cumulative projects. 


Development projects considered for the modified project and modified project variant cumulative analysis 
include 1450 Owens Street, Golden State Warriors Hotel, UCSF Block 34 and SFUSD Block 14. A number of 
projects near the project site that were considered within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans have been 
completed (e.g., 1000 16th Street), are currently under construction (1301 16th Street, 188 Hooper Street, 552 
Berry Street/One De Haro Street), or planned such as the Blu Dot furniture store at 99 Mississippi Street (directly 
west and adjacent to the project site) and the 900 Seventh Street Mixed-Use Project, located approximately one 
third of a mile to the northwest of the project site. 


The cumulative conditions analysis also considers the effects of foreseeable changes to the transportation 
network. In the project site vicinity Phase 2 of the 16th Street Improvement Project (from Potrero Avenue to 
Church Street) would start before the end of 2020. Two additional reasonably foreseeable projects within 0.5 mile 
of the project site include the California High-Speed Rail project, and the Rail Alignment and Benefits study. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Construction of the modified project and modified project variant could be expected to overlap with two nearby 
construction projects: 1450 Owens Street in Mission Bay and Phase 2 of the 16th Street Improvement Project. 
The 1450 Owens Street project (at A Street) and the second phase of the 16th Street Improvement Project 
between Potrero Avenue and Church Street are not located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. The 
timing of construction of the proposed Blu Dot furniture showroom and retail store at 99 Missouri Street adjacent 
to the project site is unknown.  


The 901 16th Street EIR did not identify any significant transportation impacts related to construction of 
cumulative projects. However, given the size and limited number of projects in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site that could potentially overlap with the modified project and modified project variant construction, 
construction activities of cumulative projects would not result in significant cumulative construction-related 
transportation impacts. Therefore, the modified project and modified project variant, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. As such, the modified project and modified project 
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variant would result in any new or substantially more severe construction-related transportation cumulative 
impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


OPERATION 


POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS 


Under cumulative conditions, people walking, bicycling, or driving on the surrounding street network would 
increase due to the modified project and modified project variant, as well as other development projects 
identified above, and growth elsewhere in the city and region. This would generally be expected to lead to an 
increase in the potential for conflicts between people driving and walking, bicycling, and public transit 
operations. However, a general increase in cumulative travel by all modes in and of itself would not be 
considered a potentially hazardous condition. Cumulative projects, including the modified project or the 
modified project variant, would be designed consistent with City policies and design standards, including the 
Better Streets Plan; therefore, they would not create potentially hazardous conditions. The 901 16th Street EIR 
did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to people walking or bicycling or transit operations. 
However, for the reasons described above, the modified project and modified project variant would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts related to potentially hazardous conditions. As such, the modified project and 
modified project variant would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or transit operations. 


GENERAL ACCESSIBILITY AND EMERGENCY ACCESS 


Overall, cumulative development and transportation projects would enhance the transportation network for all 
modes and would promote accessibility for people walking and bicycling within and through the project site 
area by conforming to the requirements of the Better Streets Plan, Transit First Policy, and Vision Zero. None of 
the known cumulative projects would impact vehicular circulation in the project site vicinity and would not 
impede emergency access. The 901 16th Street EIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to 
people walking or bicycling, and did not analyze cumulative impacts related to emergency access. However, for 
the reasons discussed above, cumulative projects near the project site would not create impediments to 
accessibility or circulation for people walking or bicycling, or emergency access. Therefore, neither the modified 
project nor the modified project variant would result in any new or substantially more severe effects under 
cumulative conditions than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


TRANSIT 


SFMTA recently completed Phase 1 of the 16th Street Improvement Project. The improvement project 
implemented transit-only lanes, transit bulbs, and new vehicle and pedestrian signals on 16th Street from Third 
Street to Potrero Avenue, adjacent to the project site. Phase 2, from Potrero Avenue to Church Street is scheduled 
to start before the end of the year and be completed in mid-2022. The two phases of the 16th Street Improvement 
Project would improve transit reliability and travel time for Muni’s 22 Fillmore and 55 16th Street routes and 
would reduce conflicts between private vehicles and transit vehicles. While these cumulative projects would not 
substantially affect vehicular circulation or increase a.m. or p.m. peak hour vehicle trips in the vicinity of the 
project site vicinity as to result in substantial transit delay, increased gate downtimes caused by implementation 
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of the San Francisco to San José segment of the California High Speed Rail Project would result in a cumulative 
transit impact on the 22 Fillmore bus services along 16th Street.  


As described in the project-level impact analysis, operation of the modified project and modified project variant 
would not substantially delay transit, and the modified project and modified project variant’s impacts related to 
transit would be less than significant. The 173 net-new a.m. and 3 additional p.m. peak hour vehicle trips 
generated by the modified project and modified project variant would be less than the 300 total peak-hour 
project vehicle trips identified by the planning department as the number of vehicle trips that could result in 
delays for transit and exceed the 4-minute threshold of significance. Furthermore, the modified project and 
modified project variant would not change gate downtimes at the 16th Street crossing, and therefore would not 
increase public transit delay for buses traveling on 16th Street, or contribute considerably to the cumulative 
transit impacts resulting from implementation of the California High Speed Rail Project.  


The 901 16th Street EIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to transit delay. However, for 
the reasons described above, the modified project and modified project variant would not contribute 
considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts. Therefore, neither the modified project nor the modified 
project variant would result in any new or substantially more severe effects under cumulative conditions than 
those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR related to transit. 


VMT ASSESSMENT 


VMT by its very nature is largely a cumulative impact. As discussed above, the modified project and modified 
project variant would not exceed the project-level quantitative thresholds of significance for VMT. Furthermore, 
projected 2040 average daily VMT per capita for the TAZ in which the project site is located (i.e., TAZ 651) is below 
the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT. Specifically, for the PDR use, the projected 2040 average daily 
work-related VMT per employee is 9.3, which is about 36 percent below the 2040 projected regional average daily 
work-related VMT per employee of 14.5. Thus, no significant cumulative VMT impacts would occur. Furthermore, 
it should be noted that the modified project would relocate an existing use within the city. As such, no substantial 
addition to the commercial vehicle VMT values generated by current Wholesale Flower Market operations would 
be expected from the modified project or modified project variant.  


The 901 16th Street EIR did not analyze impacts related to VMT or substantially inducing automobile travel. 
However, based on the above, the modified project and modified project variant would result in less-than-
significant cumulative impacts related to VMT and induced automobile travel. 


LOADING 


Cumulative development loading activities would be in the vicinity of their respective sites and would not 
combine with the modified project and modified project variant’s loading demand. The modified project and 
modified project variant’s estimated loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site 
commercial loading spaces and on-street passenger loading zone. No cumulative development projects have 
been identified that would contribute to either commercial vehicle or passenger loading demand on the project 
site block. The 901 16th Street EIR did not assess cumulative loading impacts. However, for the reasons described 
above, no significant cumulative loading impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project and modified 
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project variant. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the modified project variant would result in any new 
or substantially more severe effects under cumulative conditions than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR.  


 


Noise 


901 16TH STREET EIR FINDINGS 


Noise impacts were addressed in Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Community Plan Exemption Checklist 
of the 901 16th Street EIR, which incorporates the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by reference. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR identified potential conflicts related to the presence of residences and other noise-sensitive 
uses near noisy uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment, cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. 
In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementing the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans 
and Rezoning would incrementally increase traffic-generated noise on some streets in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods plan areas and result in construction noise impacts from pile driving and other construction 
activities. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified six noise mitigation measures that would reduce noise 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would not result in 
either project-level or cumulative significant impacts related to construction or operational noise generation 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The 901 16th Street EIR identified four of the six 
mitigation measures to address the noise-related impacts. 


The 901 16th Street EIR determined that construction activities close to sensitive land uses would result in a 
potentially significant noise impact, but that this impact would be reduced to less than significant through 
implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2, requiring that site-specific noise attenuation measures 
be submitted to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection before the start of construction. In 
addition, the original project sponsor agreed to implement Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, requiring the use 
of drilled pile installation techniques (instead of pile driving). 


The original project as analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR was also subject to Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-
3, which implemented Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-4, requiring that projects proposing 
new noise-sensitive uses prepare an analysis to demonstrate that interior noise levels would be consistent with 
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, (Title 24) standards.  


The original project included a backup diesel generator and was subject to Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-4, 
requiring completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or 
engineering before the first project approval action. 


Finally, the 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes in 
the surrounding area, and therefore vehicle trips would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise 
level in the project vicinity. Traffic noise impacts were determined to be less than significant. 



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





Addendum to EIR   CASE NO. 2011.1300EIA 
  Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project 


41 


MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS 


Construction Noise  


The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are multi-family residences in the eastern tower of 
1010 16th Street, approximately 80 feet north of the project site. These residences were constructed after 
preparation of the 901 16th Street EIR.  


The duration of construction for the modified project would be seven months shorter than the construction 
duration of the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR (approximately 17 months compared to 
24 months). Demolition and construction activities analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR were similar to those for 
the modified project and would involve drilling piles for the deep foundation system extending to bedrock, 
instead of pile driving. The modified project would use micropiles and drilled displacement columns for 
foundation system and no pile-driving would occur. As discussed for the original project in the 901 16th Street 
EIR, all construction activities for the modified project would be subject to and would comply with the San 
Francisco Noise Ordinance (article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). The noise ordinance regulates 
construction noise, requiring that construction work be conducted in the following manner:  


(1) Noise levels of construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) at a distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment generating the noise). 


(2) Impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers that are approved by the Director of San Francisco Public 
Works or the Director of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection to best accomplish maximum 
noise reduction. 


(3) If the noise from the construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site’s property line by 
5 dBA, work must not be conducted between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. unless the Director of San Francisco Public 
Works authorizes a special permit for conducting the work during that period. 


Although the project sponsor plans for construction to occur during normal daytime hours (8 p.m. and 7 a.m.), 
certain time-specific construction activities, such as large concrete pours, may require earlier start or later finish 
times. Construction activities that extend beyond normal hours have not been specifically identified by the project 
sponsor. Work outside of daytime hours would be subject to review, permitting, and approval by the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection. 


The 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 San Francisco Police Department is responsible for 
enforcing the noise ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the modified project’s construction 
period of approximately 17 months, construction noise could disturb the occupants of the nearby properties. 
Noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other businesses near the project site and 
may be considered an annoyance. However, the increase in noise during construction would not be considered 
a significant impact of the modified project because the construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, 
and restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be required to comply with the San Francisco 
Noise Ordinance (article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). 


Consistent with the findings of the 901 16th Street EIR, implementing Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 
(Construction Noise) would reduce potential construction noise impacts of the modified project to a less-than-
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significant level. This mitigation measures referred to in the 901 16th Street Community Plan Exemption Checklist 
as Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-2, is identified here as Mitigation Measure NO-1.  


Mitigation Measure NO-1: Construction Noise (Updating 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street EIR Project 
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2) 


Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner shall submit a project-specific 
construction noise control plan to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or the ERO’s designee for 
approval. The construction noise control plan shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer, with 
input from the construction contractor, and include all feasible measures to reduce construction noise. 


The project sponsor shall ensure that requirements of the construction noise control plan are included 
in contract specifications. If nighttime construction is required, the plan shall include specific measures 
to reduce nighttime construction noise. The plan shall also include measures for notifying the public of 
construction activities, complaint procedures, and a plan for monitoring construction noise levels in the 
event complaints are received. The construction noise control plan shall include the following measures 
to the degree feasible, or other effective measures, to reduce construction noise levels: 


• Use construction equipment that is in good working order, and inspect mufflers for proper 
functionality;  


• Select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved mufflers, use of intake 
silencers, engine enclosures);  


• Use construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings whenever possible, particularly 
for air compressors; 


• Prohibit the idling of inactive construction equipment for more than five minutes; 


• Locate stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far from nearby noise sensitive 
receptors as possible, muffle such noise sources, and construct barriers around such sources 
and/or the construction site;  


• Avoid placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators, compressors) within 
noise-sensitive buffer areas (as determined by the acoustical engineer) immediately adjacent to 
neighbors;  


• Enclose or shield stationary noise sources from neighboring noise-sensitive properties with 
noise barriers to the extent feasible. To further reduce noise, locate stationary equipment in pit 
areas or excavated areas, if feasible; and  


• Install temporary barriers, barrier-backed sound curtains and/or acoustical panels around 
working powered impact equipment and, if necessary, around the project site perimeter. When 
temporary barrier units are joined together, the mating surfaces shall be flush with each other. 
Gaps between barrier units, and between the bottom edge of the barrier panels and the ground, 
shall be closed with material that completely closes the gaps, and dense enough to attenuate 
noise.  
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The construction noise control plan shall include the following measures for notifying the public of 
construction activities, complaint procedures and monitoring of construction noise levels:  


• Designation of an on-site construction noise manager for the project;  


• Notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within 300 feet of 
the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of high-intensity noise-generating 
activities (e.g., pier drilling, pile driving, and other activities that may generate noise levels 
greater than 90 dBA at noise sensitive receptors) about the estimated duration of the activity; 


• A sign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number 
that shall always be answered during construction;  


• A procedure for notifying the planning department of any noise complaints within one week of 
receiving a complaint;  


• A list of measures for responding to and tracking complaints pertaining to construction noise. 
Such measures may include the evaluation and implementation of additional noise controls at 
sensitive receptors (residences, hospitals, convalescent homes, schools, churches, hotels and 
motels, and sensitive wildlife habitat); and 


• Conduct noise monitoring (measurements) at the beginning of major construction phases (e.g., 
demolition, grading, excavation) and during high-intensity construction activities to determine 
the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures and, if necessary, implement additional noise 
control measures.   


For these reasons, implementation of the modified project would not result in significant impacts related to 
construction noise that were not identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION 


Construction of the modified project would not require the use of pile drivers; therefore, construction-related 
vibration impacts are not anticipated. The modified project would not result in any impacts related to 
construction noise and vibration that would be greater than those disclosed in the 901 16th Street EIR. Moreover, 
the modified project would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 
16th Street EIR, nor would it result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


OPERATIONAL NOISE 


Operation of the modified project would eliminate some of the stationary noise sources analyzed in the 901 16th 
Street EIR. The original project included a backup diesel generator that was considered a noise-generating 
source; however, the modified project would not include a backup diesel generator. However, like the original 
project, the modified project would include heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment. As 
shown in Figure 4, HVAC equipment would be located on level 2 of the interior of the proposed building and 
would not be mounted on the rooftop. The mechanical equipment would be fully enclosed and shielded by 
building walls. As stated in the noise ordinance, no fixed noise source may cause the noise level measured inside 
any sleeping or living room in a dwelling unit on residential property to exceed 45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 
a.m., or 55 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m., with windows open, except where building ventilation is achieved 
through mechanical systems that allow the windows to remain closed (article 29, section 2909[d] of the San 
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Francisco Police Code). The nearest residential property is a mixed-use building across 16th Street from the 
project site. This structure was constructed in the last 10 years, and is equipped with filtration systems allowing 
the building’s windows to remain closed while receiving adequate ventilation. Therefore, because the modified 
project’s HVAC equipment would be shielded by the walls of the building, and buildings across the street are 
equipped with mechanical systems that allow the windows to remain closed, fixed noise sources proposed by 
the project would not violate the restrictions of San Francisco Police Code 2909(d). As such, the modified project 
would not result in any new or more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR related to 
stationary noise sources. 


Additionally, San Francisco Police Code section 2909(b) establishes a standard maximum of 8 dBA increase over 
ambient noise levels at the property plane for fixed sources of noise (e.g., building mechanical equipment and 
industrial or commercial processing machinery) on commercial properties. Long-term noise monitoring 
conducted on June 17, 2020,35 indicates that the average nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) L90 value on the 16th Street 
property line is 53 dBA (see Appendix NOI)ß. Given this ambient noise level, the applicable noise standard for the 
commercial property line is an increase of 8 dBA, or an ambient noise level of 61 dBA with implementation of 
the modified project during nighttime hours.  


While some HVAC equipment such as chillers would be acoustically isolated with HVAC/acoustical panels within 
the machinery room, three primary pieces of HVAC equipment would be located in a central exterior mechanical 
well. Using sound pressure data in specification sheets for the equipment, the resultant noise level from 
simultaneous operation would be 65 dBA at 33 feet. The centralized mechanical study indicates that the 
mechanical well would be approximately 100 feet from the nearest (western) property line of the project site. At 
this distance, exterior noise levels would be reduced to 55 dBA at the property line, which is below the 61 dBA 
threshold that represents an increase of 8 dBA over ambient levels. Therefore, noise levels from HVAC equipment 
would result in a less than significant impact. 


The primary operational noise source from the modified project would be truck operations on site (e.g., during 
loading). Truck operations were not analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR because that project consisted of a mixed-
use residential project with limited truck operations. The modified project would result in on-site routing of 
Wholesale Flower Market vehicle traffic, including delivery vehicles and trucks, similar to the current routing for 
the existing Wholesale Flower Market. Trucks are not fixed mechanical equipment; therefore, their on-site 
operations are regulated by section 2909(b) of the San Francisco Police Code, described below, and not by 
section 2909(d). 


Based on counts and observations of truck activity at the existing Wholesale Flower Market, an average of 
approximately 17 smaller freight vehicles (typically vans and “box trucks,” which are non-articulated trucks) enter 
and exit the existing Wholesale Flower Market’s loading areas each hour during the period of greatest loading 


 
35  The noise monitoring occurred during a statewide shelter-in-place order associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, which 


resulted in limited business activities. Therefore, the baseline for comparison of noise impacts from the modified project is 
the project site and surrounding activity on June 17, 2020, when the project site was vacant. As a result, noise monitoring 
likely underestimates the contribution to ambient noise levels from historic project site activity, vehicle traffic, and Caltrain 
operations on the adjacent rail line. Underestimating existing ambient noise level is conservative because a higher applicable 
noise standard would be anticipated under historic, or “normal” conditions without business restrictions. Therefore, the 
analysis presented herein is conservative, because it likely overestimates the contribution of noise from the modified project 
relative to existing ambient noise levels. 
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activity (between 4 a.m. and 12 noon), with a peak of approximately 23 trucks during the 9 to 10 a.m. hour.36 A 
survey of loading activity of vendor freight vehicles indicates that the majority of the activity throughout the day 
occurs before 12 noon, with 27 vehicles observed at 6 a.m. and 24 vehicles observed at 9 a.m. 


Based on data provided by the project sponsor, semi-trailer trucks make approximately three deliveries per day 
on average, with a maximum of four per day. These semi-trailer trucks typically arrive between 12 a.m. and 6 a.m.  


All van or truck traffic, including box trucks arriving at the project site, would enter on Mississippi Street. Vans or 
box trucks would enter the parking structure and proceed to one of the designated box truck loading spots on 
the western end of the level 1 parking area. The level 1 parking area is screened and would be shielded from the 
nearest receptors to the north, across 16th Street. Note that while van and box truck parking spaces are 
designated on the upper level of the parking structure, those upper level spaces are for longer term parking 
rather than active loading.  


To assess the potential for noise generation caused by increases in truck activity on site (e.g., during loading), 
truck activity during the peak period was analyzed based on activity levels at the existing Wholesale Flower 
Market. Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code defines “ambient” as the lowest sound level repeating itself 
during a minimum 10-minute period. The minimum sound level is to be determined with the noise source of 
concern not operating, and in the same location as the measurement of the noise level of the source or sources 
at issue. Under most conditions, the L90 (the level of noise exceeded 90 percent of the time) is a conservative 
representation of the ambient noise level.37  


The only potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site 
is 1010 16th Street, a newly constructed multi-unit residential building located north of the project site. Long-
term noise monitoring conducted on June 17, 2020,38 indicates that the average nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) L90 
value on the 1010 16th Street property line, the nearest residential receptor, is 53 dBA. Given this ambient noise 
level, the applicable noise standard for the commercial property line is an increase of 8 dBA, or an ambient noise 
level of 61 dBA with implementation of the modified project during nighttime hours. The average daytime (7 a.m. 
to 10 p.m.) L90 value on the 16th Street property line is 59 dBA. Thus, the noise threshold for the daytime hours is 
67 dBA.39  


 
36  Truck counts were taken on August 16, 2017, and included the Sixth Street entrance to and Brannan Street exit from the main 


parking lot at the existing Wholesale Flower Market; the private service drive at Fifth Street, north of the existing flower market; 
and Morris Street at Bryant Street. Because Morris Street also serves other existing uses, and because the Wholesale Flower 
Market’s driveways may provide access to a non–flower market wholesale floral business adjacent to the market, the counts 
are presumed to be conservative. 


37  City and County of San Francisco, Citywide Noise Guidance, December 2014. 
38  The noise monitoring occurred during a statewide shelter-in-place order associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, which 


resulted in limited business activities. Therefore, the baseline for comparison of noise impacts from the modified project is 
the project site and surrounding activity on June 17, 2020, when the project site was vacant. As a result, noise monitoring 
likely underestimates the contribution to ambient noise levels from historic project site activity, vehicle traffic, and Caltrain 
operations on the adjacent rail line. Underestimating existing ambient noise level is conservative because a higher applicable 
noise standard would be anticipated under historic, or “normal” conditions without business restrictions. Therefore, the 
analysis presented herein is conservative, because it likely overestimates the contribution of noise from the modified project 
relative to existing ambient noise levels. 


39  59 dBA + 8 dBA = 67 dBA. 
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Reference noise levels for loading activity from box trucks (which includes operation of transportation 
refrigeration units) and vans were monitored at the existing Wholesale Flower Market facility during two 
consecutive days in September 2017.40 Peak hourly average noise levels of 66 to 72 dBA were recorded 
approximately 50 feet from the loading bays on Morris Street. The proposed box truck parking areas on the 
southern side of the level 1 parking area would be approximately 185 feet from the northern property line. At this 
distance, noise from loading activities would attenuate to 55 to 61 dBA. The screening around the level 1 parking 
area would be further expected to reduce noise levels by a minimum of 5 dBA at the northern property line, 
resulting in a maximum noise level of 56 dBA. Therefore, noise levels would be below the applicable standard of 
67 dBA during the daytime hours as well as the applicable standard of 61 dBA during the nighttime hours, 
resulting in a less than significant impact. 


Further attenuating box truck and van loading noise to the nearest receptor, the residential building at 1010 16th 
Street, results in an exterior noise level of 53 dBA. Assuming a conservative building attenuation level of 15 dBA 
with windows open,41 interior noise levels at this closest receptor would be 38 dBA, and below the daytime and 
nighttime noise ordinance standards of section 2909(b) of the San Francisco Police Code, were it to apply to these 
non-fixed sources. 


Semi-trailer trucks would access the enclosed loading bays on level 1 from Mississippi Street. There would be no 
line of sight between the loading bays and any noise-sensitive receptors. The access point for the semi-trailer 
truck loading bays is approximately 300 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor on the northwest corner of 
16th and Mississippi streets and 200 feet from the northern property line. Once inside the loading bay, the 
proposed structure would effectively shield noise generated by loading and unloading activities (e.g., dropping 
of loading gates, and noise from dollies and wheeling of carts). Table NO-1 shows noise levels associated with 
semi-trailer truck maneuvering and loading, including operation of transportation refrigeration units.42 As shown 
in the table, the highest noise levels generated during a semi-trailer truck operation would be 63 dBA at 100 feet, 
as it maneuvers into the loading dock. This noise level would be attenuated to approximately 57 dBA at the 
northern property line on 16th Street across from the nearest noise-sensitive receptor at 1010 16th Street. This 
would result in less than an 8 dBA increase over the ambient measurement of 53 dBA and would comply with 
San Francisco Police Code section 2909(b). Consequently, noise from three daily deliveries by semi-trailer trucks 
would be less than the applicable 61 dBA noise standard during the nighttime hours; hence, this impact would 
be less than significant.  


 
40  Environmental Science Associates, Noise Technical Memorandum for the New Flower Mart Project, March 6, 2018. 
41  U.S. EPA, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 


Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000L3LN.PDF?Dockey=2000L3LN.pdf, accessed 
January 23, 2019. 


42  Environmental Science Associates, Fresh and Easy Distribution Truck Noise Study, December 3, 2008. 
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Table NO-1 Semi-Trailer Truck Operations and Delivery 


NOISE LEVELS 
Equivalent Continuous Noise Level 


(Leq), in dBA 


Scenario 25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet 


Truck Maneuvering into Loading Area with Operating Transportation Refrigeration Unit  71.5 65.9 63.2 


Transportation Refrigeration Unit On with Engine at Idle 68.6 65.5 59.3 


Transportation Refrigeration Unit On with Engine Off 64.5 61.7 57.2 


Unloading Activities Using Loading Dock with Transportation Refrigeration Unit On 67.9 65.0 61.8 


Unloading Activities Using Scissor Lift with Transportation Refrigeration Unit On 67.9 65.1 61.4 


NOTES: dBA = A-weighted decibels 


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Fresh and Easy Distribution Truck Noise Study, December 3, 2008 


 


The above analysis satisfies the requirement under Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-4 of the 901 16th Street EIR 
and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5, which require a site survey to identify potential noise-
sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and collection of at least 
one 24-hour noise measurement, prior to the first project approval action that demonstrates with reasonable 
certainty that the proposed use would comply with the use compatibility requirements in the General Plan and 
in the San Francisco Police Code section 2909, would not adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that 
there are no particular circumstances about the project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about 
noise levels that would be generated by the proposed use.  


For the reasons stated above, implementation of the modified project would not result in new or more severe 
operational noise impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


TRAFFIC-GENERATED NOISE  


The modified project would increase daily vehicle trips along roadways in the project vicinity. The 901 16th Street 
EIR found that the project’s proposed daily (4,324) and p.m. peak-hour (513) vehicle trips would not cause a 
doubling in traffic volumes in the surrounding area. Thus, the 901 16th Street EIR determined that the original 
project would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity and concluded 
that impacts would be less than significant. The modified project would generate 2,001 daily trips, 204 a.m. peak-
hour trips, and 18 p.m. peak-hour trips.43 Therefore, the modified project’s roadside noise impacts would be less 
than those of the original 901 16th Street project, and the impact of traffic noise would likewise be less than 
significant.  


Overall, the modified project would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in 
the 901 16th Street EIR related to operational noise and vibration, would not result in more severe impacts than 
those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures.  


 
43  Adavant Consulting, 901 16th Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study 


– Case No. 2011.1300ENV, September 16, 2020 
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MODIFIED PROJECT VARIANT IMPACTS 


The modified project variant would have the same construction and operational noise impacts as those 
described above for the modified project, and would be less than significant with mitigation. 


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


As stated in the 901 16th Street EIR, the original project was determined to be consistent with the growth 
projections in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Because the modified project would similarly not exceed the 
growth assumptions in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the cumulative noise impact of buildout of the 
modified project in combination with development anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 


 


Air Quality 


901 16TH STREET EIR FINDINGS 


Air quality impacts were addressed in Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Community Plan Exemption 
Checklist of the 901 16th Street EIR, which incorporates the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by reference. The 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts from construction activities and 
impacts on sensitive land uses caused by exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other 
toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified four mitigation measures to reduce 
these air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels.  


• PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 requires individual projects involving construction activities to include dust 
control measures consistent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) dust control 
approach to minimize emissions of fugitive particulate matter during construction.  


• PEIR Mitigation Measure G-2 addresses the siting of sensitive land uses near sources of TACs by requiring 
installation of ventilation and filtration systems where the exposure to concentrations of DPM and 
particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5) exceeds trigger levels set by the San Francisco 
Department of Public Health.  


• PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that include sources of DPM and other TACs 
by requiring that such sources not be located closer than 1,000 feet from sensitive receptors.  


The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures G-1, G-2, G-3, and 
G-4, the Area Plan would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at 
the time. All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant. 


The 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would result in construction-related emissions of oxides 
of nitrogen (NOX) that would exceed BAAQMD’s significance threshold for construction. The 901 16th Street EIR 
identified Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, which modified Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 
Measure G-1 to require that engines on certain construction equipment meet higher emissions standards. 
Implementing this measure would reduce the impact of NOx emissions to a less-than-significant level. 
Unmitigated construction emissions of other pollutants were found to be less than their respective significance 
thresholds.  
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Mitigation Measure G-1 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included measures for dust control. However, the 
requirements and procedures established by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance adopted by the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) superseded the dust control 
provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 to ensure that construction dust impacts would not be significant. The 
901 16th Street EIR identified impacts of operational emissions as less than significant and found that the original 
project would be consistent with the applicable clean air plan at the time, the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. 


With respect to health risk impacts, because of the project site’s location within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
(APEZ), the 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would result in substantial health risk impacts 
caused by exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to DPM emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment 
and diesel vehicles over the two-year construction period. The analysis identified Project Mitigation Measure M-
AQ-1 to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 required all off-
road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 hours total over the entire 
construction period to have engines that meet or exceed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) tier 
3 emission standards, and to be retrofitted with a California Air Resources Board (CARB)–approved level 3 verified 
diesel emissions control strategy.  


The original project would site new sensitive receptors on the project site. However, health risk impacts on these 
receptors were found to be less than significant through compliance with San Francisco Health Code article 38. 
Article 38 requires that the project sponsor submit an Enhanced Ventilation Proposal for approval by the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health, demonstrating a reduction in PM2.5 emissions equivalent to that 
associated with filtration systems with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value of 13 (MERV 13). This requirement 
superseded PEIR Mitigation Measure G-2, resulting in less-than-significant impacts related to health risks for 
proposed onsite receptors. Health risk impacts from the emergency backup diesel generator for the original 
project were found to be less than significant with implementation of Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, which 
required that stationary TAC sources meet tier 4 engine emission standards (interim or final, whichever is in 
effect), or use a current EPA tier 2 or tier 3 certified engine that is equipped with CARB-approved level 3 verified 
diesel emissions control strategy. 


MODIFIED PROJECT IMPACTS 


Construction of the modified project would be completed in a single phase with six sub-phases (some of which 
would overlap). Construction of the parking structure would involve demolition and ground improvements, 
foundation/utilities work, and construction of columns, a deck, and a ramp. Construction activities for the 
renovated buildings would include interior demolition and abatement, structural/envelope work, and tenant 
improvements. The total duration for construction is anticipated to be approximately 17 months, with operation 
of the modified project expected to begin in early 2022. 


Construction activities, though short-term, typically emit ozone precursors (reactive organic gases and NOx) and 
particulate matter in the form of fugitive dust and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone 
precursors and particulate matter result primarily from the combustion of fuel in on-road vehicle and off-road 
construction equipment engines. Reactive organic gases are also emitted during activities that involve painting, 
the use of other types of architectural coatings, and asphalt paving.  
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FUGITIVE DUST 


Demolition, renovation, and ground disturbance would emit fugitive dust and add particulate matter to the local 
atmosphere. Ground-disturbing activities such as grading and excavation would be limited to the approximately 
1-acre area of the proposed parking structure. However, compliance with the San Francisco Construction Dust 
Control Ordinance (codified in health code article 22B and building code section 106.A.3.2.6) would reduce the 
amount of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work to protect the 
health of the general public and of on-site workers and minimize public nuisance complaints.  


For projects larger than 0.5 acre, such as the modified project, the San Francisco Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the health department. 
The building inspection department will not issue a building permit without written notification from the director 
of public health that the applicant has a site-specific dust control plan, unless the director waives the 
requirement. The site-specific dust control plan would supersede PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 and would require 
the project sponsor to implement dust control measures such as installing dust curtains and windbreaks, and to 
provide independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and suspend 
construction during high-wind conditions. The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco 
Construction Dust Control Ordinance would result in less-than-significant construction-related fugitive dust 
impacts, consistent with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.44 


CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 


CONSTRUCTION 


Over the 17-month construction period (359 workdays) for the modified project, construction activities would 
generate emissions of criteria air pollutants from off-road equipment exhaust, on-road vehicular activity (haul 
trucks and vendor deliveries), and construction workers’ automobile trips. The modified project’s construction-
related emissions of criteria air pollutants were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 and are presented in Table AQ-1 CalEEMod was developed in collaboration with 
California air districts’ staff and includes default data for a variety of land uses.  


Construction emissions were estimated using information provided by the project sponsor regarding the 
project’s construction phasing and schedule, its off-road equipment fleet and activity, and the number of on-
road construction vehicle trips. Default assumptions were used where project-specific information was not 
available. Emissions from CalEEMod were converted from tons per year to pounds per day, using the estimated 
construction duration of 359 working days. As shown in Table AQ-1, unmitigated project construction emissions 
would be below the respective BAAQMD thresholds of significance for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, the 
impact of project construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be less than significant. 


 


 
44  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act – Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, https://


www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed July 
2020. 
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Table AQ-1 Daily Construction Emissions for the Modified Project 


 


Pollutant Emissions (Average Pounds per Day) 


ROG NOx Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 


2020 6.5 25.1 1.3 1.2 


2021 6.4 32.6 1.2 1.1 


Project Total 6.5 29.6 1.2 1.1 


Significance Threshold 54.0 54.0 82.0 54.0 


Significant Impact? No No No No 


NOTES: 


NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; ROG = 


reactive organic gases 


Project construction emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model, version 2016.3.2. See Appendix AIR for model outputs 


and more detailed assumptions. PM10 and PM2.5 values represent particulate matter exhaust only per the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 


CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 


SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020 


 


OPERATION 


Operation of the modified project is expected to begin in early 2022, as soon as construction is complete. Criteria 
pollutants from operational sources at the new Wholesale Flower Market, such as vehicle traffic and natural gas 
combustion, are not quantified in this analysis because the Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project would relocate 
the existing Wholesale Flower Market within San Francisco, and would not change overall operations.  


The size and capacity of the new flower market would be similar to the size and capacity of the existing market 
(i.e., the same number of vendors and badge holders). Thus, the associated activity by vehicles, including 
customer vehicles, trucks, and transportation refrigeration units, would be similar to that of the existing 
Wholesale Flower Market. The modified project would shift these emissions from the SoMa neighborhood in San 
Francisco to the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Subarea, but the emissions would still occur within the same 
region and air basin, and would not lead to a net increase in motor vehicle–related emissions. Similarly, building 
emissions from the new facility would be comparable to emissions from the existing facility because the building 
areas are similar in size. Thus, the modified project would not result in a change in regional emissions of criteria 
air pollutants, and criteria pollutant emissions during project operation were not quantified. 


HEALTH RISKS AND HAZARDS 


The project site is located within the APEZ. As defined in San Francisco Health Code article 38, the APEZ consists 
of areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed health protective standards for 
cumulative annual average PM2.5 concentrations, cumulative lifetime excess cancer risk, and proximity to 
freeways. Projects within the APEZ require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities 
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of air pollutants or add TAC emissions to areas 
already adversely affected by poor air quality. Consequently, a screening-level heath risk assessment was 



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





Addendum to EIR   CASE NO. 2011.1300EIA 
  Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project 


52 


conducted to estimate the potential health risks associated with the exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to 
the project’s construction and operational TAC emissions.  


The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the modified project site are multi-family residences in the eastern 
tower of 1010 16th Street, approximately 80 feet north of the project site directly across 16th Street. Single-family 
residential receptors are also located approximately 110 feet south of the project site at the corner of 17th and 
Missouri streets. The Kaiser Permanente Mission Bay Center, the nearest medical center, is located approximately 
560 feet north of the project boundary. The nearest school, Live Oak School (a kindergarten through 8th grade 
facility) at 1555 Mariposa Street, is approximately 910 feet southwest of the project site boundary. All receptors 
identified above are located within the APEZ. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Construction of the new Wholesale Flower Market would require the use of heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and 
equipment throughout the 17-month construction period. Health risks for project construction were estimated for 
potential exposure to DPM and total PM2.5 emissions (caused by combustion exhaust and fugitive sources), using 
project-specific construction activity data provided by the project sponsor. The construction health risk assessment 
was conducted using technical information from BAAQMD, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 
CARB, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and USEPA. 


The health risk assessment was also conducted consistent with modeling protocols and methods in the City’s 
2020 Citywide Health Risk Assessment, as documented in the Draft San Francisco Citywide Health Risk 
Assessment: Technical Support Documentation.45 TAC emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod and 
EMission FACtor 2017 (EMFAC2017) emissions models, along with additional calculation protocols from 
BAAQMD, USEPA, and CARB. TAC concentrations at off-site sensitive receptors were estimated using AERSCREEN, 
USEPA’s recommended screening-level air quality dispersion model. For project construction, the model 
included source parameters for off-road equipment and construction haul trucks consistent with the 2020 
Citywide Health Risk Assessment.  


Health risks were calculated for the nearest off-site residential, hospital, and school sensitive receptors discussed 
above. The estimated risks in the health risk assessment are based primarily on a series of conservative 
assumptions for predicted environmental concentrations, exposure, and chemical toxicity, as recommended by 
BAAQMD and OEHHA. This includes the youngest potential age of exposure (e.g., beginning with the third 
trimester of pregnancy for residential receptors and age 5 for school receptors), the highest potential frequency 
of exposure (e.g., child residents are exposed 24 hours per day, 350 days per year), the highest recommended 
breathing rates (e.g., 80th- to 95th-percentile breathing rates), and the maximum age sensitivity factors for 
vulnerable populations such as infants and children.  


In addition, as a screening model, AERSCREEN uses worst-case meteorology to estimate concentrations. The use 
of conservative assumptions in the health risk assessment likely overestimates exposure and therefore risk, 
although it is difficult to quantify the uncertainties associated with all of the assumptions made in the health risk 


 
45  San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, & Ramboll. 2020. Draft San Francisco 


Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical Support Documentation, https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/
Air_Pollutant_Exposure_Zone_Technical_Documentation_2020.pdf, accessed May 2020. 
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assessment. Thus, using a combination of several high-end and conservative estimates for exposure parameters 
may substantially overestimate chemical intake and resulting excess lifetime cancer risks. 


Table AQ-2, shows the unmitigated, annual average total PM2.5 concentration and cancer risk associated with the 
modified project’s construction activities at the off-site maximally exposed individual receptors in the APEZ. 
Table AQ-2 also includes the thresholds of significance that the City uses for locations within the APEZ. 


 


Table AQ-2 Unmitigated Maximum Construction-Related PM2.5 Concentrations and Cancer Risk 
at Off-Site Sensitive Receptors 


 


Modeled Maximum Annual Average 
PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3) 


Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk 
(per million) 


Unmitigated health risks   


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 1010 16th Street 0.5 106.9 


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 1239 17th Street 0.36 76.0 


Kaiser Permanente Mission Bay in APEZ 0.14 31.0 


Live Oak School in APEZ  0.07 1.5 


Significance Threshold 0.2 7.0 


Significant Impact Yes Yes 


NOTES: 


µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 


Values indicated in bold exceed thresholds. 


SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020 


 


As shown in the table, at both residential receptors, unmitigated health risks during construction would exceed 
the threshold of significance for both annual average PM2.5 concentrations and lifetime excess cancer risk. 
Unmitigated lifetime excess cancer risk at the medical center would also exceed the threshold. Thus, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1, Construction Air Quality, which modifies portions of Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 from the 
901 16th Street EIR, has been identified to reduce the impacts on sensitive receptors of TAC exposure during 
construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that diesel engines powering all construction equipment comply 
with USEPA tier 4 final emissions standards. Table AQ-3 shows the mitigated annual average PM2.5 concentrations 
and lifetime excess cancer risk from construction at all receptors analyzed.  
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Table AQ-3 Mitigated Maximum Construction-Related PM2.5 Concentrations and Cancer Risk at 
Off-Site Sensitive Receptors 


 


Modeled Maximum Annual Average 
PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3) 


Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk 
(per million) 


Mitigated health risks1   


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 1010 16th Street 0.03 4.7 


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 1239 17th Street 0.02 3.3 


Kaiser Permanente Mission Bay in APEZ  0.01 1.8 


Live Oak School in APEZ  0.004 0.1 


Significance Threshold 0.2 7.0 


Significant Impact No No 


NOTES:  


µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 


Values indicated in bold exceed thresholds. 


1 Mitigation includes diesel engines on all construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower that meet the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 


tier 4 final emission standards. 


SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020 


 


Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Construction Air Quality 


The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s contractor shall comply with the following requirements: 


A. Engine Requirementsʏ 


1. All diesel-fueled off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall have engines that meet 
USEPA’s tier 4 final emission standards.  


2. Where access to alternative sources of power is 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 the 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. 


4. The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the 
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and shall require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
specifications. 


B. Waiversʏ 


1. The planning department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee may waive the 
alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is 



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





Addendum to EIR   CASE NO. 2011.1300EIA 
  Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project 


55 


limited or infeasible at the project site. If the planning department grants the waiver, the 
contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for on-site power generation 
meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 


2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-
road Tier 4 Final equipment is not available or feasible or would not produce desired emissions 
reduction due to expected operating modes. In granting the waiver, the project sponsor must 
demonstrate with substantial evidence that the overall combined construction and operational 
cancer risk does not exceed 7 per one million persons exposed and an annual average 
concentration of 0.2 ug/m3 at nearby sensitive receptors.  


C. Construction Emissions Minimization Planʏ Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
contractor shall submit a construction emissions minimization plan to the San Francisco Planning 
Department for review and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor 
will meet the requirements of Section A. 


1. The construction emissions minimization 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 verified diesel emissions control strategies installed, the description may 
include: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number 
level, and installation date and hour meter reading on the installation date. For off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel 
being used. 


2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the construction emissions 
minimization 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. 


3. The contractor shall make the construction emissions minimization 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. Monitoringʏ After the start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the 
ERO documenting compliance with the construction emissions minimization plan. After the completion 
of construction activities and before receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates 
and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan. 


Based on the estimates shown in Table AQ-3, using tier 4 diesel engines on all construction equipment greater 
than 25 horsepower as part of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce emissions of DPM and PM2.5 exhaust from 
construction equipment by approximately 96 percent compared to unmitigated levels. This would result in a 
comparable decrease in annual average PM2.5 concentrations and lifetime excess cancer risk. As shown in Table 
AQ-3, the mitigated health risks to all receptors would be less than the City’s significance thresholds for areas 
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within the APEZ. Therefore, impacts related to construction health risks would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 


OPERATION 


The modified project would not include any stationary sources of TACs such as backup diesel generators. The 
primary sources of emissions of DPM and other TACs during operation of the modified project would be from 
travel and idling of heavy-duty delivery vehicles and operation of truck-mounted, diesel-powered transportation 
refrigeration units for refrigerated goods. 


Health risks during project operation were estimated for potential exposure to DPM and PM2.5 emitted by 
combustion exhaust and fugitive sources, using project-specific operational activity data from the project 
sponsor. The operational health risk assessment was conducted using technical information from BAAQMD, the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CARB, the OEHHA, and USEPA. For project operations, the 
screening analysis included source parameters for trips and idling by heavy-duty delivery vehicles, and operation 
of diesel transportation refrigeration units. Operational health risks were analyzed for the same residential, 
medical center, and school receptors as those analyzed for exposure to construction TACs. The modified project 
does not include any residential uses and therefore would not introduce any new sensitive receptors to the site. 
Consequently, no on-site receptors were modeled. 


While CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a)(1) expressly allows for use of historic conditions when establishing a 
baseline, the project site was vacant at the time of preparation of this addendum. Therefore, this air quality 
analysis represents a worst-case scenario because it calculates health risks based on there being no activity at 
the project site currently (the net change in health risks from the modified project would be greater when the 
project site has no activity than it would be if historic activity at the project site were subtracted from the modified 
project’s incremental increase in health risks).  


Health risks were calculated for two scenarios: exposure to operational TAC emissions only (beginning with the 
first full year of operation in 2022), and exposure to combined construction and operational TAC emissions46 
(beginning with the first year of construction activity in 2020). This was done because lifetime cancer risk 
represents 30 years of total exposure according to OEHHA and BAAQMD guidelines, and single receptors may be 
exposed to emissions from both the construction and operational periods throughout their lifetime. Although it 
is unlikely that the same receptor would remain stationary for 30 years, the health risk assessment assumed this 
worst-case scenario to estimate the highest potential risk for nearby sensitive receptors. This is especially 
conservative for the medical center receptor, whose health risks were modeled using the same exposure 
duration as residential receptors (i.e., 30 years). Actual health risk at the medical center would be much lower 
than the risks estimated here and would depend on the length of time a patient spends at the medical center, 
which would be much shorter than 30 years. 


As discussed above for construction health risks, the estimated risks in the health risk assessment are based 
primarily on a series of conservative assumptions related to predicted environmental concentrations, exposure, 


 
46  Combined maximum construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk do not necessarily reflect the sum of 


individual construction and operational maximums because the maximum concentration and/or risk during construction 
may occur at different locations. 
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and chemical toxicity, as recommended by BAAQMD and OEHHA. Thus, the combination of several high-end and 
conservative estimates used as exposure parameters may substantially overestimate chemical intake, and the 
excess lifetime cancer risks calculated in the health risk assessment are likely to be overestimated. 


Table AQ-4 shows the maximum annual-average exposure to PM2.5 exhaust and lifetime excess cancer risk 
associated with operation of the modified project for off-site maximally exposed individual sensitive receptors 
located in the APEZ. Table AQ-4 also includes the thresholds of significance used by the City. 


Table AQ-4 Maximum Operation and Construction Plus Operation PM2.5 Concentrations and 
Cancer Risk at Off-Site Sensitive Receptors 


 
Modeled Maximum Annual Average 


PM2.5 Exhaust Concentrations (µg/m3) 
Lifetime Excess Cancer 


Risk (per million) 


 
Operation Only 


Construction + 


Operation Operation Only 


Construction + 


Operation 


Unmitigated health risk     


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 


1010 16th Street 


0.005 0.50 3.0 109.1 


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 


1239 17th Street 


0.003 0.36 2.0 77.5 


Kaiser Permanente Mission Bay 


in APEZ 


0.003 0.14 1.5 31.7 


Live Oak School in APEZ 0.001 0.07 0.1 1.6 


Significance Threshold 0.2 0.2 7.0 7.0 


Significant Impact No Yes No Yes 


Mitigated health risk1     


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 


1010 16th Street 


0.005 0.03 3.0 6.9 


Residential Receptor in APEZ: 


1239 17th Street 


0.003 0.02 2.0 4.8 


Kaiser Permanente Mission Bay 


in APEZ 


0.003 0.01 1.5 2.5 


Live Oak School in APEZ 0.001 0.004 0.1 0.2 


Significance Threshold 0.2 0.2 7.0 7.0 


Significant Impact No No No No 


NOTES: 


µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; APEZ = Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 


Values indicated in bold exceed thresholds. 


1 Mitigation includes diesel engines on all construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower that meet the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 


tier 4 final emission standards. 


SOURCE: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2020. 


 


As shown in the table, unmitigated health risks would exceed the threshold of significance for both annual 
average PM2.5 concentrations and lifetime excess cancer risk from construction and operational emissions. 
Implementation of Project Mitigation Measure AQ-1, Construction Air Quality, identified to reduce construction 
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health risks, would reduce the impact of the combined risk values to a less-than-significant level. The mitigated 
scenario presented above in Table AQ-4 represents the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which would 
reduce combined construction and operational TAC emissions and the associated cancer risk.  


Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the modified project would not result in any health 
risk impacts related to lifetime excess cancer risk and annual average PM2.5 concentrations greater than those 
disclosed in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those previously identified in 
the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


CONSISTENCY WITH THE 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN 


The Community Plan Exemption Checklist for the 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would be 
consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan applicable at the time. BAAQMD has since adopted the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Transportation control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the 
San Francisco General Plan and the planning code, for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, bicycle 
parking requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would ensure 
that the modified project is consistent with relevant transportation control measures identified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. In addition, the modified project would generate fewer vehicle trips than the original project analyzed 
in the 901 16th Street EIR, as described under the Transportation and Circulation section above. Furthermore, 
like the original project, the modified project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG 
reduction strategy.47  


Therefore, the modified project would align with the planning assumptions in the 2017 Clean Air Plan, the 
region’s current air quality plan, and would not disrupt, delay, or otherwise hinder implementation of the 2017 
Clean Air Plan.  


ODORS 


Fuel combustion by diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles operating on-site would generate 
localized odors. These odors would be temporary and would not likely be noticeable beyond the project site for 
extended periods of time. Therefore, the impact of potential odors during construction would be less than 
significant.  


Sources that typically generate odors include wastewater treatment and pumping facilities; landfills, transfer 
stations, and composting facilities; petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical (including fiberglass) 
manufacturing, and metal smelters; painting and coating operations; rendering plants; coffee roasters and food 
processing facilities; and animal feed lots and dairies. No such uses are proposed as part of the project. 
Operation of the modified project would include idling by diesel trucks and transportation refrigeration units in 
the parking structure and at the loading dock. Diesel exhaust would generate localized odors. However, odors 
from these sources would not likely be perceivable beyond the project site. Therefore, operational odor impacts 
of the modified project would be less than significant. As such, the modified project would not result in new 


 
47  San Francisco Planning Department, Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, 901 16th Street, January 31, 


2020. 
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significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe 
impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


MODIFIED PROJECT VARIANT IMPACTS 


The modified project variant would have the same construction-related and operational impacts as those 
described above for the modified project.  


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


Regional air pollution is by its very 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.48  


The modified project would not exceed the thresholds for construction or operational emissions of criterial air 
pollutants; therefore, the modified project’s contribution to the regional cumulative air quality impact would be 
less than significant. Thus, the modified project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
air pollutant emissions, nor would the project result in any significant cumulative impacts that were not 
previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR. 


As discussed above, the project site is located in the APEZ. The modified project would add new sources of TACs 
(e.g., construction emissions) in an area already adversely affected by air quality; therefore, the modified project, 
combined with cumulative projects, would result in a cumulative health risk impact on nearby sensitive 
receptors. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, Construction Air Quality, the modified 
project’s contribution to a cumulative health risk impact on nearby sensitive receptors from exposure to DPM 
and PM2.5 emissions during construction would be reduced by as much as 96 percent (as shown in tables AQ-2 
and AQ-3). Therefore, the modified project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 


 


Other Environmental Topics 


AESTHETICS AND PARKING IMPACTS 


CEQA section 21099(d) states: “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.”49 Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in 
determining whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that 
meet all of the following three criteria: 


(1) The project is in a transit priority area. 


(2) The project is on an infill site. 


(3) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 


 
48  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
49  See CEQA section 21099(d)(1). 
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The modified project meets each of the above three criteria; therefore, this addendum does not consider 
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.50 


OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS WITH LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 


• Land Use and Land Use Planning: The 901 16th Street EIR found that the original project would be generally 
consistent with the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.51 The 901 16th Street EIR also found that the original 
project was consistent with the zoning controls and provisions of the planning code applicable to the project 
site.52 The modified project and modified project variant would not change the land use controls applicable 
to the project site; therefore, the project and modified project variant would not result in new significant 
impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe 
impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Population and Housing: The modified project and modified project variant would relocate approximately 
60 vendors and 275 employees from within San Francisco. The relocated employees would not create new 
demand for housing because these employees would already be living in San Francisco or elsewhere in the 
Bay Area. Therefore, the modified project and modified project variant would not result in new significant 
impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe 
impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Tribal Cultural Resources: The 901 16th Street EIR did not analyze impacts on tribal cultural resources, as this 
topic was not mandated for inclusion under CEQA until 2016. The modified project and modified project 
variant would involve soil disturbance to depths of 1 to 67 feet below ground surface. Ground disturbing 
activities could damage tribal cultural resources, if present. Accordingly, the modified project would be 
subject to Mitigation Measure CR-1, Archeological Testing, as described in the Cultural Resources section. 
Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts on tribal cultural resources to a less-
than-significant level for both the modified project and modified project variant. 


• Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Similar to the original project, the modified project and modified project variant 
were determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.53 Therefore, the modified 
project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, or local GHG reduction plans and 
regulations. The modified project and modified project variant would not result in new significant impacts 
that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than 
those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Wind: The modified project and modified project variant would not increase the height of the existing 
warehouse buildings on the project site; therefore, the modified project and modified project variant’s 
approximately 60-foot-tall buildings would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously 
identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 
16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Shadow: The modified project and modified project variant would not cast shadow on any open space that 
is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. Therefore, the modified project 


 
50  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 901 


16th Street, 2011.1300EIA, September 8, 2020. 
51  San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2011.1300E, 


State Clearinghouse No. 2015022048, April 2016. 
52  Ibid. 
53  San Francisco Planning Department, Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, 901 16th Street, January 31, 


2020. 
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and modified project variant would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified 
in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th 
Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Recreation: Though the modified project and modified project variant would relocate the Wholesale Flower 
Mart to a different neighborhood in San Francisco it wouuld not create new demand for parks or recreational 
facilities because it would relocate existing PDR uses within the city. Therefore, the modified project and 
modified project variant would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in 
the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street 
EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Utilities and Service Systems: The modified project is in an urban area and would connect to existing utilities 
including water and wastewater connections, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications systems. Like 
the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR, the modified project and modified project variant are 
within the growth development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Consistent with the 
findings in that EIR, utilities and service providers have accounted for the growth in demand, including that 
of the modified project, individually and cumulatively. Therefore, the modified project and modified project 
variant would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street 
EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not 
require new mitigation measures. 


• Public Services: The modified project would involve PDR uses that would not generate demand for public 
schools. Like the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR, the modified project and modified 
project variant are within the amount of development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. As 
a result, the modified project’s demand for public services, including fire protection and police protection, 
has been accounted for as part of the growth in demand resulting from buildout of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan. The modified project and modified project variant would not result in new significant 
impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe 
impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Biological Resources: The 901 16th Street EIR stated that the project site is in a developed urban environment 
that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or animal species. In addition, 
there are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands on the project site that could be affected by 
the modified project. Therefore, the modified project and modified project variant would not result in new 
significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more 
severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. 


• Geology and Soils: A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the modified project to determine project 
site–specific characteristics and appropriate construction recommendations.54 The project site does not lie 
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by the California Division of Mines and Geology. 
No known active faults cross the project site. The closest mapped active fault in the vicinity of the project 
site is the San Andreas Fault, approximately 7.4 miles west of the project site. This proximity would likely 
result in strong seismic ground shaking at the project site, which can result in ground failure such as that 
associated with soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential compaction. 


 
54  Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, San Francisco Flower Market, 901 16th Street, 


San Francisco, California, June 29, 2020. 
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o The modified project and modified project variant are required to conform to the San Francisco Building 
Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the city. The City’s building inspection 
department would review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the building 
permit for the modified project. The building inspection department may require additional site-specific 
soils report(s) through the building permit application process, as needed. The building inspection 
department’s requirement for a geotechnical report, and review of the building permit application 
pursuant to the department’s implementation of the building code and the bulletins cited above, would 
ensure that the modified project and modified project variant would have no significant impacts related 
to soils, seismic, or other geological hazards. 


o With respect to paleontological resources, the 901 16th Street EIR states that impacts on paleontological 
resources would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 
M-CP-1. As stated in the Cultural Resources section, the modified project would implement Mitigation 
Measure CR-1, Accidental Discovery, which would supersede Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 and 
similarly reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the modified project would not result 
in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result 
in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measures. 


• Hydrology and Water Quality: Like the original project analyzed in the 901 16th Street EIR, the modified 
project and modified project variant would comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, which 
would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Compliance with this ordinance requires submittal of 
an erosion and sediment control plan, stormwater control plan, and post-construction stormwater design 
guidelines for review and approval by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, based on 
the requirements of existing regulations, the modified project and modified project variant would not violate 
water quality standards, substantially degrade water quality, or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. As such, the modified project and modified project variant would not result in new 
significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more 
severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. 


• Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Previous investigations of the project site identified the following results: 
coal tar was encountered from 10 to 20 feet below ground surface, with some occurring as shallow as 1.5 feet 
below ground surface; select volatile organic compounds exceeded the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s residential environmental screening levels in soil gas; asbestos as chrysotile was 
detected in soil; and heavy metal concentrations in soil (primarily lead) exceeded hazardous waste criteria.55 
As part of compliance with the Maher Ordinance, a site mitigation plan for the project site was approved by 
the San Francisco Department of Public Health on November 9, 2019. In December 2019, the public health 
department was informed of the modified project and confirmed that the project sponsor would be 
permitted to rely on most provisions of the approved site mitigation plan, pending submittal of an 
addendum to address changes in the project design. On June 10, 2020, the public health department 
accepted the site mitigation plan addendum with the following caveats:  


(1) If hazardous waste levels of contamination remain at the site, the project sponsor will need to cite the 
area of contamination in the deed restriction. 


 
55  Ramboll, Site Mitigation Plan Addendum, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street, San Francisco, California, EHB-SAM No. SMED: 


1151, June 8, 2020. 
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(2) Confirmation samples will be taken at the bottom of excavations where soil will be removed. 


(3) Import soil shall meet the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s soil import guidance. 


(4) Ramboll shall replace Langan as the environmental consultant responsible for witnessing response to 
unknown issues.56  


Compliance with the Maher Ordinance and other applicable regulations would ensure that the modified 
project and modified project variant would not result in significant impacts related to hazardous soil and/or 
groundwater or other potential hazardous materials beyond those impacts identified in the 901 16th Street 
EIR. Therefore, the modified project would not result in new significant impacts that were not previously 
identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 
16th Street EIR, and would not require new mitigation measures. 


• Mineral and Energy Resources: All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the 
California Geological Survey as Mineral Resource Zone Four (MRZ-4) under the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975. The MRZ-4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign 
the area to any other mineral resource zone; therefor, the area is not designated as having significant mineral 
deposits. The project site is not a mineral resource recovery site; would not require quarrying, mining, 
dredging, or extraction of locally important mineral resources on the project site; and would not deplete 
non-renewable natural resources. Therefore, the modified project and modified project variant would not 
result in new significant impacts that were not previously identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, would not 
result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measures. 


• Agriculture and Forest Resources: The project site and surrounding areas do not contain agricultural or forest 
uses and are not zoned for such uses. Therefore, construction of the modified project or modified project 
variant would not convert any prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
non-agricultural use; would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural land use or a Williamson Act 
contract; and would not involve any changes to the environment that could result in the conversion of 
farmland. The modified project and modified project variant would not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, the modified project and modified project variant 
would not result in new significant impacts that were not previoulsy identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, 
would not result in more severe impacts than those identified in the 901 16th Street EIR, and would not 
require new mitigation measures. 


• Wildfire: The 901 16th Street EIR did not analyze wildfire impacts, as this topic was not mandated for 
inclusion under CEQA until 2019. The project site is in a fully developed urban area that is not subject to 
substantial risk of wildfire; therefore, potenital wildfire impacts of the modified project and modified project 
variant would be less than significant. 


• Mandatory Findings of Significance: This addendum and the 901 16th Street EIR together provide a 
comprehensive discussion of the potential for the project to affect the quality of the environment. 
Specifically, the discussion of biological resources concludes that the project would not substantially affect 
habitats, fish and wildlife populations, and sensitive natural communities; nor would it threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 


 
56  San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Health Code Article 22A Compliance, Development, 901 16th and 


1200 17th Street, San Francisco, CA, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1945 (formerly 1151). 
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animal. The discussion of cultural resources describes the potential for the project to affect important 
examples of California history.  


With implementation of identified mitigation, the modified project in combination with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts on land use, 
aesthetics, population and housing, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, transportation and 
circulation, noise, air quality, GHG emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public 
services, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agricultural and 
forest resources, or wildfire.  


This addendum provides a comprehensive discussion and concludes that the modified project would not 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
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Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing, the San Francisco Planning Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the 
conclusions reached for the original project in the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Project EIR certified on 
May 12, 2016, remain valid, and that no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the modified project. The 
modified project and modified project variant 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. No changes have occurred 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 would cause new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts for the original project. Therefore, no further 
environmental review is required beyond this addendum. 


I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to state and local requirements. 


 


 
 


  


   
Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer  


 Date of Determination 
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Memorandum 
To: Wade Wietgrefe, Ryan Shum, Alana Callagy – San Francisco Planning Department 


  Daniel Sheeter – SFMTA 


  Elliott Schwimmer, Eryn Brennan – Environmental Science Associates 


From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting 


Date: September 16, 2020 
Re: 901 16th Street Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project 
  Addendum to the Transportation Impact Study – Case No. 2011.1300ENV 


INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum documents the transportation and circulation assessment conducted for 
the proposed permanent relocation of the San Francisco Wholesale Flower Market from its 
current location at Sixth and Brannan streets, to a new site at 901 16th Street and 1200 17th 
Street. The 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street site was the subject of an EIR certified on 
May 12, 2016, for a mixed-use residential project, referred to herein as the 2016 FEIR 
project.1 On July 3, 2019, a Community Plan Evaluation and Addendum was certified for 
the Flower Mart Project at 610–698 Brannan Street, which included analysis of a 
temporary off-site location for the Wholesale Flower Market and contemplated the 
possibility that the Wholesale Flower Market might move off-site permanently.2 On July 
18, 2019, the Planning Commission approved the project. Following approval of the project, 
the Wholesale Flower Market elected to permanently move to a new location at 901 16th 
Street and 1200 17th Street (the proposed project).3  
 
This memorandum presents existing transportation and circulation conditions in the study 
area and analyzes potential project-level, and cumulative impacts on transportation and 
circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project, serving as an 


                                                 
 
1 San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Final Environmental Impact Report, 


Case No. 2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016. 
2 San Francisco Planning Department, Attachment A: Initial Study – Community Plan Evaluation Checklist and 


Addendum to Environmental Impact Report for the Flower Mart Project, https://citypln-m-
extnl.sfgov.org/SharedLinks.aspx?accesskey=d3b352a509732e881600006e833d06eed54904fae731f5ddfc4345efdea1
da21&VaultGUID=A4A7DACD-B0DC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0, accessed September 8, 2020.  


3 San Francisco Planning Department, 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Final Environmental Impact Report, 
Case No. 2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016. 
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addendum to the transportation impact analysis presented in the 2016 FEIR. 
Transportation and circulation topics of analysis consist of walking, bicycling, driving 
hazards, transit, emergency access, vehicle miles traveled, and loading; supporting detailed 
technical information is included in the appendices. 


PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The 152,000-square-foot project site is located at 901 16th Street on the block bounded by 
16th Street to the north, Mississippi Street to the east, 17th Street to the south, and Missouri 
Street to the west (see Figure 1). The site is on Assessor’s Block 3949, Lots 001, 001A and 
002, and Assessor’s Block 3950, Lot 001, within the Potrero Hill neighborhood and the 
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan Area. The site is bordered to the north by 16th Street 
and several mixed-use residential buildings across the street; to the west by a mix of 
commercial and residential buildings; to the south by 17th Street, an empty lot, and a one-
story commercial building; and to the east by Mississippi Street, the I-280 elevated freeway, 
and commercial buildings across the street. 
 
As shown in Figure 2, the project site contains four existing buildings: 


 A modular office building at 901 16th Street; 


 A brick office building at 1200 17th Street; 


 A warehouse building at 1210 17th Street and 975 16th Street; and 


 An integrated warehouse building at 1200/1100 17th Street. 
 
The four existing buildings on the project site total approximately 106,100 square feet. The 
remaining area on the project site is occupied by an approximately 44,200-square-foot 
surface parking lot, with approximately 83 parking spaces. As shown in Figure 2, access to 
the existing parking lot is provided from two separate driveways on 16th and Mississippi 
streets, while access to the warehouse buildings is available from 16th and 17th streets. Two 
off-street loading docks are provided on 16th and Mississippi streets. In total, the current 
site contains 10 commercial vehicle loading spaces. 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT 
The proposed project would demolish the 5,800-square-foot modular office building, but 
would retain and reuse all other existing buildings on the project site, approximately 
100,300 square feet, for use by the Wholesale Flower Market, which is comprised of 
approximately 60 vendors and 275 employees. The interior of one of the reused warehouse 
buildings (see Appendix A) would be expanded to include a mezzanine level that would 
provide views of the first level of the warehouse buildings below and would open to the 
second level of the parking structure, expanding the total floor area on the project site to 
125,000 square feet.  
  







17TH ST


16TH ST


M
IS


S
O


U
R


I S
T


M
IS


S
IS


S
IP


P
I S


T


T
E


X
A


S
 S


T


MARIPOSA ST


HUBBELL ST


IR
WIN


 ST


C
O


N
N


E
C


T
IC


U
T


 S
T


A
R


K
A


N
S


A
S


 S
T


P
E


N
N


S
Y


LV
A


N
IA


 A
V


E


IN
D


IA
N


A
 S


T


280


280


t


Golden Gate Park


Presidio


  San Francisco Bay


Pacific 
Ocean


PROJECT
SITE


Geary


ev
A 


ht
91


Marke
t


Van N
ess


et
a


G 
ne


d
G


ol


eg
di r


B 


Adjacent Buildings


PROJECT SITE


Existing Buildings


1200 17th Street


FIGURE 1: PROJECT LOCATION


NORTH


FEET


0 400


Adavant Consulting                                                                                                                                                 901 16TH STREET - SF FLOWER MARKET


SOURCE: Google, base, 2020; ESA, 2020

















































































































  









 







22’ 16’ 33’


39’


15’20’21’


33


53’


(1100-1200 17TH ST)
WAREHOUSE


(1210 17TH ST)


MODULAR
OFFICE


(901 16TH ST)


WAREHOUSE
(975 16TH ST)


OFFICE


FIGURE 2: EXISTING SITE PLAN
Adavant Consulting                                                                                                                                                 901 16TH STREET - SF FLOWER MARKET


SOURCE: Jackson Liles Architecture


VEHICLE ACCESS


Legend







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 16, 2020 
P20002  Page 5 


The proposed project would also construct a two-level parking structure containing 175 
parking spaces on the site of the existing modular office building and surface parking lot, 
increasing the space allotted for parking from the current 44,200-square feet to 90,900 
square feet. The number, types, locations and dimensions of the spaces to be provided in the 
parking structure are summarized in Table 1. According to the project sponsor, the van and 
truck spaces located on the ground floor level of the parking structure could be used for 
either parking or active loading/unloading operations, while those on the upper level would 
be used exclusively for parking rather than loading/unloading. 
 
Similar to the existing operations at the Sixth/Brannan site, parking at the proposed 
structure 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 the Market business hours, around 3 p.m. 
Motorists would access the garage from Mississippi Street using a badge (vendors, 
wholesale customers) or picking up a ticket (general public) to enter. Those paying to park 
would walk to designated payment stations, prior to exiting the garage.  
 
The parking structure driveway would have an audible and/or visual warning system for 
people walking as autos, vans and trucks exit onto Mississippi Street. The project proposes 
to include sliding metal grating panels at the corner of 16th and Mississippi streets to allow 
for the occasional use of the garage for public programming, such as “pop-up” vendors. 
 
 


Table 1 
Proposed Project Supply at the Parking Structure [a] 


 Dimensions (ft.) Number of Spaces 


Type of Space Length Width Level 1 Level 2 Total 


ADA Accessible (std.) 18 9 3 2 5 


ADA Accessible (van) 18 12 1 0 1 


Standard 18 9 84 60 144 


Van / Short truck 24 12 11 [b] 9 [c] 20 


Single-unit truck (SU-30) 30 12 0 5 [c] 5 


Total   99 76 175 
Notes: 


a. Developed from proposed project drawings PRJ-1.1, PRJ-2.1, and PRJ-2.2, provided by Jackson Liles 
Architecture. 


b. The van and truck spaces in Level 1 can be used for either parking or active loading/unloading 
operations. 


c. The van and truck spaces in Level 2 would be used exclusively for parking, rather than 
loading/unloading. 


Sources: Jackson Liles Architecture, Kilroy Realty Corporation – September 11, 2020. 
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As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would provide 20 parking/loading spaces for vans 
and short trucks (up to 24 feet long), plus five parking-only spaces for single-unit trucks4 up 
to 30 feet long (SU-30). In addition (see Figure 3), the proposed project would provide four 
90-degree off-street back-in loading spaces (74 feet long by 12 feet wide) along Mississippi 
Street, able to accommodate loading/unloading operations of long haul tractor-trailer trucks 
(WB-50 and WB-67),5 and shorter commercial vehicles, such as SU-30 or SU-40 trucks. As 
the SU-30 trucks complete their active loading or unloading operations, they would move 
and park at the second level of the parking structure. 
 
As shown in Figure 3, the proposed project would provide 10 class 1 bicycle lockers on level 
1 of the proposed parking garage. Seven bicycle racks with a capacity to park up to 14 
bicycles (class 2 bicycle parking spaces) would also be provided on the sidewalk adjacent to 
the project site (eight spaces on Mississippi Street and six spaces on 17th Street). In 
addition, the proposed project would provide men’s and women’s locker rooms, including 12 
lockers and two showers in each, under the mezzanine level in southeasterly warehouse 
building. 
 
As also shown in Figure 3, the main walk access to the Market would be through the 
proposed parking structure. People would walk from Mississippi Street and then access the 
vendor space through one of three possible entrances. The proposed walk entrance on 17th 
Street would provide access to a single adjacent vendor, physically separated from the rest 
of the Market. The project proposes to maintain the existing sidewalk widths adjacent to 
the project site; ten feet on 16th and 17th streets and 15 feet on Mississippi Street. The 
sidewalks would be reconstructed, and approximately 43 street trees would be planted on 
streets adjacent to the project site. The project sponsor is coordinating with the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Streetlight Services Division to develop a street 
lighting and signage plan. 
 
The project sponsor will request  SFMTA to provide a passenger loading zone (subject to 
further analysis and approval by SFMTA) on 17th Street, immediately to the west of the 
intersection with Mississippi Street, with capacity for at least one-vehicle (about 25 feet 
long), and available during Market business hours.  
 
  


                                                 
 
4 A single unit truck is a vehicle on a single motorized frame with more than two axles or more than four tires. 
5 A tractor-trailer truck, also known as a semi-trailer truck, is an articulated vehicle consisting of a towing engine 


(tractor), and a semi-trailer that carries the freight. A semi-trailer does not trail completely behind the towing 
vehicle, but is attached at a point that is forward of the rearmost axle of the towing unit, so that some fraction of 
the weight of the trailer is carried by the rear axle(s) of the tractor. 
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The proposed project would eliminate several driveways and reduce the overall length of 
curb cuts to the property (see Figure 3). Some of the existing curb cuts have been unused 
for some time. Two of the three existing curb cuts on 16th Street would be repurposed and 
reconfigured in the same location to serve the new electrical transformer and the 
refuse/recycling areas. The two existing driveways on Mississippi Street would be widened 
in their current location to provide truck loading and parking access to the site, while all 
the existing driveways on 17th Street would be replaced with new curb and sidewalk. The 
project proposes to reduce the overall existing curb cut length by 71 feet; a summary of the 
existing and proposed curb cuts adjacent to the project site is provided in Table 2. 
 
 


Table 2 
Existing and Proposed Sidewalk Curb Cuts 


 Existing Proposed Project Change in 
length 


(ft.) Existing Location Use Length 
(ft.) Use Length 


(ft.) 


16th Street      


975 16th St Loading dock 22 Eliminated 0 -22 


975 16th St Loading dock 16 Elect. transformer 16 0 


901 16th St Parking lot access 33 Refuse/Recycling 28 -5 


Subtotal  71  44 -27 


Mississippi Street      


901 16th Street Parking lot access 39 Garage access 40 1 


1100-1200 17th St Loading dock 86 Loading dock 97 11 


Subtotal  125  137 12 


17th Street      


1100-1200 17th St Warehouse access 15 Eliminated 0 -15 


1100-1200 17th St Warehouse access 20 Eliminated 0 -20 


1210 17th St Warehouse access 21 Eliminated 0 -21 


Subtotal  56  0 -56 


Total  252  181 -71 


Source: Jackson Liles Architecture – July 2020. 


 
 
The project would have a separate enclosed refuse area on the ground floor, immediately 
adjacent and accessible from Level 1 of the parking structure (see Figure 3). The area would 
be approximately 24 feet wide, 60 feet long, and with a minimum vertical clearance of 23 
feet. According to the project sponsor, trash, recycling, and compost materials would be 
stored on separate 4-cubic yard front load bins on wheels. Front-loader garbage, recycling, 
and compost trucks would enter the refuse area driving forward from 16th Street, using the 
dedicated 28-foot wide driveway, where it would pick up, lift, and empty the bin into the 
vehicle; the truck would then reverse out onto the street. 
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Separate trucks would arrive at the project site between 4 a.m. and 6 a.m. to pick up the 
garbage (five days per week), recycling (three days per week), and compost (three days per 
week) bins. As a result, two to three trucks would be expected to access the project refuse 
area on a typical day. 
 
The project would include the development and implementation of a driveway and loading 
operations plan (DLOP), which will be finalized and submitted along with the building 
permit; approval will occur prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy. 
 
The project sponsor will work with the Planning Department to finalize a DLOP, which will 
include operational and physical measures related to a queue abatement operations plan, 
and provisions to manage loading activities and driveway operations, including on- and off-
street loading activities, and provisions for management of large truck access and trash/ 
recycling/ compost collection operations. 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT VARIANT 
A variant to the proposed project (see Figure 4) would expand the parking structure by 
10,800 square feet to 101,700 square feet, in order to accommodate 205 parking spaces, a 
30-space increase, compared to the proposed project. The variant is required due to the 
project sponsor’s obligations under the Flower Mart Project development agreement, which 
was approved by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 2020 (see Board of Supervisors 
File No. 190682). Implementation of the variant would be triggered by a request from the 
Wholesale Flower Market vendors. The development agreement does not provide a deadline 
by which that request must be made. 
 
The number, types, locations and dimensions of the spaces to be provided by the variant in 
the parking structure are summarized in Table 3. Compared to the proposed project, the 
variant would provide two fewer standard parking spaces, 32 new compact parking spaces, 
and the same number of parking/loading spaces for vans and short trucks (20 spaces)  and 
parking spaces for SU-30 trucks (five spaces). The variant would also provide the same 
number of loading/unloading spaces (four spaces) for tractor-trailer trucks (WB-50 and WB-
67), and shorter commercial vehicles, such as SU-30 or SU-40 trucks, and in the same 
locations, as the proposed project. The proposed parking structure utilization under the 
variant, including hours of operation, access, and payment methods would be the same as 
under the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, as the SU-30 trucks complete 
their active loading or unloading operations, they would move and park at the second level 
of the parking structure. 
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Table 3 
Project Variant Parking Supply [a] 


 Dimensions (ft.) Number of Spaces 


Type of Space Length Width Level 1 Level 2 Total 


ADA Accessible (std.) 18 9 3 2 5 


ADA Accessible (van) 18 12 1 0 1 


Standard 18 9 82 60 142 


Compact 18 8 0 32 32 


Van / Short truck 24 12 11 [b] 9 [c] 20 


Single-unit truck (SU-30) 30 12 0 5 [c] 5 


Total   97 108 205 
Notes: 


a. Developed from proposed project drawings PRJ-11.0, PRJ-12.1, and PRJ-12.2, provided by Jackson 
Liles Architecture. 


b. The van and truck spaces in Level 1 can be used for either parking or active loading/unloading 
operations. 


c. The van and truck spaces in Level 2 would be used exclusively for parking, rather than 
loading/unloading. 


Sources: Jackson Liles Architecture, Kilroy Realty Corporation – September 11, 2020. 


 
 
As shown in Figure 4, the variant would provide the same number of class 1 bicycle lockers 
and at the same location as the proposed project. The place and location of the class 2 
bicycle parking spaces would also be the same as in the proposed project. There are no other 
access or operational differences between the project and the variant, including sidewalk 
widths and other streetscape characteristics; the number, locations and lengths of the 
proposed curb cuts would also be the same. The variant would also include the development 
and implementation of a DLOP, with the same measures as the proposed project. 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO MISSISSIPPI STREET 
Both the project and the variant propose changes to the existing configuration of 
Mississippi between 16th and 17th streets, adjacent to the project site. As shown in Figure 5, 
the existing on-street parking on both sides of the street would be eliminated (26 spaces, 
including three spaces that operate as a commuter shuttle loading zone on the east side of 
the street), and the existing northbound and southbound, striped (Class 2) bike lanes would 
be widened from 5 feet to 6.5 feet, and repositioned adjacent to the sidewalk. A raised 
(assumed as 2-foot wide) buffer would be placed between the bike lane and the parallel 
moving traffic. A two-way 11-foot wide turn lane would be located in the center of the 
street. The turn lane would allow turning maneuvers in and out of the four large truck 
loading spaces and northbound access to the parking structure. 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND VARIANT CONSTRUCTION 
Both the proposed project and the variant would be constructed in five phases (demolition, 
foundation & below grade construction, base buildings, exterior & interior building 
finishing, and reconstruction and reconfiguration of Mississippi Street) over a two and a 
half year period (December 2020 – May 2022). Construction would generally occur on 
weekdays from 7 a.m. until 3:30 p.m.; if weekend construction is required it would also 
generally occur from 7 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
 
During the construction period, the number of construction trucks traveling to and from the 
site would vary depending on the phase and the type of construction activity. The peak 
number of construction trucks would occur during the foundation and below grade 
construction phase (January through August 2021), with a daily peak demand of 67 trucks, 
and an average demand of six trucks per day. The maximum number of construction 
workers on site would also occur during the same phase with a daily peak demand of 125 
workers, and an average demand of 74 workers per day. 
 
Mariposa, Owens, Mississippi, 16th and 17th streets would be used to access the site, and 
access into the construction site would be from Mississippi Street, Construction staging and 
delivery activities would generally occur on‐site but off-site staging would be utilized as 
needed to support parking garage construction; materials and equipment would not be 
staged on sidewalks. Loading and unloading of materials could occur on 16th, 17th, and 
Mississippi streets, outside of the bicycle lanes. 
 
Temporary full closure of travel lanes, parking lanes, or sidewalks is not anticipated, except 
during the reconfiguration of Mississippi Street, which would call for some segments of the 
street to be closed during short periods. The raised bike lane buffers would be installed at 
the same time as the adjacent sidewalk reconstruction. Partial lane and sidewalk closures 
would be required for curb, gutter and sidewalk replacement and other planned off-site 
improvements; people walking would be directed to cross to the other side of the street. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The transportation study area encompasses those locations where the project could 
potentially significantly affect transportation and circulation and is generally bounded by 
16th Street to the north, Owens Street to the east, Mariposa Street to the south, and 
Missouri Street to the west. Figure 6 shows the location of the project site and the lane 
configuration and type of traffic control device at six intersections near the proposed 
project. 
 
This section provides a description of the existing transportation and circulation conditions 
near the project site. It includes descriptions of the existing roadway network, transit 
service, conditions for people walking and bicycling, intersection operating conditions, on-
street loading, and emergency access. 
 
REGIONAL AND LOCAL ROADWAYS 
The closest regional roadways to the project site, including on- and off-ramps, are described 
below. The existing local roadways in the transportation study area are also described, 
including their geographic extent and their San Francisco General Plan (general plan), 
Better Streets Plan, Key Walking Street, and High Injury Corridor designation. 
 
Regional Roadways 
U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) is generally a north-south freeway, connecting San Francisco 
with the Peninsula, the South Bay, and locations further to the south, and with Marin 
County and beyond to the north. It connects with Interstate 80 (I-80) in the South of 
Market area of San Francisco, approximately 0.5 mile northwest of the project site. I-80 
provides access to the East Bay and points farther east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge.  
 
Near the project site, U.S. 101 has eight lanes, with four lanes each way. Nearby 
eastbound/northbound access is provided with an on-ramp at Eighth Street / Bryant Street 
(to I-80; one mile north of the site) and an off-ramp at Mariposa Street / Vermont Street 
(from U.S. 101; half a mile west from the site). Nearby southbound access is provided at the 
I-80 on-ramp at Seventh Street / Harrison Street (less than one mile north from the site), 
and two off-ramps from I-80 at Eighth Street / Harrison Street and at Eighth Street / 
Harrison Street, both of which are located approximately one mile to the north of the 
project site. Trucks weighing more than three tons are prohibited from using the Vermont 
Street off-ramp. 
 
  







0 500 1,000250 Feet


MISS
ION BAY DR


80


280


BRANNAN ST


7TH ST


7TH ST


8TH ST


16TH ST


15TH ST


DIVISION ST


ALAMEDA ST


17TH ST


18TH  ST


MARIPOSA  ST


VERM
O


N
T ST


U
TAH


 ST


SAN
 BRU


N
O


 AVEPO
TRERO


 AVE


H
EN


RY ADAM
S ST


KAN
SAS ST


RH
O


DE ISLAN
D ST


DE H
ARO


 ST


C
ARO


LIN
A ST


W
ISC


O
N


SIN
 ST


C
O


N
N


EC
TIC


U
T ST


ARKAN
SAS ST


M
ISSO


U
RI ST


TEXAS ST


M
ISSISSIPPI ST


PEN
N


SYLVAN
IA AVE


IN
DIAN


A ST


TOWNSEND ST


KING ST


BERRY ST


HOOPER ST


IRWIN ST


HUBBELL
 ST


OWENS ST


CHANNEL S
T


BERRY ST


101


CHANNEL S
T


BUS


BUS


4


3 6 2


5


1


NORTH


FEET


0 800
PROJECT SITE 


SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION


UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION


BIKE LANE


BUS/TAXI ONLY LANE


STOP SIGN


Legend


BUS


FIGURE 6: INTERSECTION CONFIGURATION


#


#


Adavant Consulting                                                                                                                                                 901 16TH STREET - SF FLOWER MARKET







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 16, 2020 
P20002  Page 16 


Interstate 280 (I-280) is a generally north-south freeway that connects San Francisco with 
the peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 approximately 
two and a quarter miles south from the project site. I-280 terminates in San Francisco at 
surface streets in the South of Market/Mission Bay areas. Near the project site, I-280 is a 
six- to eight-lane facility (total both ways). Nearby freeway access is located at Mariposa 
Street / Owens Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp), and 18th Street 
(northbound on-ramp and southbound off-ramp), all of which are located less than a quarter 
mile southeast of the project site. 
 
Local Roadways 
This section describes the existing local roadway system in the vicinity of the project site, 
including the general plan roadway designation, the number of travel lanes, vehicular 
traffic flow direction, and bicycle facilities. 
 
Sixteenth Street is a two-way east-west roadway that connects Terry A. Francois Boulevard 
to the east with Castro Street to the west; it is located adjacent to the project site to the 
south. In the vicinity of the project site, 16th Street has one mixed-traffic lane, one transit-
only lane, and one-way bicycle lane in the westbound direction, and two mixed-traffic lanes 
and a right-turn only lane in the eastbound direction; westbound left-turns are prohibited. 
Striped bicycle lanes are provided both ways between Mississippi/Seventh streets and Terry 
A. Francois Boulevard in Mission Bay. 
 
Parallel on-street parking is provided on the south side between Missouri Street and a 
point approximately 190 feet west of Mississippi/ Seventh streets, and on the north side 
between Missouri and Connecticut streets. No on-street parking is allowed east of 
Mississippi/ Seventh streets. The intersections of 16th Street with Owens, Seventh/ 
Mississippi, and Missouri streets are signalized. In the vicinity of the project site, 16th 
Street is designated in the general plan as a Secondary Arterial. Sixteenth Street is also 
designated as a Key Walking Street, and the Better Streets Plan identifies it as a Mixed-
use Street. West of Rhode Island Street, 16th Street is identified by SFMTA as a High 
Injury Street in the Vision Zero Plan. 
 
Seventeenth Street is a two-way east-west roadway that connects Pennsylvania Street to 
the east, with Stanyan Street to the west; it is located adjacent to the project site to the 
north. Bicycle lanes are provided both ways between Mississippi and Eureka streets, in the 
Castro. In the vicinity of the project site, 17th Street has one travel lane and one bicycle lane 
each way, with on-street parallel parking provided on both sides of the street. The 
intersections of 17th Street with Mississippi and Missouri street are controlled by four-way 
Stop signs; the intersection with Texas Street is controlled by a Stop sign on the minor 
approach (see Figure 6). The general plan designates 17th Street between Mississippi and 
De Haro streets as a Freight Traffic Route, while the San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
identifies 17th Street between Vermont Street and Pennsylvania Avenue as a Mixed-use 
Street. West of Rhode Island Street, 17th Street is identified by SFMTA as a High Injury 
Street in the Vision Zero Plan. 
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Mariposa Street is a two-way east-west roadway that serves as a connector between Illinois 
Street in the east and Harrison Street to the west, and is discontinuous for the one block 
segment between Sam Bruno Avenue and Vermont Street, due to the presence of U.S. 101. 
It generally has four lanes (two lanes each way) plus turn lanes between Third Street and 
the I-280 ramps, and two lanes (one lane each way) west of Pennsylvania Avenue. The 
intersections of Mariposa Street with the I-280 ramps and with Pennsylvania Avenue are 
signalized; the intersections with Mississippi, Texas, and Missouri streets are controlled by 
four-way Stop signs. On-street parallel parking is only allowed west of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. The general plan designates Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and 
Mississippi Street as a Freight Traffic Route, while, the San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
identifies Mariposa Street as a Mixed-use Street east of Texas Street, and as a 
Neighborhood Residential Street west of Texas Street. 
 
Seventh Street is a one-way northbound roadway between Market and Brannan Streets, 
and a two-way north-south roadway between Brannan and 16th streets; it provides access to 
the I-80 ramps on Harrison and Bryant streets. Between Townsend and 16th streets, 
Seventh Street has one traffic lane and one bicycle lane each way, and parallel on-street 
parking is generally provided on the west side; the intersections of Seventh Street with 
Townsend, Street, Mission Bay Drive and 16th Street are signalized. In the vicinity of the 
project site, Seventh Street is designated in the general plan as a Secondary Arterial, and 
the Better Streets Plan identifies it as a Mixed-use Street. North of Hooper Street, Seventh 
Street is identified by SFMTA as a High Injury Street in the Vision Zero Plan. 
 
Mississippi Street is a two-way north-south roadway that connects 16th Street with 22nd 
Street; it is located adjacent to the project site to the west. Mississippi Street has one lane 
each way, with on-street parking provided on both sides of the street. North of Mariposa 
Street parallel parking is provided on both sides of the street; south of Mariposa Street, 90-
degree parking is generally provided on the east side and parallel parking on the west side. 
The intersections of Mississippi Street with 16th Street signalized, while others are 
generally controlled by four-way Stop signs. Bicycle lanes are provided both ways between 
16th and Mariposa streets. The general plan designates Mississippi Street between 17th and 
Mariposa streets as a Freight Traffic Route, while, the San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
identifies Mississippi Street as a Mixed-use Street to the north of Mariposa Street, and as a 
Neighborhood Residential Street to the south. 
 
Texas Street is a two-way north-south roadway that connects 17th Street with 22nd Street. 
Texas Street has one lane each way, with on-street parking provided on both sides of the 
street. North of 19th Street 90-degree parking is provided on both sides of the street; south 
of 19th Street, 90-degree parking is generally provided on the east side and parallel parking 
on the west side. The intersection of Texas Street with 17th Street is controlled by a Stop 
sign on the minor approach (see Figure 6), while others are generally controlled by four-way 
Stop signs. The San Francisco Better Streets Plan identifies Texas Street as a Mixed-use 
Street to the north of Mariposa Street, and as a Neighborhood Residential Street to the 
south. 
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Missouri Street is a two-way north-south roadway that connects 16th Street with 23rd 
Street. Missouri Street has one lane each way, with on-street parking provided on both 
sides of the street. North of Mariposa Street, parallel parking is provided on the east side 
and 90-degree parking on the west side; south of Mariposa Street, 90-degree parking is 
provided on both sides of the street. The intersection of Missouri Street with 16th Street is 
signalized, while others are generally controlled by four-way Stop signs. In the vicinity of 
the project site, Missouri Street is designated in the general plan as a Secondary Arterial, 
and the Better Streets Plan identifies it as a Mixed-use Street between 16th and 17th streets, 
and as a Neighborhood Residential Street south of 17th Street. 
 
Vehicular Counts 
Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the intersection of 16th Street and 
Mississippi/ Seventh streets on Thursday, February 13, 2020 during the a.m. (7 a.m. to 9 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. Given the San Francisco Health 
Officer shelter-in-place C-19-07 order implemented in mid-March 2020, it was not possible 
to collect additional new vehicle counts to represent typical travel conditions for this study. 
Nonetheless, other sources were identified that provided meaningful information for the 
transportation impact analysis. These included the following: 


 All-day traffic volume counts available from Quality Counts, a traffic data collection 
firm, at 16th, 17th, and Missouri streets, near the project site; they were collected in 
mid- to late 2019, and in February 2020. 


 Nearby intersection turning movement counts collected in November 2017 during 
the a.m. and p.m. peak commute period were also available from the department.  
These include the four intersections on the same block as the project site (16th St/ 
Missouri St., 16th St/ Mississippi St, 17th St/ Missouri St., 17th St/ Mississippi St), as 
well as the intersection of Mariposa St/ Mississippi St. 


 
Field observations of vehicle operations and other transportation-related conditions were 
conducted in mid-February, prior to the issuance of the shelter-in-place order, as well as in 
mid-May and early July after implementation of the shelter-in-place order. 
 
The results of the traffic count data gathering, including dates, time periods and sources, 
are summarized in Appendix B. Information on the total number of vehicles during the day, 
the a.m. peak hour, and the p.m. peak hour on roadway segments in the vicinity of the 
project site is presented in Tables 4 and 5. The turning movement counts at the five study 
intersections near the project site are shown in Figure 7. 
 
 







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 16, 2020 
P20002  Page 19 


 
Table 4 


Daily, AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes [a] 
North-South Street Segments 


 DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 


STREET SEGMENT [b] All Vehicles All Vehicles Heavy Veh. [c] All Vehicles Heavy Veh. [c] 


 Total 2-way NB SB Total % daily Total 2-way NB SB Total % daily Total 2-way 


Missouri Street              


16th St to 17th St 3,760 186 108 294 8% 7 2% 190 156 346 9% 5 1% 


17th St to Mariposa St  179 90 269  7 3% 191 135 326  5 2% 


              


Mississippi Street              


16th St to 17th St  368 125 493  33 7% 344 189 533  44 8% 


17th St to Mariposa St  253 252 505  27 5% 281 366 647  20 3% 


Mariposa St to 18th St  137 119 256  3 1% 152 80 232  5 2% 


              


Seventh Street              


North of Mission Bay Dr 15,800 655 410 1,065 7% 73 7% 803 268 1,071 7% 44 4% 


Mission Bay Dr to 16th St 11,800 406 199 605 5% 66 11% 515 211 726 6% 43 6% 
Notes: 


a. Motor vehicle counts; underlined values represent January/February 2020 counts, values in italics represent year 2019 data, remaining values are 
from year 2017. 


b. Shaded segments are adjacent to the project site. 
c. Heavy vehicle counts include buses. 


Source: Summarized by Adavant Consulting from multiple sources; see Appendix B 
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Table 5 
Daily, AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes [a] 


East-West Street Segments 
 DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 


STREET SEGMENT [b] All Vehicles All Vehicles Heavy Veh. [c] All Vehicles Heavy Veh. [c] 


 Total 2-way EB WB Total % daily Total 2-way EB WB Total % daily Total 2-way 


16th Street              


Connecticut to Missouri 14,140 648 511 1,159 8% 72 6% 528 759 1,287 9% 64 5% 


Missouri to 7th/Mississippi 10,770 447 321 768 7% 68 9% 364 461 825 8% 74 9% 


7th/Mississippi to Owens  596 434 1,030  93 9% 404 650 1,054  97 9% 


              


17th Street              


Connecticut to Missouri  131 232 363  18 5% 144 180 324  9 3% 


Missouri to Texas  127 217 344  18 5% 161 173 334  9 3% 


Texas to Mississippi 5,210 183 209 392 8% 19 5% 179 209 388 7% 12 3% 


Mississippi to Pennsylvania  38 358 396  8 2% 35 251 286  4 1% 
Notes: 


a. Motor vehicle counts; underlined values represent January/February 2020 counts, values in italics represent year 2019 data, remaining values are 
from year 2017. 


b. Shaded segments are adjacent to the project site. 
c. Heavy vehicle counts include buses. 


Source: Summarized by Adavant Consulting from multiple sources; see Appendix B 
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As shown in Table 4 and Table 5, daily and peak hour traffic volumes are highest on 16th 
and Seventh streets, both of which are designated as arterial streets in the general plan. 
Mississippi Street has about half the peak hour traffic volumes than Seventh or 16th streets 
near the project site. Traffic volumes on Missouri Street are the lowest, reflecting its role as 
a local access street. 
 
Heavy vehicle activity, which includes both trucks and buses, as a percentage of total traffic 
at roadway segments in the vicinity of the project site vary substantially by location, 
ranging from less than 2 percent at local access streets to 9 percent at arterials. Values are 
generally higher during the a.m. peak period, which correlates to the hours of higher truck 
activity. Most of the percentages shown in the tables are above 4 percent, indicating a 
heavy vehicle activity in the area. The highest values seen in the table, 11 percent on 
Seventh Street and 9 percent on 16th Street, include Muni buses, as well as large transit 
vehicles operated by UCSF. 
 
WALKING/ACCESSIBILITY CONDITIONS 
This subsection describes the absence, discontinuity, or presence of facilities for people 
walking within the transportation study area. It also identifies any potentially or observed 
existing hazardous conditions at locations where people walk and describes the number of 
people walking at adjacent study intersections. 
 
A qualitative evaluation of existing conditions for people walking in the immediate vicinity 
of the project site was conducted during field visits in January and February 2020. 
Observed facilities for people walking include sidewalks, ADA curb ramps, intersection 
crossing treatments (e.g., crosswalks), and traffic control devices. As noted previously, there 
are no facilities less than a quarter mile from the project site that are included in the Vision 
Zero High Injury Network. The 16th Street Improvement Project – Phase 1 has been 
recently completed, which improved conditions for people walking. The Phase 1 included 
implementation of new signalized crosswalks with continental markings and countdown 
signal heads, and installation of ADA curb ramps.  
 
Continental markings are also provided at all four crosswalks at the intersections of 
Mississippi Street with 17th Street and with Mariposa Street, both of which are controlled 
by four-way Stop signs. The Stop sign controlled intersections of 17th Street with Texas 
Street and with Mississippi Street do not have marked crosswalks. There are no ADA curb 
ramps provided on the on the unmarked west side north-south crosswalk at the intersection 
of 17th and Texas streets. 
 
There are no incomplete facilities for people walking are in the block surrounding the 
project site, although some portions of the sidewalks are in some state of disrepair. 
Sixteenth and 17th streets have 10-foot wide sidewalks adjacent to the project site; while the 
effective width varies due to the presence of tree wells, street furniture, utility or streetlight 
poles, and traffic and parking signage, it meets ADA standards for accessibility. The 
sidewalk on Mississippi Street is 15 feet wide, although the temporary presence of 
obstructions (parked vehicles, trash containers, etc.) narrow its effective width. 
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Observations indicated that pedestrian volumes in the area are generally low. Counts 
provided by the department show about 100 total pedestrians during the a.m. peak hour at 
most of the intersections near the project site, with 200 pedestrians counted at the 
intersection of 16th St/ Seventh St-Mississippi St. Pedestrian volumes are about 20 percent 
higher during the p.m. peak hour, based on counts collected at the same location. 
 
Existing driveways and curb cuts are shown on Figure 2. Sight lines are generally clear 
between people walking and motorists entering or exiting the existing parking lot, which is 
chain link fenced. No vehicle activity was observed at the loading docks during various field 
visits. With minimal pedestrian traffic and vehicle activity at the existing site, no conflicts 
were observed between people driving and people walking 
 
For people walking to transit, the primary Muni stops near the project site are located on 
16th Street, west of Mississippi Street (about 400 feet to the west), which is served by the 55 
16th Street, and on Connecticut Street, south of 17th Street (about 550 feet to the west), 
which is served by the 22 Fillmore. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle buses have stops at the 
California College for the Arts (CCA) main entrance on Eighth Street (about a quarter of a 
mile northwest). UCSF shuttle buses travel through the area, but have no stops near the 
project site. As previously described, people walking to nearby transit stops have sidewalks, 
ADA curb ramps, and crosswalks connecting between the project site and the nearby 
transit stops. 
 
BICYCLING CONDITIONS 
This subsection describes the absence, discontinuity, or presence of facilities for people 
bicycling within the transportation study area, and identifies any potentially or observed 
existing hazardous conditions at locations where people bicycle. In addition, it describes the 
number of people bicycling in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
Bicycle facilities consist of bicycle roadway markings, bicycle lanes, and multi-use trails or 
paths. They are grouped into the following four categories. Existing bicycle facilities in the 
proposed project study area are shown on Figure 8. 


  Class I facilities provide a completely separated right-of-way for the exclusive use 
for people walking and bicycling with cross-flow minimized. Class I facilities consist 
of off-street bicycle paths that are generally shared with people walking. Class I 
facilities may be adjacent to an existing roadway or may be entirely independent of 
existing vehicular facilities. 


 Class II facilities provide a striped lane for one-way travel on a street or highway. 
Class II facilities consist of striped bicycle lanes on roadways. These facilities 
reserve a minimum of four to five feet of space for bicycle traffic. 
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 Class III facilities provide for shared use with motor vehicle traffic. Class III 
facilities consist of designated and signed bicycle routes where bicyclists share the 
roadway with vehicles. They may or may not be marked with “sharrows,” and they 
are usually signed. 


 Class IV facilities provide a separated bikeway for the exclusive use of bicycles and 
include a separation between the bikeway and through vehicular traffic. This 
separation may include grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible physical barriers, 
or on-street parking. 


 
The area surrounding the project site has primarily flat terrain to the north, rising steadily 
and quickly south of 17th Street. As such, the established bicycle routes generally operate in 
an east-west direction, or from 17th Street to the north. The following streets provide bicycle 
facilities in the vicinity of the project site: 


 Seventh Street has northbound and southbound Class IV bicycle lanes from 
Townsend Street to 16th Street, and a northbound Class IV bike lane from 16th 
Street to Market. As previously described, Seventh Street north of Hooper Street is 
part of SFMTA’s High Injury Network.  


 Mississippi Street has northbound and southbound Class II bicycle lanes from 16th 
Street to Mariposa Street. 


 Henry Adams Street is a designated north-south Class III bicycle route, with 
sharrow markings to indicate a shared facility. 


 Kansas Street has northbound and southbound Class II bicycle lanes between 16th 
and 17th streets. 


 Sixteenth Street has a westbound-only Class II green bicycle lane between Seventh/ 
Mississippi streets and Missouri Street; eastbound and westbound Class II bicycle 
lanes are also provided from Seventh/ Mississippi streets to Terry A Francois 
Boulevard. 


 Seventeenth Street has eastbound and westbound Class II bicycle lanes between 
Mississippi and Sanchez streets. 


 Mariposa Street is a designated east-west Class III bicycle route, with sharrow 
markings to indicate a shared facility. 


 
Bicycle observations in the vicinity of the project site are summarized in Table 6.  
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Table 6 
AM and PM Peak Hour Bicycle Volumes [a] 


 Facility AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 


STREET SEGMENT [b] Class NB/EB SB/WB Total NB/EB SB/WB Total 


Missouri Street        


16th St to 17th St -- 2 6 8 1 5 6 


17th St to Mariposa St -- 0 4 4 1 2 3 


Mississippi Street        


16th St to 17th St II 134 19 153 36 58 94 


17th St to Mariposa St II 12 76 88 13 13 26 


Mariposa St to 18th St -- 3 2 5 3 1 4 


Seventh Street        


North of Mission Bay Dr IV n/a n/a n/a 151 75 226 


Mission Bay Dr to 16th St IV 61 32 93 109 76 185 


16th Street        


Connecticut St to Missouri St -- 14 8 22 14 45 59 


Missouri St to 7th/Mississippi St II [c] 20 13 33 9 54 63 


7th/Mississippi St to Owens St II 76 29 105 30 117 147 


17th Street        


Connecticut St to Missouri St II 111 12 123 26 81 107 


Missouri St to Texas St II 112 11 123 26 78 104 


Texas St to Mississippi St II 155 15 170 33 128 161 


Mississippi St to Pennsylvania Av -- 7 9 16 2 18 20 
Notes: 


a. Underlined values represent January/February 2020 counts, values in italics represent year 2019 
data, and remaining values are from year 2017. 


b. Shaded segments are adjacent to the project site. 
c. Westbound only.


Source: Summarized by Adavant Consulting from multiple sources; see Appendix B 


 
 
Bicycle activity is more prevalent along Mississippi and 17th streets, particularly during the 
a.m. peak hour, with volumes of over 150 bicyclists per hour. Substantial bicycle activity 
also occurs on Seventh Street during the p.m. peak hour, with volumes of approximately 
100 (south of Mission Bay Dr) to 150 (north of Mission Bay Dr) bicyclists per hour. In 
general, bicycle directionality is reversed. No substantial conflicts with other modes were 
observed during field visits. 
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PUBLIC TRANSIT CONDITIONS 
The project site is well served by public transit. Local service is provided by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (Muni) bus routes, which can be used to 
transfer to other bus lines, cable car lines, the F Market & Wharves historic streetcar line, 
and Muni Metro light rail lines. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART 
along Market and Mission Streets, AC Transit buses from the Transbay Transit Terminal 
(TTT), and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries from the Ferry 
Building. Service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit (GGT) at 
the TTT, as well as ferry service provided by GGT, Blue & Gold, and WETA to/from the 
Ferry Building. Service to and from the Peninsula and South Bay is provided by Caltrain at 
its terminal located at Fourth and Townsend Streets, by the San Mateo County Transit 
District (SamTrans) at the TTT, and by WETA ferries at the Ferry Building. Local transit 
facilities, including bus stops, in the vicinity of the proposed project are shown in Figure 9. 
 
Muni bus routes stopping one block from the project site, several of which provide 
connection to Muni Metro and BART service lines. Three Muni bus routes, the 22 Fillmore, 
55 16th Street, and 10 Townsend, have stops near the project site. Muni lines serving the 
proposed project area during pre-March 2020 conditions are described below.  


 10 Townsend – This bus route provides service between the Pacific Heights area and 
the Potrero Hill area. Buses operate between 6:00 a.m. 11:45 p.m. on 15-minute 
peak (a.m. and p.m. peak) to 20-minute headways. 


 22 Fillmore – This bus route provides service between the Marina District and the 
Potrero Hill area. Buses operate all day on 4-minute (a.m. and p.m. peak) to 30-
minute headways. This route provides an eastbound connection with Muni Metro 
service at the Third Street and 20th Street T line station (about 0.75 miles southwest 
of the project site), and a westbound connection with BART service at the 16th Street 
Mission BART station (about 1.5 miles west of the project site). 


 55 16th Street – This bus route provides service between the Mission Bay area and 
the Mission District. The bus operates on 15-minute (a.m. and p.m. peak) to 20-
minute headways. This bus route provides an eastbound connection with Muni 
Metro service at the UCSF/Mission Bay T line station (about half a mile northeast of 
the project site), and a westbound connection with BART service at the 16th Street 
Mission BART station (about 1.5 miles west of the project site). 


 
The nearest Muni bus stop is located about 500 feet west of the project site on 16th Street, 
west of Missouri Street, with service for the 55 16th Street route. Another Muni bus stop is 
located on Connecticut Street south of 17th Street, about 700 feet west of the project site, 
with service for the 22 Fillmore and 10 Townsend lines. 
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Phase 1 of SFMTA’s 16th Street Improvement Project has recently been completed. The 
project implemented transit-only lanes, transit bulbs, and new vehicle and pedestrian 
signals on 16th Street from Third Street to Potrero Avenue, adjacent to the project site. 
Phase 2, from Potrero Avenue to Church Street is scheduled to start before the end of the 
year and be completed in mid-2022. Combined, the two phases of the project will improve 
transit reliability and travel time for Muni’s 22 Fillmore and 55 16th Street routes, also 
reducing conflicts between private vehicles and transit vehicles. 
 
The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (MBTMA) formed in 
conformance with mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay’s redevelopment 
project’s SFEIR, currently operates four routes that run from the Civic Center BART/Muni 
Station and the TTT, via the Caltrain Terminal, to Mission Bay area destinations.  In 
general, service is provided from 6 to 10:30 a.m. and from 3 to 8:30 p.m. on weekdays. The 
route serving the California Center for the Arts (CCA) Main Academic Building (1111 
Eighth Street) operates on 16th Street, west of Wisconsin Street, and on Seventh Street. 
 
UCSF provides shuttle bus services between primary campus sites and some secondary 
campus locations. The shuttle system is primarily designed to facilitate work-related travel 
between UCSF locations and reduce single-occupancy inter-campus trips during the day, 
but it also offers linkages to major transit service providers such as BART and Caltrain.  
Service includes four fixed-route lines operating on 16th Streets (Red, Blue, Gold, and Grey), 
whose headways are generally between 15 to 25 minutes, and generally operate between 6 
a.m. and 9 p.m., Monday through Friday. UCSF’s Red shuttle bus service connects the 
Mission Bay campus with the 16th Street BART Station, while the Blue, Gold and Grey 
lines connect the campus with Parnassus, Mt. Zion and ZSFG Hospital. There are no UCSF 
shuttle bus stops in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
EMERGENCY ACCESS CONDITIONS 
This subsection describes the closest emergency access facilities to the project site. In 
addition, this subsection identifies any observed delays to emergency access operators 
adjacent to the project site. 
 
The project site is located within the SFFD Battalion 3 area.  The nearest San Francisco 
Fire Department (SFFD) stations are Station 29 (Vermont Street at 16th Street, about 0.5 
miles west of the project site), Station 4 (Mission Rock Street at Third Street, about 0.75 
miles northeast of the project site), and Station 37 (798 Wisconsin Street at 22nd Street, 
about 0.75 miles southwest of the project site). The project site is also located within the 
SFPD Southern District boundaries, with its police station, and SFPD’s headquarters, 
located at China Basin Street at Third Street, about 0.75 miles northeast of the project site. 
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Currently, emergency vehicle access to the project sites is provided along 16th, Mississippi 
and 17th streets.  Sixteenth and Seventh streets have been identified by the San Francisco 
Department of Public Works as Primary Emergency Priority routes,6 while Mariposa Street 
between Kansas Street and Pennsylvania Avenue has been identified as a Parallel 
Emergency Priority route. During field surveys of the project site and vicinity conducted in 
February, May and July 2020, delays to emergency service providers were not observed 
 
LOADING CONDITIONS 
This subsection describes the location of commercial and passenger on-street loading 
spaces, hour restrictions, and usage. In addition, it identifies any potentially or observed 
hazardous conditions or delays to public transit due to loading activities. 
 
Freight Loading 
No on-street loading zones or commercial parking spaces are located along 16th Street, 
Mississippi Street, or 17th Street adjacent to the project site. Farther away from the project 
site, a yellow loading zone is located along the west side of Missouri Street between 16th and 
17th streets, the east side of Mississippi Street between 17th and Mariposa streets, and 
along the east side of Missouri Street between 17th  and Mariposa streets. 
 
Passenger Loading 
There is 75-foot long permitted commuter shuttle passenger loading zone on the east side of 
Mississippi Street, north of 17th Street. The passenger zone operates between 6 a.m. and 10 
a.m., and between 4 p.m. and 8 p.m. General parking is allowed outside those two periods. 
 
During field visits of the project site and vicinity conducted in February, May and July 
2020, conflicts between commercial or passenger loading activities and people walking, 
bicycling or driving, or transit operations were not observed. 
 
  


                                                 
 
6 San Francisco Department of Public Works, Emergency Priority Routes, December 2005; 


http://sfgov.org/orr/ftp/meetingarchive/Lifelines_Council_v3/modules/DPW%20Priority%20Route%20Program__150
9.pdf?documentid=7880 
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PARKING CONDITIONS 
California Senate Bill (SB) 743 amended CEQA by adding California Public Resources Code 
(PRC) section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill 
projects in transit priority areas.7 PRC section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides 
that “…parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center 
project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.”8 Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered 
in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects 
for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. 
 
The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis 
does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts 
under CEQA.9 The following parking conditions description is provided for informational 
purposes only. 
 
On-street parking in the vicinity of the project site partially falls within the San Francisco 
Residential Parking Permit Zone (RPP) X. RPP Zone X is generally bounded by Third 
Street to the east, Arkansas and Carolina streets to the west, 16th and 17th streets to the 
north, and by 24th Street to the south. On-street parking without a residential permit is 
allowed for up to two hours. 
 
A parking survey conducted for the 1240-1250 Child Care Facility Project10 in December 
2017, indicated that on-street parking demand in the vicinity of the project site is well 
utilized; these findings were confirmed during field visits in February and May 2020. The 
survey was conducted during the morning (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) and afternoon/evening 
(3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) periods. The results indicated that over 80 percent of the on-street 
parking spaces were occupied during both survey periods. 
 
There are no public, off-street parking facilities in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 
The nearest off-street public parking facility, the Owens Street Garage at UCSF Medical 
Center (1835 Owens Street), is located approximately a quarter of a mile east of the project 
site. 


                                                 
 
7 A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within 0.5 mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major 


transit stop” is defined in California Public Resource Code section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal 
served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of 
service intervals of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San 
Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at: 
https://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf. 


8 California Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing State Senate Bill 742 (Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016. 


9 Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099, Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 901 16th Street, 
2011.1300EIA, San Francisco Planning Department, September 8, 2020; a copy is included in Appendix F. 


10 1240 & 1250 17th Street child care facility project; Case No. 2015-010660ENV (no longer a pursued project). 
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TRAVEL DEMAND METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 
Travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that 
people would take to and from the project or the variant; detailed methodology and results 
for the project and variant travel demand are included in Appendix D. This section presents 
the estimates of project-and variant-generated person trips by the various ways of travel, as 
well as the project-generated vehicle trips. In addition, this section presents the estimation 
of the demand for loading and parking spaces to accommodate project and variant-
generated commercial vehicles, as well as passenger loading demand. 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND VARIANT TRAVEL DEMAND 
The travel demand methodology consists of four steps: trip generation, modes of travel, trip 
distribution, and assignment. The following summarizes each of these steps.  
 
For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the travel demand for the proposed project 
and the variant would be similar to the demand at the existing Wholesale Flower Market 
site, at the corner of Sixth and Brannan streets, with one exception. The mode of travel and 
origin/ destination of the Market employees have been adjusted to represent the actual 
transit service and other transportation conditions (e.g., parking supply and utilization) 
available at the project site, which are different from the Sixth/ Brannan site. Mode of 
travel and trip distribution information for employees at the project site has been obtained 
from the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines published by the department in 2019 
(2019 SF Guidelines). Detailed travel demand assumptions and results are provided in 
Appendix D. 
 
Trip Generation and Modes of Travel 
Various aspects of the commercial and visitor operations, and associated travel demand at 
the existing Wholesale Flower Market site were identified in the transportation impact 
study report that was prepared as part of the environmental clearance for that project.11 
Additional information has also been gathered from a related technical memorandum, 
which had previously been prepared in support of the Transportation Impact Study.12 A 
summary of the data is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Table 8 provides a summary of the travel demand generated by wholesale badge-holders 
and the general public13 at the existing Wholesale Flower Market, based on the information 
presented in these two documents. 
 


                                                 
 
11 New Flower Mart Project Transportation Impact Study, Nelson\Nygaard, July 2018; Case No.2015-004256ENV. 
12 Existing Wholesale Flower Market Trip Generation, Nelson\Nygaard, October 31, 2017; Case No.2015-004256ENV. 
13 The general public is allowed to shop and park at the Wholesale Flower Market site after 10 a.m. 
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Table 8 
SF Wholesale Flower Market at Sixth/Brannan Streets 


Visitor Travel Demand [a] 


Population Group Time Period 
Daily AM Peak 


Hour [b] 
PM Peak 
Hour [c] 


Person 
Trips [d]


Vehicle 
Trips [e] 


Person 
Trips [d]


Vehicle 
Trips [e] 


Person 
Trips [d] 


Vehicle 
Trips [e] 


Wholesale badge-holders        


Light vehicles parked on-site Midnight to 10 a.m. 878 691 182 143   


 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. [f] 445 350     


 3 p.m. to midnight 58 46   15 12 


Pickups and vans Midnight to 10 a.m. 233 233 37 37   
parked on-site 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 104 104     


 3 p.m. to midnight 27 27   5 5 


Short trucks parked on-site Midnight to 10 a.m. 28 28     


 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 20 20     


 3 p.m. to midnight 7 7   1 1 


Large box trucks on-street All day [f] 8 8 1 1   


Trailer semi-trucks on-street All day [f] 8 8 1 1   


Total badge-holders  1,816 1,522 221 182 21 18 


        


General public        


Light vehicles (parking lot) 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. [g] 205 189     


        


Total badge-holders & public  2,021 1,711 221 182 21 18 
Notes: 


a. Due to the nature of the Wholesale Flower Market, it is assumed that the vast majority of the visitors 
would drive to the site. 


b. Sixty-minute period between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. with the highest traffic in the adjacent streets. 
c. Sixty-minute period between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. with the highest traffic in the adjacent streets. 
d. Calculated by applying an average vehicle occupancy (AVO) factor to the number of vehicle trips. The 


estimated AVO are 1.27 passengers per vehicle for light vehicles, and 1.54 passengers per vehicle for 
public parking vehicles, based on surveys conducted at the existing Wholesale Flower Market site on 
Thursday, February 8, 2018. Similarly, the AVO for vans, trucks and trailers was estimated at one 
person per vehicle. 


e. On-site vehicle trips based on field counts conducted by Nelson\Nygaard at the existing Wholesale 
Flower Market site on August 16, 2017. On-street truck trips based on day of the week arrival 
estimates provide by the project sponsor. 


f. Based on day of the week truck arrival estimates provide by the project sponsor. 
g. Assumes that 65 percent of light vehicles entering the site between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m., when the 


existing Wholesale Flower Market parking lot is open to the general public, are wholesale badge-
holders and 35 percent is general public, based on quarterly badge-holder entry data for the third 
quarters of 2017, as provided by the project sponsor. The third quarter badge holder data was factored 
down to daily and compared to the field counts, in order to estimate the split. Since 65 percent of total 
light vehicles (wholesale badge holders) entering the site equals to approximately 350 observed light 
vehicles, proportionally, 35 percent of total light vehicles (general public) entering the site equals to 
approximately 189 light vehicles.


Sources: Nelson\Nygaard (2017), Adavant Consulting (2018) 
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Table 9 provides an estimate of the daily, a.m. peak hour, and p.m. peak hour travel 
demand for the proposed project and variant employees on a typical weekday. Based on 
information provided by the project sponsor, there are up 275 daily employees on site, who 
generally arrive at the site between midnight and 2 a.m. Most activities are completed by 
10 a.m., with approximately 10 to 15 individual vendors staying open until noon and fewer 
staying open later into the afternoon. These conditions, including the expected number of 
employees would not change as part of the proposed project or the variant. 
 
 


Table 9 
SF Wholesale Flower Market at 901 16th Street 


Employee Travel Demand [a] 


Mode of Travel 
Modal 
Split [b] 


Daily AM Peak 
Hour [c] 


PM Peak 
Hour [d] 


Person 
Trips [e] 


Vehicle 
Trips [f] 


Person 
Trips 


Vehicle 
Trips [f] 


Person 
Trips 


Vehicle 
Trips [f] 


Private Auto 37% 206 182 14 13 0 0 
Taxi/TNC 11% 61 108 4 8 0 0 
Transit 32% 173  12  0  
Walk/Other 20% 110  8  0  


Total 100% 550 290 38 21 0 0 
Notes: 


a. Based on 275 daily employees. 
b. Based on 2019 SF Guidelines data for work trips to/from San Francisco’s Mission/Potrero district. 
c. Sixty-minute period between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. with the highest traffic in the adjacent streets. 


Assumes that 7 percent of the daily trips would occur during the morning peak hours, based on data 
previously collected for the SF Wholesale Produce Market (April 2010, see SF Planning Case No. 
2009.1153E), which given its nature as a wholesale market, it is assumed to have a similar profile. 


d. Sixty-minute period between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. with the highest traffic in the adjacent streets. No 
employee travel is assumed to occur during this time, since most activities would have ceased by noon.


e. Assumes two daily person-trips per employee. 
f. Calculated by applying an average vehicle occupancy factor of 1.13 occupants per vehicle to the 


estimated number of person trips, in accordance to the 2019 SF Guidelines data for San Francisco’s 
Mission/Potrero district. 


Source: Adavant Consulting – 2020 


 
 
Table 10 provides a summary of the total vehicle travel demand (employee vendors, 
wholesale badge-holders, and general public parking) attributable to the proposed project 
and the variant, disaggregated by type of vehicle. The results presented in this table 
combine the information included in Table 8 and Table 9; additional information is 
presented in Appendix D. 
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Table 10 
SF Wholesale Flower Market at 901 16th Street 


Total Travel Demand by Type of Vehicle [a] 


Vehicle Classification 
Daily AM Peak 


Hour [c] 
PM Peak 
Hour [d] 


Percent Vehicle 
Trips Percent Vehicle 


Trips Percent Vehicle 
Trips 


Light vehicles 78.3% 1,556 80.8% 165 66.6% 12 
Pickups, short trucks, vans 18.2% 364 18.2% 37 27.8% 5 
Large box trucks (SU-30) 3.1% 63 0.5% 1 5.6% 1 
Tractor-trailer trucks 0.4% 8 0.5% 1 0.0% 0 


Total all vehicles 100.0% 2,001 100.0% 204 100.0% 18 
Percentage of daily    10.2%  0.9% 
Note: 


a. Includes the sum of badge-holders, general public and employees. Based on the information presented 
in Table 8 and Table 9. 


Source: Adavant Consulting – 2020 


 
 
As shown in Table 10, the proposed project or the variant would generates approximately 
2,000 vehicle trips on a typical weekday, of which 204 occur during the a.m. peak hour 
(about 10 percent of the total daily trips), and 18 occur during the p.m. peak hour (less than 
1 percent of the total daily trips). 
 
Trip Distribution and Assignment 
Trip distribution, refers to the estimated number of trips people would take to (inbound) 
and from (outbound) the project site and another place (e.g., another neighborhood). 
Assignment refers to the location of assignment of project vehicle trips to adjacent streets, 
to loading zones, and driveways. 
 
The exact trip distribution or assignment patterns for the Market are not known, as they 
were not surveyed as part of the New Flower Mart Project analysis conducted at the Sixth/ 
Brannan site in 2018. The trips origins, destinations and routes would be dependent on the 
location of product sources, other vendors, and customers, which changes throughout the 
year. It is possible though, to identify major routes that would be followed by large single-
unit trucks (SU-30 and above) and tractor-trailer trucks arriving to or departing from the 
project site, since those are used for long-haul supplies and deliveries and would use major 
transportation facilities. 
 
  







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 16, 2020 
P20002  Page 36 


Figure 10 shows the preferred trucks routes to and from the Peninsula and South Bay (via 
I-280 and the Mariposa ramps), as well as the preferred truck routes to and from the East 
Bay (via I-80 and the Fifth St on-ramp/ Eighth St off-ramp). An alternative truck route 
from the East Bay is also shown (via I-80 and the Fifth St off-ramp), which may be used 
depending on time of day and traffic conditions in the SoMa area. Additional information 
about the preferred and alternative truck routes, as well as a truck turning movement 
analysis at all the intersections along the routes is included in Appendix G. 
 
Freight and Passenger Loading Demand  


Freight Loading and Parking 
Freight loading demand consists of the estimated number of project delivery, service, and 
passenger vehicle trips. Table 11 provides a summary of peak parking and commercial 
vehicle loading utilization for the proposed project and the variant. Badge holder and 
general public parking and commercial vehicle loading data is based on data obtained at 
the existing Wholesale Flower Market site and on the immediate adjacent on-street spaces, 
which was collected as part of the environmental clearance for the SF Flower Mart project 
at Sixth/ Brannan site. The employee parking demand data is based on mode of travel and 
vehicle occupancy data for the project site, obtained from the 2019 SF Guidelines.  
 
As shown in the table, the combined maximum peak of freight loading and parking demand 
would occur before 10 a.m., and would be 244 spaces (236 spaces for light vehicles, pickups, 
vans and short trucks, five spaces for SU-30 trucks, and three spaces for tractor-trailer 
trucks). Table 12 provides a summary of the number and type of vehicles parking at the 
parking structure under the proposed project and the variant during the peak demand 
period. It should be noted that the proposed five large (SU-30) truck spaces are located in 
Level 2 of the parking structure and would be used exclusively for parking rather than 
loading/unloading operations, which would instead take place at the loading dock on 
Mississippi Street. The DLOP will include provisions to manage the loading activities and 
space utilization for three tractor-trailers and five SU-30 trucks at the four-space loading 
dock during peak demand periods. 
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Table 11 


SF Wholesale Flower Market at 901 16th Street 
Freight Loading and Parking Demand by Time Period 


Vehicle Classification 
Time 


Period 


Peak Freight Loading 
and Parking Utilization [a]  


(spaces) 


Badge-holders &
general public [b] Employees [c] Total 


Light vehicles, plus Midnight to 10 a.m. 145 91 236 
pickups, short trucks and vans 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 94 91 185 


 3 p.m. to midnight 22  22 
Large trucks (SU-30) [d] Midnight to 10 a.m. 5  5 
 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 2  2 
 3 p.m. to midnight 4  4 
Tractor-trailer trucks [e] Midnight to 10 a.m. 3  3 
 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 0  0 
 3 p.m. to midnight 1  1 
All Vehicles Midnight to 10 a.m. 153 91 244 
 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 96 91 187 
 3 p.m. to midnight 27  27 
Notes: 


a. Represents the maximum number of spaces occupied during the period; it is related to but not the same 
as the peak hour traffic volumes presented in Table 8; parking utilization based on vehicle counts 
collected on August 16, 2017. 


b. Based on parking utilization data collected at the existing Wholesale Flower Market site in August 
2017. The existing Wholesale Flower Market parking lot is reserved for badge-holders until 10 a.m., at 
which time the general public is also allowed to park for a fee. Unless there is a SF Giants home game, 
the lot closes to the general public at 3 p.m. Peak parking demand includes those vehicles parked on the 
adjacent streets and alleys within the project site. Delivery trucks and large/semi-trucks based on day 
of the week truck arrival estimates provided by the project sponsor; these vehicles were observed to 
park on-street. 


c. Peak employee parking demand from midnight to 3 p.m. assumed to be half of the total daily employee 
vehicle trip demand presented in Table 9 (289 daily vehicle trips).  


d. These represent trucks currently parking on the street, outside of the existing Wholesale Flower 
Market site. 


e. Most of the tractor-trailer truck activities generally occur before 7 a.m.


Source: Nelson\Nygaard (2017), Adavant Consulting (2020) 
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Table 12 
SF Wholesale Flower Market at 901 16th Street 


Peak Freight Loading and Parking Demand at Parking Structure [a] 


Vehicle Classification Proposed Project 
(spaces)


Variant 
(spaces)


DEMAND   
Light vehicles (autos, small vans) 126 [b] 156 [c] 


Pickups, short trucks, and vans 19 19 
Large trucks (SU-30) [d] 5 5 


All Vehicles 150 180 
   
SUPPLY   


Light vehicles (autos, small vans) 150 180 


Pickups, short trucks, and vans 20 20 
Large trucks (SU-30) [d] 5 5 


All Vehicles 175 205 
   
SURPLUS 25 25 
Notes: 


a. Typically from 9 a.m. to 10 a.m. 
b. Similar to current conditions, no on-site employee parking is assumed to be provided at the project site 


under the proposed project.  
c. Approximately 30 Market employee vehicles (about one third of the total) are assumed to park onsite, 


at the parking structure, under the variant, which provides as many additional parking spaces. 
d. The five large (SU-30) truck spaces are located in Level 2 of the parking structure and would be used 


exclusively for parking rather than loading/unloading operations, which would instead take place at the 
loading dock on Mississippi Street. The DLOP will include provisions to manage the loading activities 
and space utilization for three tractor-trailers and five SU-30 trucks at the four-space loading dock 
during peak demand periods. 


Source: Adavant Consulting – 2020 


 


Passenger Loading/Unloading  
As shown in Table 9, the proposed project and the variant would generate four passenger 
drop off / pick up trips (eight vehicle trips) by TNC vehicles and taxis during the a.m. peak 
hour, and there would not be any drop off / pick up trips occurring during the p.m. peak 
hour. In addition, according to the 2019 SF Guidelines,14 2.4 percent of the person trips by 
private automobile would also represent passenger drop off and pick up trips. The results 
are summarized in Table 13. As shown in the table, no more than one space (0.4 spaces) 
would be required to accommodate the expected passenger loading or unloading demand 
during the peak minute of the peak 15-minute demand. 
 
                                                 
 
14 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines – Appendix F - Travel Demand, Table 4, page F-11; SF Planning 


Department, October 2019 
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Table 13 


SF Wholesale Flower Market at 901 16th Street 
Passenger Drop off and Pick up Demand [a] 


Passengers 
Dropped off or 
Picked up by 


Percentage [b] 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


Person 
Trips 


Vehicle 
Trips [d] 


Peak 
15-min 
(spaces) 


Person 
Trips 


Vehicle 
Trips [d] 


Peak 
15-min 
(spaces) 


Private Auto 2.4% 1 2 0.1 0 0 0 
Taxi/TNC 11.1% 4 8 0.3 0 0 0 


Total 13.5% 5 10 0.4 0 0 0 
Notes: 


a. Percentage of total person trips; see Table 9. 
b. Based on 2019 SF Guidelines; Table 4, page F-11. 
c. Assumes two daily person-trips per employee. 
d. Calculated by applying an average vehicle occupancy factor of 1.13 occupants per vehicle to the 


estimated number of person trips, in accordance to the 2019 SF Guidelines data for San Francisco’s 
Mission/Potrero district. 


Source: Adavant Consulting – 2020 


 
 
PROJECT SITE TRAVEL DEMAND 
The transportation analysis for the 2016 FEIR assumed person and vehicle travel demand 
credits to account for existing land uses operating at the project site at that time.  
 
Cor‐o‐van, a moving and storage company, used the existing warehouses and modular office 
building at the site, and employed approximately 50 people between the hours of 8:00 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. In addition, the University of California, San 
Francisco (UCSF) leased a section of the western warehouse building for storage. The 
surface parking lot was used by Cor-o-van trucks and vans, and to access the UCSF 
warehouse. Cor‐o‐van and UCSF employee vehicles and moving trucks accessed the project 
site from west side of Mississippi Street (access to the loading docks and parking lot), the 
south side of 16th Street (access to the parking lot), and the north side of 17th Street (access 
to the warehouse). 
 
Consistent with the SF Guidelines, the travel demand credits were based on actual 
observations of arriving and departing individuals and vehicles collected at the existing 
project site on August 2, 2012. A summary of the counts is provided on Table 14; Appendix 
E provides the detailed count information. As shown in the table, the project site generated 
152 total daily vehicle trips, 31 vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 20 vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour. 
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Table 14 
901 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 


Existing and Project/Variant Travel Demand 


Vehicle Type 
Number of Vehicle Trips 


Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 


Existing [a]        
Autos, pickups, vans 92 17 2 19 2 10 12 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 60 1 11 12 3 5 8 


Total 152 18 13 31 5 15 20 
        
Proposed Project/Variant        
Autos, pickups, vans 1,930 111 91 202 11 6 17 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 71 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total 2,001 112 92 204 12 6 18 
        
Net Change in Travel Demand        
Autos, pickups, vans 1,838 94 89 183 9 -4 5 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 11 0 -10 -10 -2 -5 -7 


Total 1,849 94 79 173 7 -9 -2 
Note: 


a. Based on data collected for the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project FEIR, Case No. 
2011.1300E; Certified May 12, 2016; Data collected on August 2, 2012


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


 
 
In addition, Table 14 compares the vehicle trip demand generated by the proposed project 
or the variant with the existing travel demand at the project site in August 2012. As shown 
in the table, the number of net new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project or the 
variant would be 1,849 during a day and 173 during the a.m. peak hour. The proposed 
project or the variant would generate two fewer vehicle trips than the previous uses during 
the p.m. peak hour. Table 13 also indicates that the proposed project or the variant would 
generate seven to ten fewer truck trips than the previously existing uses during both the 
a.m. and the p.m. peak hours. 
 
2016 FEIR MIXED-USE PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND 
The transportation analysis for the 2016 FEIR estimated the number of person and vehicle 
trips for the proposed mixed-use project, which included retail and residential uses for the 
site. The vehicle trip generation estimates for both uses were based on the SF Guidelines, 
and included total daily person and vehicle trips made by employees, visitors, and 
residents, as well as an estimate of trips made during the p.m. peak hour. The results are 
summarized in Table 14. 
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Since the 2016 FEIR did not estimate the number of vehicle trips generated during a.m. 
peak hour, they were calculated specifically for this study, in order to more properly 
compare the number of trips generated by the proposed project or the variant  and those 
generated by the 2016 FEIR project. The calculation of the a.m. peak hour trips followed 
the same assumptions and methodology as those used in the 2016 FEIR (i.e. SF 
Guidelines). A summary of the results is provided on Table 15; Appendix C provides the 
trip generation calculations. 
 
 


Table 15 
901 16th Street/1200 17th Street Project Site 


2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project and Project/Variant Travel Demand 


Vehicle Type 
Number of Vehicle Trips 


Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total 


2016 FEIR Mixed-use Project [a]        
Autos, pickups, vans 4,342 118 133 251 291 242 533 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 40       


Total 4,382 118 133 251 291 242 533 
        
Proposed Project/Variant        
Autos, pickups, vans 1,930 111 91 202 11 6 17 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 71 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total 2,001 112 92 204 12 6 18 
        
Difference        
Autos, pickups, vans -2,412 -7 -42 -49 -280 -236 -516 
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 31 1 1 2 1 0 1 


Total -2,381 -6 -41 -47 -279 -236 -515 
Note: 


a. Daily and p.m. peak hour volumes are from 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed-use Project 
FEIR, Case No. 2011.1300E; Tables IV.A-7, Tables IV.A-8, and Tables IV.A-9. Estimates of the a.m. 
peak hour trips were performed specifically for this study, and are included in Appendix C. 


Source: Adavant Consulting – 2020 


 
 
In addition, Table 15 compares the vehicle travel demand generated by the proposed project 
or the variant with the demand generated by the 2016 FEIR Project. As shown in the table, 
the number of total vehicle trips generated by the proposed project or the variant would be 
substantially less than those estimated by the 2016 FEIR, particularly under daily and 
p.m. peak hour conditions, with an over 50 percent reduction. On the other hand, the 
number of truck trips generated by the proposed project or the variant would be about 80 
percent higher than those generated by the 2016 FEIR Project on a daily basis (71 vs 40 
truck trips). 
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APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 
San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 directs the department to identify 
environmental effects of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set 
forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As it relates to transportation and circulation, 
Appendix G asks whether the project would: 


 Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 


 Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), 
which pertains to VMT; 


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


 Result in inadequate emergency access. 
 
The department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and 
address the Appendix G checklist. The department separates the significance criteria into 
construction and operation. 
 
Construction 
Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would 
require a substantially extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit 
operations; or interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling or substantially 
delay public transit. 
 
Operation 
The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria. A project 
would have a significant effect if it would: 


 Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or 
public transit operations 


 Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project 
site, and adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access 


 Substantially delay public transit 


 Cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce additional automobile 
travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding 
new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network 


 Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay 
public transit 
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METHODOLOGY 
Construction Impacts 
The analysis for addressing project construction impacts uses preliminary project 
construction information. The evaluation addresses the staging and duration of 
construction activities, estimated daily worker and truck trips, truck routes, roadway 
and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effects of construction activities on people 
walking, bicycling, or driving, and riding public transit and emergency vehicle operators. 
 
Operational Impacts 
The following describes the methodology for analysis of operational impacts, by significance 
criterion.  


Potentially Hazardous Conditions 
A “hazard” refers to a project generated vehicle potentially colliding with a person walking, 
bicycling, or driving or public transit vehicle that could cause serious or fatal physical 
injury, accounting for the aspects described below. Human error or non-compliance with 
laws, weather conditions, time-of-day, and other factors can affect whether a collision could 
occur. However, for purposes of CEQA, hazards refer to engineering aspects of a project 
(e.g., speed, turning movements, complex designs, substantial distance between street 
crossings, sight lines) that may cause a greater risk of collisions that result in serious or 
fatal physical injury than a typical project. This analysis focuses on hazards that could 
reasonably stem from the project itself, beyond collisions that may result from 
aforementioned non-engineering aspects or the transportation system as a whole.  
 
Therefore, the methodology qualitatively addresses the potential for the project to 
exacerbate an existing or create a new potentially hazardous condition to people walking, 
bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations. The methodology accounts for the 
number, movement type, sightlines, and speed of project vehicle trips and project changes 
to the public right-of-way in relation to the presence of people walking, bicycling, or driving.   


Accessibility 
The methodology qualitatively addresses the potential for the project to interfere with the 
accessibility of people walking or bicycling or results in inadequate emergency access. The 
methodology accounts for the number, movement type, sightlines, and speed of project 
vehicle trips and project changes to the public right-of-way in relation to the presence of 
people walking and bicycling or emergency service operator facilities.   


Public Transit Delay 
The department uses a quantitative threshold of significance and qualitative criteria to 
determine whether the project would substantially delay public transit. For individual 
lines, if the project would result in transit delay greater than equal to four minutes, then it 
might result in a significant impact. For individual Muni routes with headways less than 
eight minutes, the department may use a threshold of significance less than four minutes. 
For individual surface lines operated by regional agencies, if the project would result in 
transit delay greater than one-half headway, then it might result in a significant impact. 
The department considers the following qualitative criteria for determining whether that 
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delay would result in significant impacts due to a substantial number of people riding 
transit switching to riding in private or for-hire vehicles: transit service headways and 
ridership, origins and destinations of trips, availability of other transit and modes, and 
competitiveness with private vehicles. 


VMT Analysis  
Land Use Components. The department uses the following quantitative thresholds of 
significance to determine whether the project would generate substantial additional VMT: 


 For residential projects, if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita minus 
15 percent.  


 For office projects, if it exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent.  


 For retail projects, if it exceeds the regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 
percent.   


 For mixed-use projects, evaluate each land use independently, per the thresholds of 
significance described above.  


 
The department uses a map-based screening criterion to identify types and locations of land 
use projects that would not exceed these quantitative thresholds of significance. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) uses a travel demand model to 
present VMT for residential, office, and retail in San Francisco and the region, as described 
and shown under existing conditions. The department uses that data and associated maps 
to determine whether a project site’s location is below the VMT quantitative threshold of 
significance.  
 
Further, the department presumes residential, retail, and office projects, and projects that 
are a mix of these uses, proposed within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop (as 
defined by CEQA section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor 
(as defined by CEQA section 21155) would not exceed these quantitative thresholds of 
significance. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: (1) have a 
floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, customers, 
or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or (3) is 
inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
 
Transportation Components. The department uses the following quantitative threshold of 
significance and screening criteria to determine whether transportation projects may 
substantially induce additional automobile travel: 2,075,220 VMT per year. This threshold 
is based on the fair share VMT allocated to transportation projects required to achieve 
California’s long-term greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030. 
 
The department uses a list of transportation components that would not exceed this 
quantitative threshold of significance. If a project fits within the general types of projects 
included on the list, then the department presumes that VMT impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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Loading 
The methodology assesses the potential for convenient off- and on-street loading facilities to 
meet the project’s loading demand during the average peak period. For the purposes of this 
section, convenient refers to facilities within 250 linear feet of the project site. If convenient 
loading facilities meet the estimated demand, the analysis is complete. If convenient 
loading facilities do not meet the demand, then the methodology qualitatively addresses the 
potential for the project to exacerbate an existing or create a new potentially hazardous 
condition to people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit. 


IMPACT EVALUATION 
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Both the proposed project and the variant would be constructed in five phases (demolition, 
foundation & below grade construction, base buildings, exterior & interior building 
finishing, and reconstruction and reconfiguration of Mississippi Street) over a two and a 
half year period (December 2020 – May 2022). Construction would generally occur on 
weekdays from 7 a.m. until 3:30 p.m.; if weekend construction is required it would also 
generally occur from 7 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
 
During the construction period, the number of construction trucks traveling to and from the 
site would vary depending on the phase and the type of construction activity. The peak 
number of construction trucks would occur during the foundation and below grade 
construction phase (February through September 2021), with a daily peak demand of 67 
trucks, and an average demand of six trucks per day. The maximum number of construction 
workers on site would also occur during the same phase with a daily peak demand of 125 
workers, and an average demand of 74 workers per day. 
 
Mariposa, Owens, Mississippi, 16th and 17th streets would be used to access the site, and 
access into the construction site would be from Mississippi Street, During project 
construction there would be additional construction trucks on Mississippi, 16th and 17th 
streets, all of which are designated bicycle routes; however, bicycle lanes are provided, and 
construction trucks would not substantially affect bicycle travel, except when entering the 
site. 
 
Construction staging and delivery activities would generally occur on‐site but off-site 
staging would be utilized as needed to support parking garage construction; materials and 
equipment would not be staged on sidewalks. Loading and unloading of materials could 
occur on 16th, 17th, and Mississippi streets, outside of the bicycle lanes. 
 
Temporary full closure of travel lanes, parking lanes, or sidewalks are not anticipated, 
except during the reconfiguration of Mississippi Street, which would call for some segments 
of the street to be closed during short periods. The raised bike lane buffers would be 
installed at the same time as the adjacent sidewalk reconstruction. Partial lane and 
sidewalk closures would be required for curb, gutter and sidewalk replacement and other 
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planned off-site improvements. People walking would be directed to cross to the other side 
of the street. No bus stops are located adjacent to the project site. Any temporary traffic 
lane, bicycle lane, parking lane, or sidewalk closures that may be necessary would be 
required to be coordinated with City agencies to lessen the effects of the construction‐
related activities 
 
The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s 
Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, (the Blue Book), including those 
regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if 
any special traffic permits would be required. In addition to the regulations in the Blue 
Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all city, state and federal 
codes, rules and regulations.  
 
Therefore, neither construction of the proposed project nor the variant would create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, driving or riding transit, 
interfere with emergency access, or interfere with accessibility for people walking, 
bicycling, or substantially delay transit. 
 
Neither the proposed project nor the variant would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to the effects of construction activities on people walking, bicycling, or driving and 
public transit, and the proposed project’s or variant’s impacts related to potentially 
construction would be less than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant transportation and circulation impacts 
related to construction (Impact TR-8), and did not require any mitigation measures. The 
2016 FEIR included Improvement Measure I-TR-8 Construction Management to develop 
and implement a construction management plan that minimizes overall construction-
related disruptions and ensures that overall circulation in the project vicinity is 
maintained, to the extent possible. 
 
The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the effects of 
construction activities on people walking, bicycling, or driving and public transit, and no 
mitigation measures are required. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant 
would have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 2016 
FEIR related to construction transportation impacts. The proposed project would not 
include Improvement Measure I-TR-8 from the 2016 FEIR, because the city has since 
clarified that the purpose of this type of measures are largely within the Blue Book 
regulations. Thus, this improvement measure is no longer necessary. 
 
POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Both the proposed project and the variant propose the following changes to the street 
network outside of the project site: 
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 Improvements to the sidewalk adjacent to the project site, including reconstructed 
sidewalks. Adjacent to the project site, 16th Street, Mississippi Street, and 17th 
Street sidewalk widths would retain their existing widths of 10, 15, and 10 feet, 
respectively.  


 Reconfiguration and reusing of the existing curb cuts along Mississippi Street for 
access to the loading dock and the parking structure. 


 Reconfiguration of an existing curb cut on 16th Street to allow access to the electrical 
transformer room, and narrowing an adjacent second existing curb cut to access to 
the garbage/recycling/compost area in the parking structure; elimination of a third 
existing curb cut. 


 Elimination of three existing curb cuts on 17th Street, a designated bicycle route. 


 New lane configuration on the portion of Mississippi Street adjacent to the project 
site in order to provide a two-way center turn lane to facilitate large truck access 
into and out of the loading dock. 


 Safety upgrades to the existing bicycle lanes on Mississippi Street between 16th and 
17th streets. The bicycle lanes would be widened to 6.5 feet and protected from the 
adjacent parallel traffic lane by a 2-foot wide raised buffer. 


 Elimination of existing parallel parking on both sides of Mississippi Street between 
16th and 17th streets (approximately 26 spaces). 


 
The proposed project would include multiple vehicle access points to the site on Mississippi 
and 16th streets, however, the proposed project would reduce the total amount of curb 
dedicated to driveways and curb cuts. Overall, there would be a net reduction of 71 linear 
feet of curb cuts (27-ft reduction on 16th St., 12-ft increase on Mississippi St., and 56-ft 
reduction on 17th St.). Inbound and outbound turning maneuvers for large trucks (SU-40, 
WB-50 and WB-67) accessing the loading dock, and large box trucks (SU-30) accessing the 
parking structure are shown in Appendix G. 
 
The proposed project includes implementation of a DLOP, including a queue abatement 
operations plan, to properly accommodate and manage commercial freight 
loading/unloading activities at the dock. To this end, the DLOP will include measures to 
manage utilization of the four off-street loading spaces as well as driveway operations, 
vehicle queue abatement measures, measures to prevent commercial vehicles from double 
parking in front of the proposed project, and provisions for management of large truck 
access, trash/ recycling/ compost collection operations. 


Walking and Bicycling 
The street network changes would enhance the environment and safety for people walking 
adjacent to the project site on 16th, 17th, and Mississippi streets, and people bicycling along 
Mississippi Street.  
 
The design of the street network changes would generally be consistent with Better Streets 
Plan guidelines, with the exception of the minimum sidewalk widths on 16th and 17th 
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streets. The proposed project and the variant would maintain all the existing buildings, 
except for the modular office structure, all of which are built to the property line, 
preventing any setbacks. Similarly, competing infrastructure needs on the travelway, 
including the provision of transit-only lanes and bicycle lanes precludes the existing 
sidewalks on 16th or 17th streets from being widened. The existing number of people walking 
in the area is relatively low (about 100 to 200 pedestrians during the peak hour), and the 
proposed project or the variant would represent a minimal number of additional 
pedestrians (about 20 person trips during the a.m. peak hour and none during the p.m. 
peak hour), which would not create potentially hazardous conditions due to maintaining the 
current sidewalk widths on 16th and 17th streets. Furthermore, all the street network 
changes to be implemented as part of the proposed project or the variant would be required 
to undergo review by SFMTA’s TASC and the fire department, along with other City 
agencies. 
 
The proposed elimination of some existing curb cuts and the reconstruction of the existing 
sidewalks, including the planting of approximately 43 trees, would enhance the walking 
network adjacent to the project site. In addition, the widening of the existing bike lanes on 
Mississippi Street to 6.5 feet and the provision of a raised 2-foot wide buffer from moving 
vehicles would provide for safer movement of people biking on Mississippi Street. 
Pedestrian access to the Market would be through the parking structure, with an entrance 
on Mississippi Street, between the parking structure driveway and the loading dock; an 
entrance to an adjacent vendor, physically separated from the rest of the Market, would be 
provided on 17th Street, west of Texas Street. A service/employee entrance would be located 
next to the loading dock. The parking structure driveway would have an audible and/or 
visual warning system for people walking as autos, vans and trucks exit onto Mississippi 
Street. The adjacent four-large truck space loading dock would be managed to facilitate 
inbound and outbound operations. 
 
The site would be most active during the early morning hours, as vendors, badge holders, 
and customers arrive and depart the Market (typically between 4 a.m. and noon); most of 
the truck activities at the loading dock would generally occur before 7 a.m., with all large 
trucks generally departing by 9 a.m. based on data on the existing Wholesale Flower 
Market site. In general, there is minimal to no activity at the Market after 3 p.m. The 
expected number of truck trips generated by the proposed project during the peak hour of 
the morning (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) or the evening (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) commute periods would be 
less than the truck trips generated by the uses at the project site in August 2012. 
 
Therefore, the truck maneuvering activities at the loading dock would not typically overlap 
with daytime walk activities on Mississippi Street. Peak activity at the Market using the 
parking structure driveway would partially overlap with the typical morning walk peak 
period (between 7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) but not with the evening peak period (between 4 p.m. to 6 
p.m.). Furthermore, the proposed project would generate less truck activity than the 
existing uses during the morning and evening peak hours, and people walking in the 
vicinity of the project would be exposed to a fewer number of driveways and vehicles 
crossing the sidewalk adjacent to the project site. 
 







 Adavant 
Consulting 


 
 


 
FINAL VERSION  September 16, 2020 
P20002  Page 50 


Because most of the truck maneuvering activities would generally occur before 7 a.m., vans, 
trucks, and other commercial vehicles accessing the parking structure would enter and exit 
the facility driving forward, an audible and/or visual warning system would be installed at 
the parking structure driveway, and other measures that will be included in the DLOP, the 
Market operations would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking. 
 
The proposed project and the variant would enhance cycling conditions on Mississippi 
Street. The conversion of the existing bicycle lanes into wider protected bikeways in both 
directions on the segment of Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets would improve 
bicycle safety due to providing greater separation from parallel moving vehicles compared 
to existing conditions. The two existing driveways on the west (project) side of Mississippi 
Street would be reconfigured and extended, in order to provide access to the loading dock 
and the parking structure. Under the proposed project loading dock activity would typically 
occur early in the day (generally before 7 a.m.) and the total number of trucks crossing the 
southbound bike lane during the morning or evening peak hour would decrease compared 
to existing conditions. As previously noted, the proposed project and variant would 
implement a DLOP which would include provisions to manage off-street loading spaces and 
driveway operations, and measures to prevent commercial vehicles from double parking in 
front of the proposed project, on 16th, Mississippi, and 17th streets. 
 
Therefore, for the reasons described above, neither the proposed project nor the variant 
would create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or bicycling. 


Driving and Public Transit Operations 
The proposed project’s modification of Mississippi Street would accommodate various 
vehicle types, including trucks and buses, and the proposed conceptual plans have 
undergone initial review by the SFMTA. Final design would be subject to approval by the 
SFMTA, public works, and the fire department so that the streets are designed consistent 
with City policies and design standards, including the Better Streets Plan, and do not 
result in potentially hazardous conditions for people driving or public transit operators. The 
project and the variant would add additional vehicles onto adjacent streets during the 
morning peak hour (173 net-new vehicles) while decreasing the number of vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour compared to the previously existing conditions; however, 
increases in vehicles using the roadway are not considered potentially hazardous conditions 
by themselves. 
 
There are no local or regional bus routes traveling on Mississippi or 17th streets adjacent to 
the project site. Muni’s 55 16th Street operates on 15-minute headways both ways on 16th 
Street, which includes a westbound exclusive bus/taxi only lane near the project site; UCSF 
and Mission Bay MTA shuttle buses also operate on this segment of 16th Street. No public 
transit stops are located adjacent to the project site. 
 
An existing curb cut on 16th Street would be reconfigured to allow access to the electrical 
transformer room, while an adjacent second existing curb cut would be reduced and reused 
to access to the trash/ recycling/ compost area in the parking structure; a third existing curb 
cut would be eliminated. Vehicular access to the transformer room would be sporadic, 
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generally for its installation, occasional maintenance, and potential replacement. Access to 
the garbage, recycling and compost area would generally occur between 4 a.m. and 6 a.m., 
approximately two to three times per day. Trucks would drive forward into the refuse area 
to pick up the bins and then reverse out onto 16th Street. The project DLOP will include 
provisions for the management of garbage/ recycling/ compost collection operations, such as 
exiting trucks being actively guided by a driveway attendant, so that these activities do not 
interfere with vehicular or public transit operations, or create potentially hazardous 
conditions. 
 
With the proposed lane reconfiguration on Mississippi Street, the existing on-street parking 
on both sides of Mississippi Street between 16th and 17th streets (26 spaces) would be 
removed to provide wider bicycle lanes and a raised concrete barrier and facilitate truck 
turning movements into and out of the loading dock (tractor-trailers, SU-40 and SU-30) and 
the parking structure (vans, short trucks, and SU-30). This reconfigured street would be 
designed to city and state standards and would not create potentially hazardous conditions 
for people driving on Mississippi Street. As previously noted, the proposed project DLOP 
would include measures to prevent commercial vehicles from double parking in front of the 
proposed project, on 16th, Mississippi, and 17th streets. 
 
Therefore, for the reasons described above, neither the proposed project nor the variant 
would create potentially hazardous conditions for people driving or transit operations. 
 
Overall, neither the proposed project nor the variant would create potentially hazardous 
conditions for people walking, bicycling or driving, or public transit operations, and the 
proposed project’s or variant’s impacts related to potentially hazardous conditions would be 
less than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR analyzed, but did not identify, impacts to people walking or bicycling. In 
addition, the 2016 FEIR concluded that the project design would not result in traffic 
hazards for people driving or transit operations. Therefore, no relevant mitigation measures 
were identified in the report The 2016 FEIR included Improvement Measure I-TR-5a On-
site Bicycle Safety Strategies and I-TR-5b On-Street Bicycle Safety Strategies to reduce 
potential conflicts between people bicycling and vehicles accessing the project site. 
 
Proposed project and variant operation would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving and public 
transit, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, neither the proposed project 
nor the variant would have any new or substantially more severe effects than those 
identified in the 2016 FEIR related to potentially hazardous conditions. 
 
The two improvement strategies identified in the 2016 FEIR (I-TR-5a and I-TR-5b) are no 
longer directly applicable given the different land uses, the proposed street network 
changes, including reconfiguration of Mississippi Street and the implementation of 
physically separated bicycle lanes, the installation of an audible and/or visual warning 
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system at the parking structure driveway, and the provision, as part of the DLOP, of 
measures to manage off-street loading spaces and driveway operations. 
 
ACCESSIBILITY IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
The proposed project does not involve any substantial changes to the street network that 
would interfere with walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining areas, 
or result in inadequate emergency access. As listed above, proposed street network changes 
include elimination of existing curb cuts, reconstruction of existing sidewalks, removal of 
on-street parking, and upgrades to the existing bicycle lanes on Mississippi Street. 


Walking and Bicycling 
The proposed elimination of existing curb cuts and the reconstruction of existing sidewalks 
would enhance the walking network adjacent to the project site. 
 
The existing striped bicycle lanes on Mississippi Street would be converted into Class IV 
protected widened bikeways in both directions on the segment of Mississippi Street 
between 16th and 17th streets, and on-street parking on both sides of the street would be 
removed, enhancing accessibility, compared to existing conditions. 
 
The proposed project and the variant would include 10 class 1 bicycle parking spaces 
located within the parking structure at ground level, and 14 class 2 bicycle parking spaces 
located at two bicycle storage areas on the adjacent sidewalks at Mississippi (eight spaces) 
and 17th (six spaces) streets, near pedestrian entrances, for use by vendors, badge holders, 
employees, and customers. 


Emergency Access 
Neither the proposed project nor the variant would introduce any design features or street 
network changes that would change emergency vehicle travel adjacent to the project site. 
Emergency access routes to the project site would remain unchanged compared with 
existing conditions. The reconfiguration of the bicycle lanes, elimination of on-street 
parking, and provision of a two-way center turn lane on Mississippi Street between 16th and 
17th streets would reduce the width of the two vehicle travel lanes from 12 feet to 11 feet (a 
recommended standard), without affecting the maneuverability for emergency vehicles. 
Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would result in inadequate 
emergency access.  
 
Therefore, for the reasons described above, neither the proposed project nor the variant 
would interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling, or result in inadequate 
emergency access, and the proposed project’s impacts related to accessibility would be less 
than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
Impacts on accessibility were not specifically addressed in the 2016 FEIR; however, the 
2016 FEIR did not identify impacts on people walking and bicycling, or on emergency 
access.  
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Proposed project and variant operation would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining 
areas, and emergency access, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, neither 
the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or substantially more severe 
effects than those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to walking and bicycling accessibility, 
and emergency access impacts. 
 
TRANSIT IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
During the weekday a.m. peak hour, the proposed project and the variant would generate a 
net-new increase of 94 inbound and 79 outbound vehicle trips (a total of 173 vehicle trips). 
During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the proposed project and the variant would generate a 
net-new increase of seven inbound vehicle trips and a net decrease of nine outbound vehicle 
trips (a total net decrease of two vehicle trips compared to the existing conditions).  
 
The 173 net-new vehicle trips generated by the proposed project or the variant during the 
a.m. peak hour would be as follows: 


 183 net-new autos, pickups and vans (94 inbound and 89 outbound) 


 No change in inbound truck trips (one truck) and 10 fewer outbound truck trips, 
compared to the existing conditions. 


 
The 173 net-new a.m. peak hour vehicle trips generated by the project or the variant would 
be less than the 300 total peak-hour project vehicle trips identified by the department as 
the number of vehicle trips that could result in delays for transit and exceed the 4-minute 
threshold of significance. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would 
result in a significant impact related to transit delay. 
 
The main access/egress driveways serving the Market would be on Mississippi Street, while 
access to the electrical transformer room and to the trash/recycling/compost area, which 
would be used two to three times a day between 4 a.m. and 6 a.m., would be on 16th Street. 
There are no local or regional bus routes traveling on Mississippi Street adjacent to the 
project site, while Muni’s 55 16th Street, UCSF shuttle buses, and Mission Bay TMA buses 
operate both ways on 16th Street. 
 
The project was designed to accommodate truck turns into and out of the trash/ recycling/ 
compost area without interfering or substantially affecting transit operations on 16th Street. 
Trucks would drive forward into the refuse area to pick up the bins and then reverse out 
onto 16th Street. The proposed project DLOP will include provisions for properly managing 
trash/recycling/compost collection operations, such as exiting trucks being actively guided 
by a driveway attendant. 
 
In addition, both the proposed project and the variant would include sufficient on-site 
vehicle parking to accommodate the expected demand for parking by vendors, badge 
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holders, and customers, as well as for vans and short trucks. The DLOP will include 
measures to manage loading/unloading operations and space occupancy by large box trucks 
(SU-30 and above), and tractor trailer trucks at the loading dock, and therefore the project 
or the variant would not result in double parking or substantially delay transit operations 
on 16th Street. 
 
Similar to the existing Wholesale Flower Market facility, the proposed project does not 
include on-site vehicular parking for employees. Therefore, the majority of the employee 
vehicle trips generated by the proposed project (18 during the weekday a.m. peak hour, and 
none during the p.m. peak hour) would not travel to the site but instead would seek parking 
in off-street facilities and on-street. Given the additional parking supply (30 spaces) 
provided at the parking structure under the variant, about one third of the employees 
expected to drive to the Market are assumed to park at the site, resulting in a similar 
parking surplus as under the proposed project. As a result, fewer vehicles would seek 
parking at other off-street facilities or on the street under the variant. 
 
For the reasons described above, the operation of the proposed project or the variant would 
not substantially delay transit, and the proposed project or variant’s impacts related to 
transit would be less than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR assessed impacts of the project on Muni transit capacity utilization, and 
whether the project would affect transit operations in terms of transit delay or operating 
costs within the project vicinity, and these impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. No mitigation measures were required. 
 
The department no longer considers transit capacity utilization impacts to be consistent 
with CEQA guidance.15 As described above, the department’s significance criteria for 
transit assesses whether implementation of the project would increase transit travel times 
and substantially delay transit or create potentially hazardous conditions for transit 
operations, and requires an impact assessment, related to those two criteria, as previously 
described. 
 
Both proposed project and variant operation would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to public transit, and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, neither the 
proposed project nor the variant would have any new or substantially more severe effects 
related to transit than those identified in the 2016 FEIR. 
 


                                                 
 
15 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes Memorandum, San Francisco Planning 


Department, February 14, 2019. 
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VMT IMPACTS  


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone in which 
the project site is located (i.e., TAZ 651) is below the existing regional average daily VMT. 
Specifically, for the PDR (office) use, the average daily work-related VMT per employee is 
12.4, which is about 35 percent below the existing regional average daily work-related VMT 
per employee of 19.1. 
 
Thus, the project site is within an area of the city where the existing VMT per employee is 
more than 15 percent below the regional VMT thresholds, and would meet the City’s map-
based screening for PDR (office) projects. As such, neither the proposed project’s nor the 
variant’s land uses would generate a substantial increase in employee VMT. In addition, 
the project site meets the proximity to transit stations screening criterion, which also 
indicates that the proposed uses would not cause substantial additional VMT. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed project and the variant represent a permanent relocation of an 
existing use of similar size from its current location at Sixth and Brannan streets, 
approximately two thirds of a mile away from the project site. As such, no substantial 
addition to the commercial vehicle VMT values generated by current Market operations 
would be expected from the proposed project or the variant. 
 
The proposed project and the variant would also include features that would alter the 
transportation network. These features include reconstructed sidewalks, elimination of 
existing on-street vehicular parking, closures and/or relocation of driveways, and 
enhancement of existing bicycle lanes. These features fit within the general types of 
projects that would not substantially induce automobile travel.  
 
Therefore, for the reasons described above, the proposed project or variant impacts related 
to VMT and induced automobile travel would be less than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant transportation and circulation impacts 
related to causing additional VMT or substantially inducing automobile travel (Impact TR-
10), and did not require any mitigation measures.  
 
Both the project and the variant would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
additional VMT and induced automobile travel, and no mitigation measures are required. 
Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or 
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to VMT 
and induced automobile travel. 
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LOADING IMPACTS  


Proposed Project and Project Variant 


Commercial Vehicle Loading 
The proposed project and the variant include four on-site large truck loading spaces 12 feet 
wide by 74 feet long with direct access to Mississippi Street. Inside the parking structure, 
the proposed project would also provide five SU-30 box truck loading spaces (12 feet wide by 
30 feet long), 20 van or short truck loading or parking spaces (12 feet wide by 24 feet long), 
144 standard automobile/pickup parking spaces (9 feet wide by 18 feet long), and six ADA 
parking spaces (five 9 feet wide by 18 feet long and one 12 feet wide by 18 feet long). The 
variant would provide two fewer standard and 32 additional compact automobile/pickup 
parking spaces inside the parking structure. 
 
It should be noted that the proposed five large (SU-30) truck spaces located in Level 2 of the 
parking structure would be used exclusively for parking rather than loading/unloading 
operations, which would instead take place at the loading dock on Mississippi Street. The 
DLOP will include provisions to manage the loading activities and space utilization for 
three tractor-trailers and five SU-30 trucks at the four-space loading dock during peak 
demand periods. 
 
Thus, with implementation of the proposed project’s and variant’s DLOP, the peak hour 
commercial loading demand of 145 light vehicles, pickups, vans and short trucks, plus five 
SU-30 box truck and three tractor-trailer truck spaces would be accommodated with the 
spaces provided within the parking structure and loading dock. 


Passenger Loading 
The project and the variant will request a passenger loading zone on 17th Street, 
immediately to the west of the intersection with Mississippi Street, with capacity for at 
least one vehicle (about 25 feet long) and available during Market business hours. The 
project and the variant will also include a DLOP with provisions for the accommodation 
and management of passenger loading/unloading activities at the passenger zone. 
 
The passenger loading demand associated with the proposed land uses was estimated at no 
more than one space during the peak minute of the a.m. peak hour. This demand would be 
accommodated by the one passenger loading space to be provided on 17th Street, without 
the need for double-parking within travel lanes or bicycle facilities. 
 
The proposed on-site commercial loading facilities and the passenger loading zone for the 
proposed project and the variant would accommodate the projected demand. Therefore, no 
secondary impact analysis is required. The impacts of the proposed project and the variant 
related to commercial vehicle and passenger loading would be less than significant. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to freight loading and did 
not require any mitigation measures.  The 2016 FEIR did not assess impacts related to 
passenger loading activities. The 2016 FEIR included Improvement Measure I-TR-6 Off-
street Loading Management to reduce potential conflicts between people walking or 
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bicycling and commercial vehicles accessing the project site; these included identifying a 
loading coordinator, coordination of residential move-in, move-out activities, scheduling of 
large vehicle loading deliveries, and discouraging double parking of commercial vehicles. 
 
Proposed project and variant operations would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to commercial vehicle and passenger loading activities, and no mitigation measures 
are required. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or 
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to 
commercial and passenger loading. 
 
Most of the loading management strategies identified in the 2016 FEIR are no longer 
directly applicable given the different nature of the proposed project, however, similar 
measures to minimize conflicts between loading operations and adjacent vehicle, pedestrian 
and bicycle travel have been incorporated into the proposed project and variant DLOP (e.g., 
the provision of an on-site attendant to manage off-street loading spaces and driveway 
operations, and the prohibition for commercial vehicles to double park in front of the project 
site). 
 
PARKING DEFICIT IMPACTS  


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
The vehicular parking assessment was conducted by applying the department’s parking 
analysis screening criteria checklist to determine whether the proposed project would result 
in a substantial vehicular parking deficit. According to the parking analysis screening 
criteria checklist, if a land use project is located within the department’s map-based 
screening area developed as part of the VMT analysis, and/or a transportation 
infrastructure project qualifies as an active transportation project or other minor 
transportation project, the project would not result in a vehicular parking deficit.  
 
For projects that do not meet the criteria and have a vehicular parking deficit of more than 
600 spaces, then a substantial vehicular parking deficit would occur, and a vehicular 
parking analysis would be required to assess whether the secondary impact of the vehicular 
parking deficit would create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, 
or driving; interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling; result in inadequate 
access for emergency vehicles; or substantially delay public transit.  
 
The project site is within the department’s map-based screening area and would not result 
in a substantial vehicular deficit based on the department’s screening criteria, as described 
above, and both the proposed project and the variant would also be below the 600-space 
threshold of vehicular parking deficit. The proposed project would result in the removal of 
26 on-street parking spaces and a potential new demand for 118 parking spaces for Market 
employees, resulting in a 144-space parking deficit. About 30 Market employees are 
assumed to park in the garage under the variant, resulting in a 114-space parking deficit. 
Both values would be below the 600-space threshold of vehicular parking deficit established 
by the department. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would result in 
a substantial vehicular parking deficit. As such, no secondary impact analysis is necessary. 
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Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to parking and did not 
require any mitigation measures. The 2016 FEIR included Improvement Measure I-TR-9 
Queue Abatement to ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-
of-way fronting the project site. 
 
Neither proposed project nor variant operations would result in a parking deficit, and there 
would be no impact related to parking. Therefore, the proposed project or variant would not 
have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 2016 FEIR 
related to parking. The proposed project includes DLOP that expands Improvement 
Measure I-TR-9 from the 2016 FEIR. 
 
INTERSECTION LOS ANALYSIS 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code 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 environmental impact under CEQA (effective 
December 2018). As such, the following automobile delay (traffic impact) discussion is 
provided for informational purposes, and mitigation measures are not required. 
 
Under existing plus project conditions, the 2016 FEIR found that 10 of the 14 study 
intersections would operate at LOS D or better (including considering signalization of I-280 
Southbound off-ramp/Mariposa St) during the p.m. peak hour (Impact TR-1), while 
intersection operating conditions at the three intersections of Mississippi St/17th St, 
Mississippi St/ Mariposa St, and Pennsylvania Ave/ Mariposa St would operate at LOS F 
during the p.m. peak hour – which was considered a significant impact (Impact TR-2). 
Mitigation measures were identified for Mississippi St/ 17th St (M-TR-2a) and Pennsylvania 
Ave/ Mariposa St (M-TR-2b), which included signalization or other similar measures. The 
SFMTA had determined that no feasible mitigation measures existed for the intersection of 
Mississippi St/ Mariposa St. In addition to the intersection mitigation measures, 
implementation of a TDM Plan was also included as a mitigation measure (M-TR-3c). 
 
As discussed above, the p.m. peak hour vehicle trips generated by the proposed project and 
the variant would be less than estimated for the 901 16th Street Mixed Use Project due to 
the differences in proposed Market land uses compared to the mixed uses (residential, 
retail, restaurant, and supermarket) uses that were analyzed in the 2016 FEIR. In 
addition, the proposed project would have a different peak hour of trip generation (i.e., a.m. 
peak hour) than the 901 16th Street Mixed Use Project (i.e., p.m. peak hour). The number of 
p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the proposed project or the variant would be 510 less 
than assumed for the 901 16th Street Mixed Use Project within the 2016 FEIR, and 
therefore, about 95 percent fewer project-related vehicles would travel through nearby 
intersections during the p.m. peak hour. 
 
The proposed project and the variant would be required to comply with the City’s TDM 
Ordinance. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The cumulative impact analysis assesses the long-term impacts of the project in 
combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects. The following summarizes future 
year modeling and reasonably foreseeable projects relevant to transportation topics.  
 
The cumulative transportation impact analysis in the 2016 FEIR for the 901 16th Street 
mixed-use project was conducted for future year 2025 conditions, and included land use 
growth analyzed within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans FEIR, the Mission Bay Area 
South Redevelopment Plan/UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Campus Plan, 1000 16th 
Street project, and transportation projects including  Muni Forward, Bicycle Plan, Muni 
Mission Bay Loop, street network changes associated with the Mission Bay, the Mission 
Bay Loop, and the Caltrain Electrification and High Speed Rail projects. 
 
The current cumulative impact analysis for the proposed project assesses future year 2040 
conditions. The 2040 cumulative conditions analysis incorporates data and forecasts from 
the City’s SF-CHAMP travel demand model outputs in the analysis of VMT impacts. The 
model is an activity-based travel demand model that the transportation authority calibrates 
to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco, accounting for assumptions 
regarding cumulative infrastructure projects and population growth. Inputs to the model 
include: 


 Infrastructure projects listed in Plan Bay Area (2017); 


 Infrastructure projects listed in San Francisco’s Countywide Transportation Plan, 
Capital Plan, or a San Francisco agency’s (e.g., SFMTA) Capital Improvement 
Program and anticipated for completion between 2020 and 2040; 


 Infrastructure, private development, or area plan projects actively undergoing 
environmental review, recently completed environmental review, or the department 
anticipates undertaking environmental review in the near future because they have 
received sufficient project definition; or 


 Land use growth assumptions derived from the Jobs-Housing-Connections 
projections developed by ABAG/MTC. 


 
The cumulative conditions analysis for transportation topics other than VMT uses a list-
based approach. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation 
impacts generally includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the 
local roadway and transit network within 0.5 mile of the project site. The discussion of 
cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the proposed project or the 
variant would affect the transportation network in conjunction with overall citywide growth 
and other cumulative projects. The following describes cumulative land development and 
transportation projects that the analysis uses to assess cumulative impacts. 
 
2040 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 
Development Projects 
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A substantial portion of the development planned under the Mission Bay Redevelopment 
Plan/UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Campus Plan has been completed; however, future 
projects within these areas include 1450 Owens Street, Golden State Warriors Hotel, UCSF 
Block 34 and SFUSD Block 14. A number of projects near the project site that were 
considered within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans have been completed (e.g., 1000 16th 
Street), are currently under construction (1301 16th Street, 188 Hooper Street, 552 Berry 
Street/One De Haro Street), or planned such as the Blu Dot furniture store at 99 
Mississippi Street (directly west and adjacent to the project site)16 and the 900 Seventh 
Street Mixed-Use Project,17 located approximately one third of a mile to the northwest of 
the project site (currently undergoing environmental review). 
 
Transportation Projects 
The cumulative conditions analysis also considers the effects of foreseeable changes to the 
transportation network. In the project site vicinity Phase 1 of the 16th Street Improvement 
Project (from Third Street to Potrero Avenue) has recently been completed, and 
construction for the second phase (from Potrero Avenue to Church Street would start before 
the end of the year. The SFMTA Mission Bay Loop has been constructed. In addition to 
these projects, the cumulative conditions analysis also incorporates the effects of other 
major projects that are citywide or regional in scope, even though they would not directly 
affect the transportation network in the vicinity of the project site. Projects such as Muni 
Forward, the Caltrain Modernization Program, expanded ferry service from WETA, and as 
various upgrades to BART, would affect transit service and capacity, and have been 
accounted for in the latest SF-CHAMP model runs.  
 
Two additional reasonably foreseeable projects within 0.5 mile of the project site include the 
California High-Speed Rail project, and the Rail Alignment and Benefits study, as 
described below. 


California High Speed Rail – San Francisco to San Jose Project Section 
The San Francisco to San Jose project section is part of the first phase of the California 
High-Speed Rail System connecting the communities from San Francisco and Silicon Valley 
to the rest of the state. The approximately 50-mile project section will travel between 
stations at the Salesforce Transit Center, near the San Francisco Airport (Millbrae), and in 
San Jose (Diridon). High-speed rail service between San Francisco and San Jose will be a 
blended service with Caltrain and high-speed rail service sharing electrified Caltrain 
tracks.  High-Speed Rail service would increase the frequency of gate downtime at 16th 
Street and Mission Bay Drive from up to 12 instances per peak hour under baseline 
conditions to up to 20 times per peak hour under cumulative conditions with addition of 
eight trains per hour. 
 


                                                 
 
16 Blu Dot Design and Manufacturing, Inc. Conditional Use Authorization; 99 Missouri Street; Record No. 2019‐


015579CUA 
17 900 Seventh Street Mixed-Use Project; Case No. 2018-011976ENV 
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The San Francisco to San Jose Project Section of the California High-Speed Rail Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (SF-SJ HSR EIR)18 published on July 10, 2020 identified 
impacts on bus services in San Francisco. Impacts on the 22 Fillmore bus route due to 
increased gate downtime at the 16th Street at-grade crossing were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. 


Rail Alignment and Benefits Study  
The RAB Study, conducted by the department in association with other City agencies, 
analyzed the best ways to bring Caltrain and High Speed Rail to the Salesforce Transit 
Center. The study identified a Pennsylvania Avenue Extension, which would extend the 
Caltrain tunnel currently ending at Pennsylvania Avenue further north to the Salesforce 
Transit Center. If implemented, this project would eliminate the existing Caltrain and 
future high-speed rail grade crossings at 16th Street and at Mission Bay Drive. 
 
If a study to determine the environmental impacts of such a project is initiated, members of 
the public, city, state, and federal agencies, among others, would be given a period to 
provide comment on the scope of the analysis. Funding has not been secured to undertake 
or implement any aspect of this project, and thus the project is speculative and not 
reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, the transportation analysis of 2040 cumulative 
conditions does not include changes to the existing Caltrain alignments at Mission Bay, and 
the RAB study is described in this section for informational purposes only. 
 
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Construction of the proposed project or the variant could be expected to overlap with 
construction two nearby projects, 1450 Owens Street in the Mission Bay Area and Phase 2 
of the 16th Street Improvement Project. The timing of construction of the proposed Blu Dot 
furniture showroom and retail store at 99 Missouri Street adjacent to the project site is 
unknown.  
 
The 1450 Owens Street project (at A Street) and the second phase of the 16th Street 
Improvement Project between Potrero Avenue and Church Street are not located in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site. Construction of only the Blu Dot furniture showroom 
and retail store, adjacent to the western boundary of the project site, could potentially 
overlap and construction vehicles could use the same roadways to access the project site 
(e.g., 16th Street, 17th Street, Mississippi Street, Mariposa Street).  
 
Given the size and limited number of projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site 
that could potentially overlap with the proposed project or variant construction, 


                                                 
 
18 Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the San Francisco to San Jose Project 


Section of the California High-Speed Rail System; published on July 10, 2020 by the California High Speed Rail 
Authority; public comment period ended on September 9, 2020. 
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construction activities of cumulative projects would not result in significant cumulative 
construction-related transportation impacts. 
 
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project or the variant, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
less-than-significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant transportation impacts related to 
construction of cumulative projects. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant 
would have any new or substantially more severe effects under cumulative conditions than 
those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 
 
POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Under cumulative conditions, trips by people walking, bicycling or driving on the 
surrounding street network would increase due to the proposed project or the variant as 
well as other development projects identified above, and growth elsewhere in the city and 
region. This would generally be expected to lead to an increase in the potential for conflicts 
between people driving and people walking, bicycling, and public transit operations. 
However, a general increase in cumulative travel by all modes, in and of itself would not be 
considered a potentially hazardous condition.  
 
The SF-SJ HSR EIR found that increased gate downtime at 16th Street would result in 
increased roadway congestion in San Francisco but did not identify an increase in 
hazardous conditions. Cumulative projects, including the proposed project or the variant, 
would be designed consistent with City policies and design standards, including the Better 
Streets Plan, and therefore would not create potentially hazardous conditions. Thus, no 
significant cumulative impacts related to potentially hazardous conditions would occur. 
 
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project or the variant, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to potentially hazardous conditions for 
people walking, bicycling, or driving, or transit operations. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to people 
walking or bicycling or transit operations. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the 
variant would have any new or substantially more severe effects under cumulative 
conditions than those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to potentially hazardous 
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or transit operations. 
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ACCESSIBILITY IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Overall, cumulative development and transportation projects would enhance the 
transportation network for all modes and would promote accessibility for people walking 
and bicycling within and through the study area by conforming to the requirements of the 
Better Streets Plan, Transit First Policy, and Vision Zero, and by adhering to planning 
principles that emphasize providing convenient connections and safe routes for people 
walking and bicycling. None of the known cumulative projects would affect vehicular 
circulation in the project site vicinity and would not impede emergency access. As a result, 
most cumulative projects would not create impediments to accessibility or circulation for 
people walking or bicycling or create conditions inadequate for emergency access. 
 
Implementation of the SF-SJ High Speed Rail project would result in increased gate 
downtime at both 16th Street and Mission Bay Drive crossings, which would be considered a 
significant cumulative accessibility impact. It would hinder travel for people walking or 
bicycling between the Mission Bay Area and the Potrero Hill neighborhood, and affect 
emergency vehicle travel on 16th Street, which provides access to the UCSF Medical Center 
and has been identified by the San Francisco Department of Public Works as a Primary 
Emergency Priority route. 
 
Under cumulative conditions, there would be a projected increase in vehicles on study area 
streets, however, the increase would not impede or hinder travel for people walking or 
bicycling, or emergency vehicles.  As described under the Existing plus Project impacts, the 
operation of the proposed project or the variant would not would interfere with accessibility 
of people walking or bicycling, or result in inadequate emergency access, and the proposed 
project or variant’s impacts related to accessibility would be less than significant. The 
proposed project or the variant would not change gate downtime at the 16th Street or 
Mission Bay Drive crossings, and would therefore not impede or hinder travel for people 
walking or bicycling, or emergency vehicles, or contribute considerably to the significant 
cumulative transit impacts resulting from implementation of the SF-SJ High Speed Rail 
project. 
 
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project or the variant, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to accessibility of people walking or 
bicycling to and from the site and adjoining areas, and emergency access. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to people 
walking or bicycling. The 2016 FEIR did not access cumulative impacts related to 
emergency access. 
 
Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or 
substantially more severe effects under cumulative conditions than those identified in the 
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2016 FEIR related to accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the site and 
adjoining areas, and emergency access. 
 
TRANSIT IMPACTS 


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
As described above, construction of the SFMTA’s Phase 1 of the 16th Street Improvement 
Project has recently been completed. The project implemented transit-only lanes, transit 
bulbs, and new vehicle and pedestrian signals on 16th Street from Third Street to Potrero 
Avenue, adjacent to the project site. Phase 2, from Potrero Avenue to Church Street is 
scheduled to start before the end of the year and be completed in mid-2022. Combined, the 
two phases of the project will improve transit reliability and travel time for Muni’s 22 
Fillmore and 55 16th Street routes, also reducing conflicts between private vehicles and 
transit vehicles.  
 
While none of the known cumulative development projects would substantially affect 
vehicular circulation or increase a.m. or p.m. peak hour vehicles trips in the project site 
vicinity as to result in substantial transit delay, the SF-SJ High Speed Rail project would 
result in impacts on the 22 Fillmore bus services along 16th Street due to the increased gate 
downtime, which would be considered a significant cumulative transit impact.  
 
The RAB study’s Pennsylvania Avenue Extension would extend the Caltrain and High 
Speed rail extension’s tunnel south of 16th Street and thus remove the delay to public 
transit at the 16th Street and Mission Bay Drive at-grade crossings associated with to high-
speed rail service. However, because this project is not reasonably foreseeable, cumulative 
transit impacts would remain significant. 
 
As described under the Existing plus Project impacts, the operation of the proposed project 
or the variant would not substantially delay transit, and the proposed project or variant’s 
impacts related to transit would be less than significant. The 173 net-new a.m. and 3 p.m. 
peak hour vehicle trips generated by the project or the variant would be less than the 300 
total peak-hour project vehicle trips identified by the department as the number of vehicle 
trips that could result in project-level significant delays for transit . Furthermore, the 
proposed project or the variant would not change gate downtime at the 16th Street crossing, 
and would therefore not increase public transit delay for routes traveling on 16th Street, or 
contribute considerably to the significant cumulative transit impacts resulting from 
implementation of the SF-SJ High Speed Rail project.  
 
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project or the variant, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not 
contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts; the proposed project or 
variant cumulative impacts related transit would be less than significant.  


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to transit. 
Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or 
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substantially more severe effects under cumulative conditions than those identified in the 
2016 FEIR related to transit. 
 
VMT IMPACTS  


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
As stated in the approach to analysis, VMT by its very nature is largely a cumulative 
impact. As discussed in Existing plus Project VMT Impacts, the proposed project or the 
variant would not exceed the project-level quantitative thresholds of significance for VMT. 
Furthermore, projected 2040 average daily VMT per capita for the TAZ in which the project 
site is located (i.e., TAZ 651) is below the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT. 
Specifically, for the PDR (office) use, the projected 2040 average daily work-related VMT 
per employee is 9.3, which is about 36 percent below the 2040 projected regional average 
daily work-related VMT per employee of 14.5. Thus, no significant cumulative VMT impacts 
would occur. 
 
Furthermore, as discussed in Existing plus Project VMT Impacts the proposed project and 
the variant represent a permanent relocation of an existing use of similar size from its 
current location. As such, no substantial addition to the commercial vehicle VMT values 
generated by current Market operations would be expected from the proposed project or the 
variant.  
 
Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project or the variant, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to VMT and induced automobile travel. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not identify any significant transportation and circulation impacts 
related to causing additional VMT or substantially inducing automobile travel (Impact C-
TR-7), and did not require any mitigation measures.  
 
Both the project and the variant would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts 
related to additional VMT and induced automobile travel, and no mitigation measures are 
required. Therefore, neither the proposed project nor the variant would have any new or 
substantially more severe effects than those identified in the 2016 FEIR related to 
cumulative VMT and induced automobile travel. 
 
LOADING IMPACTS  


Proposed Project and Project Variant 
Cumulative development loading activities would be in the vicinity of their respective sites 
and would not combine with the proposed project or variant’s loading demand. 
 
The proposed project and variant’s estimated loading demand would be accommodated 
within the proposed on-site commercial loading spaces and on-street passenger loading 
zone, and would not contribute to impacts from other development projects near the project 
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site. The proposed Blu Dot furniture showroom and retail store at 99 Missouri St, adjacent 
to the project site, would provide two off-street service vehicle spaces, to accommodate its 
expected service and delivery vehicle demand.  
 
No other cumulative development projects have been identified that would contribute to 
either commercial vehicle or passenger loading demand on the project site block. Thus, no 
significant cumulative loading impacts would occur.  Therefore, for the above reasons, the 
proposed project or variant, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading 
impacts. 


Comparison with the 901 16th St and 1200 17th St FEIR (2016 FEIR) 
The 2016 FEIR did not assess cumulative loading impacts. Therefore, neither the proposed 
project nor the variant would have any new or substantially more severe effects under 
cumulative conditions than those identified in the 2016 FEIR. 
 
INTERSECTION LOS ANALYSIS 
Under cumulative conditions, the 2016 FEIR found that the 901 16th Street Mixed Use 
Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts at four of the 
14 study intersections analyzed as part of that EIR: Mississippi/17th, Mississippi/Mariposa, 
Pennsylvania/Mariposa, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The intersections of Mississippi/17th 
and Seventh/Mississippi/16th are adjacent to the proposed project site. Feasible mitigation 
measures were identified for the Mississippi/17th and Pennsylvania/Mariposa intersections 
(signalization or other similar mitigation measures). The SFMTA determined that no 
feasible mitigation measures existed for the intersections of Mississippi/Mariposa and 
Seventh/Mississippi/16th. 
Appendix b 
 
The SF-SJ HSR EIR identified that under 2040 conditions, the increased frequency of gate 
down time at the 16th Street and Mission Bay Drive crossings would also increase vehicle 
delay and congestion in the project vicinity. 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code 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 environmental impact under CEQA. Consequently, 
mitigation measures are not required for the proposed project or variant. 
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday AM Peak Hour (7 AM to 9 AM period)


ALL VEHICLES
NORTH-SOUTH Year 2020 Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015
STREET SEGMENT NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St -         -         -         -         -         -         186    108    294    179    65      244    
17th St to Mariposa St -         -         -         -         -         -         179    90      269    179    83      262    


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St 368    125    493    333    139    472    431    201    632    465    129    594    
17th St to Mariposa St -         -         -         -         -         -         253    252    505    279    244    523    
Mariposa St to 18th St -         -         -         -         -         -         137    119    256    144    77      221    


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr -         -         -         655    410    1,065 -         -         -         -         -         -         
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St 406    199    605    564    267    831    434    286    720    -         -         -         


ALL VEHICLES
EAST-WEST Year 2020 Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015
STREET SEGMENT EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St -         -         -         -         -         -         648    511    1,159 -         -         -         
Missouri St to Mississippi St 447    321    768    404    321    725    599    395    994    -         -         -         
Mississippi St to Owens St 596    434    1,030 522    387    909    856    561    1,417 -         -         -         


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St -         -         -         -         -         -         131    232    363    206    218    424    
Missouri St to Texas St -         -         -         -         -         -         127    217    344    180    210    390    
Texas St to Mississippi St 183    209    392    -         -         -         122    188    310    119    210    329    
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania -         -         -         -         -         -         38      358    396    23      354    377    


  Values selected for summary table
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NORTH-SOUTH
STREET SEGMENT


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St
Mariposa St to 18th St


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St


EAST-WEST
STREET SEGMENT


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Owens St


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Texas St
Texas St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania 


  Values selected for summary ta


901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday AM Peak Hour (7 AM to 9 AM period)


HEAVY VEHICLES
Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


0 0 0 3 1.6% 4 3.7% 7 2.4% 8 4.5% 1 1.5% 9 3.7%
0 0 0 4 2.2% 3 3.3% 7 2.6% 7 3.9% 3 3.6% 10 3.8%


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


28 8.4% 5 3.6% 33 7.0% 13 3.0% 8 4.0% 21 3.3% 19 4.1% 15 11.6% 34 5.7%
0 0 0 18 7.1% 9 3.6% 27 5.3% 18 6.5% 25 10.2% 43 8.2%
0 0 0 1 0.7% 2 1.7% 3 1.2% 4 2.8% 3 3.9% 7 3.2%


42 6.4% 31 7.6% 73 6.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0
37 6.6% 29 10.9% 66 7.9% 42 9.7% 13 4.5% 55 7.6% 0 0 0


HEAVY VEHICLES
Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


0 0 0 37 5.7% 35 6.8% 72 6.2% 0 0 0
30 7.4% 38 11.8% 68 9.4% 36 6.0% 36 9.1% 72 7.2% 0 0 0
43 8.2% 50 12.9% 93 10.2% 42 4.9% 68 12.1% 110 7.8% 0 0 0


0 0 0 4 3.1% 14 6.0% 18 5.0% 11 5.3% 6 2.8% 17 4.0%
0 0 0 5 3.9% 13 6.0% 18 5.2% 9 5.0% 7 3.3% 16 4.1%
0 0 0 6 4.9% 13 6.9% 19 6.1% 14 11.8% 15 7.1% 29 8.8%
0 0 0 1 2.6% 7 2.0% 8 2.0% 0 0.0% 11 3.1% 11 2.9%
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NORTH-SOUTH
STREET SEGMENT


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St
Mariposa St to 18th St


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St


EAST-WEST
STREET SEGMENT


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Owens St


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Texas St
Texas St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania 


  Values selected for summary ta


901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday AM Peak Hour (7 AM to 9 AM period)


BIKES
Year 2020 Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


-       -       -       2      6      8      2      1      3      
-       -       -       -       4      4      2      -       2      


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       


134  19    153  106  21    127  66    24    90    28    11    39    
-       -       -       12    76    88    10    56    66    
-       -       -       3      2      5      8      3      11    


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       
61    32    93    21    33    54    -       -       -       


BIKES
Year 2020 Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


-       -       -       14    8      22    -       -       -       
20    13    33    13    22    35    15    7      22    -       -       -       


76    29    105  71    17    88    -       -       -       


-       -       -       111  12    123  97    6      103  
-       -       -       112  11    123  98    6      104  


155  15    170  -       -       -       114  10    124  53    5      58    
-       -       -       7      9      16    6      3      9      
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


ALL VEHICLES
NORTH-SOUTH Year 2020 (TPC) Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015 Year 2012
STREET SEGMENT NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         190  156  346    -       -         -         86      104  190    
17th St to Mariposa St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         191  135  326    -       -         -         74      82    156    


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         -       -       -         -       -         -         45      35    80      


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St 344  189  533    283    192    475    338  182  520    331  257  588    448  299  747    455  239    694    501    282  783    
17th St to Mariposa St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         281  366  647    299  272    571    326    365  691    
Mariposa St to 18th St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         152  80    232    135  53      188    151    83    234    


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr -       -       -         -         -         -         816  384  1,200 803  268  1,071 765  378  1,143 -       -         -         -         -       -         
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St 515  211  726    447    198    645    638  260  898    571  212  783    606  299  905    601  250    851    705    283  988    


ALL VEHICLES
EAST-WEST Year 2020 (TPC) Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015 Year 2012
STREET SEGMENT EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         528  759  1,287 -       -         -         487    491  978    
Missouri St to Mississippi St 364  461  825    328    482    810    465  560  1,025 408  613  1,021 440  631  1,071 478  578    1,056 435    465  900    
Mississippi St to Owens St 404  650  1,054 359    671    1,030 508  710  1,218 396  753  1,149 509  842  1,351 550  793    1,343 394    682  1,076 


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         144  180  324    -       -         -         156    208  364    
Missouri St to Texas St -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         161  173  334    -       -         -         164    207  371    
Texas St to Mississippi St -       -       -         179    209    388    -       -       -         -       -       -         144  153  297    121  196    317    158    185  343    
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania -       -       -         -         -         -         -       -       -         -       -       -         35    251  286    54    318    372    44      322  366    


  Values selected for summary table
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NORTH-SOUTH
STREET SEGMENT


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St
Mariposa St to 18th St


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St


EAST-WEST
STREET SEGMENT


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Owens St


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Texas St
Texas St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania 


  Values selected for summary ta


901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


HEAVY VEHICLES
Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1.1% 3 1.9% 5 1.4% 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1.6% 2 1.5% 5 1.5% 0 0 0


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


12 4.2% 11 5.7% 23 4.8% 13 3.8% 3 1.6% 16 3.1% 10 3.0% 34 13.2% 44 7.5% 12 2.7% 7 2.3% 19 2.5% 8 1.8% 12 5.0% 20 2.9%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2.8% 12 3.3% 20 3.1% 13 4.3% 13 4.8% 26 4.6%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2.0% 2 2.5% 5 2.2% 2 1.5% 2 3.8% 4 2.1%


0 0 0 29 3.6% 20 5.2% 49 4.1% 21 2.6% 23 8.6% 44 4.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0 0
23 5.1% 16 8.1% 39 6.0% 24 3.8% 19 7.3% 43 4.8% 23 4.0% 20 9.4% 43 5.5% 23 3.8% 18 6.0% 41 4.5% 21 3.5% 21 8.4% 42 4.9%


HEAVY VEHICLES
Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2015


EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 5.9% 33 4.3% 64 5.0% 0 0 0
36 11.0% 35 7.3% 71 8.8% 37 8.0% 37 6.6% 74 7.2% 29 7.1% 30 4.9% 59 5.8% 36 8.2% 32 5.1% 68 6.3% 27 5.6% 20 3.5% 47 4.5%
40 11.1% 45 6.7% 85 8.3% 47 9.3% 50 7.0% 97 8.0% 6 1.5% 45 6.0% 51 4.4% 48 9.4% 39 4.6% 87 6.4% 38 6.9% 33 4.2% 71 5.3%


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3.5% 4 2.2% 9 2.8% 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3.7% 3 1.7% 9 2.7% 0 0 0
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 5.6% 4 2.6% 12 4.0% 3 2.5% 7 3.6% 10 3.2%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 4 1.6% 4 1.4% 3 5.6% 2 0.6% 5 1.3%
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NORTH-SOUTH
STREET SEGMENT


Missouri St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St


Texas St
17th St to Mariposa St


Mississippi St
16th St to 17th St
17th St to Mariposa St
Mariposa St to 18th St


Seventh St
North of Mission Bay Dr
Mission Bay Dr to 16th St


EAST-WEST
STREET SEGMENT


16th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Owens St


17th St
Connecticut St to Missouri St
Missouri St to Texas St
Texas St to Mississippi St
Mississippi St to Pennsylvania 


  Values selected for summary ta


901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


BIKES
Year 2020 (TPC) Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2012
NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       1    5    6      4    5    9      
-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       1    2    3      1    1    2      


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -     -     -       1    2    3      


29  57    86    36    58    94    37    52    89    36    46    82    20  17  37    10  15  25    
-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       13  13  26    11  15  26    
-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       3    1    4      2    7    9      


-       -       -       151  75    226  -       -       -       -     -     -       -     -     -       
61    46    107  109  76    185  69    51    120  37  15  52    20  13  33    


BIKES
Year 2020 (TPC) Year 2020 (QC) Year 2019 (GSW) Year 2019 Year 2017 Year 2012
EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       14  45  59    10  65  75    
9    54    63    14    44    58    12    53    65    10    52    62    10  46  56    10  67  77    


29    96    125  30    117  147  24    94    118  16  63  79    8    56  64    


-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       26  81  107  7    49  56    
-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       26  78  104  11  48  59    


33  128  161  -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       12  31  43    11  40  51    
-       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       -       2    18  20    2    29  31    
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday AM Peak Hour (7 AM to 9 AM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches
Year 2020 All Vehicle Counts (901 16th St)


1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Thu, Feb 13, 2020 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 31 229 108 368 97 86 16 199 18 391 38 447 1 274 159 434 1,448
2 17th St / Mississippi St 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2019 All Vehicle Counts (Quality Counts and TCP)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Jun 25, 2019 7:55 AM - 8:55 AM 48 226 59 333 105 102 21 228 10 358 36 404 1 252 134 387 1,352
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 466 98 564 168 242 410 0 25 189 214 1,188


Year 2019 Heavy Vehicle Counts (Quality Counts and TCP)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Jun 25, 2019 7:55 AM - 8:55 AM 8 16 4 28 10 4 1 15 0 29 1 30 0 29 21 50 123
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 32 1 33 8 23 31 0 6 10 16 80


Year 2019 Bicycle Counts (Quality Counts)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Jun 25, 2019 7:55 AM - 8:55 AM 1 53 52 106 12 20 0 32 0 12 1 13 0 21 8 29 180
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2017 All Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 42 205 178 425 170 100 16 286 22 508 63 593 30 324 207 561 1,865
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 46 177 5 228 10 176 15 201 26 23 73 122 3 127 228 358 909
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 56 121 2 179 21 70 17 108 12 104 15 131 5 159 53 217 635
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 135 37 172 0 1 562 86 649 19 376 395 1,216
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 13 84 40 137 156 82 11 249 9 220 19 248 18 379 160 557 1,191
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday AM Peak Hour (7 AM to 9 AM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches


Year 2017 Heavy Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 3 7 3 13 11 2 0 13 0 28 6 34 0 33 35 68 128
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 8 9 0 17 1 3 1 5 0 0 6 6 0 4 3 7 35
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 2 2 0 4 1 3 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 12 1 13 25
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 0 2 2 0 34 3 37 1 35 36 75
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 1 0 1 7 2 0 9 0 6 0 6 0 8 17 25 41
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2017 Bicycle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 0 12 43 55 14 18 1 33 0 14 0 14 2 6 9 17 119
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 3 9 0 12 0 22 2 24 53 7 54 114 0 5 4 9 159
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 3 1 6 0 110 1 111 0 11 0 11 128
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 7:45 AM - 8:45 AM 1 1 2 0 14 0 14 0 7 7 23
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 2 1 3 67 2 0 69 3 5 0 8 0 0 6 6 86
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2015 All Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Blank 0 0 0 0 0
2 17th St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 7:15 AM - 8:15 AM 45 233 1 279 4 110 15 129 30 18 71 119 2 150 202 354 881
3 17th St / Missouri St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 65 109 5 179 18 44 3 65 16 157 33 206 6 150 54 210 660
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 47 74 23 144 171 52 21 244 6 273 14 293 11 366 138 515 1,196
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2015 Heavy Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Blank 0 0 0 0 0
2 17th St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 7:15 AM - 8:15 AM 8 10 0 18 0 11 4 15 1 0 13 14 0 3 8 11 58
3 17th St / Missouri St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 2 5 0 7 0 1 0 1 0 9 2 11 0 4 3 7 26
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 2 2 4 23 2 0 25 0 5 0 5 1 12 14 27 61
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2015 Bicycle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Blank 0 0 0 0 0
2 17th St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 7:15 AM - 8:15 AM 2 7 0 9 2 8 1 11 20 4 29 53 0 2 1 3 76
3 17th St / Missouri St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 96 0 97 0 6 0 6 106
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Thu, Oct 08, 2015 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 0 8 0 8 53 3 0 56 0 3 0 3 0 1 2 3 70
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches
Year 2020 All Vehicle Counts (901 16th St)


1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Thu, Feb 13, 2020 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 33 259 52 344 65 132 14 211 21 287 56 364 1 414 235 650 1,569
2 17th St / Mississippi St 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2020 All Vehicle Counts (Quality Counts)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Feb 18, 2020 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 37 194 52 283 49 131 18 198 10 258 60 328 1 427 243 671 1,480
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2020 Heavy Vehicle Counts (Quality Counts)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Feb 18, 2020 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 2 10 0 12 8 7 1 16 0 32 4 36 0 32 13 45 109
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2020 Bicycle Counts (Quality Counts)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Feb 18, 2020 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 1 28 7 36 10 34 2 46 0 12 2 14 22 41 33 96 192
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2019 All Vehicle Counts (900 Seventh St - GSW Game)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 43 219 76 338 70 103 29 202 25 362 78 465 1 488 221 710 1,715
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 9 16 13 38 10 9 10 29 6 583 8 597 10 597 35 642 1,306
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 1 515 123 639 214 170 384 0 90 301 391 1,414
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches


Year 2019 Heavy Vehicle Counts (900 Seventh St - GSW Game)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 2 8 3 13 8 2 1 11 0 36 1 37 34 16 50 111
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 36 0 30 0 30 66
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 22 1 23 6 14 20 0 5 7 12 55


Year 2019 Bicycle Counts (900 Seventh St - GSW Game)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 30 7 37 12 26 1 39 1 11 0 12 26 52 39 117 205
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 1 7 0 8 0 29 0 29 40
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Oct 10, 2019 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 90 19 109 16 59 75 0 17 61 78 262


Year 2019 All Vehicle Counts (900 Seventh St and TCP)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Oct 15, 2019 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 55 207 69 331 44 148 20 212 17 283 108 408 1 538 214 753 1,704
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 538 33 571 119 149 268 0 62 265 327 1,166


Year 2019 Heavy Vehicle Counts (900 Seventh St and TCP
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Oct 15, 2019 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 2 4 4 10 2 7 0 9 2 0 27 29 28 17 45 93
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 14 0 14 9 14 23 0 6 7 13 50


Year 2019 Bicycle Counts (900 Seventh St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Oct 15, 2019 4:55 PM - 5:55 PM 0 31 5 36 11 36 4 51 0 8 2 10 8 48 38 94 191
2 17th St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Thu, Apr 04, 2019 0 0 0 0 0
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches


Year 2017 All Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 57 310 81 448 86 136 31 253 17 342 81 440 63 506 273 842 1,983
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 45 229 7 281 14 265 20 299 37 14 93 144 8 88 155 251 975
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 53 129 9 191 37 107 12 156 4 115 25 144 3 115 55 173 664
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 172 18 190 0 1 421 107 529 44 587 631 1,350
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 22 106 24 152 300 57 5 362 6 335 11 352 12 244 161 417 1,283
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Wed, Apr 26, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 567 39 606 143 235 378 0 64 198 262 1,246


Year 2017 Heavy Vehicle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 5 7 0 12 12 5 1 18 0 36 0 36 0 23 16 39 105
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 2 6 0 8 0 5 2 7 2 0 6 8 1 0 3 4 27
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 2 1 3 0 2 1 3 0 5 0 5 0 3 0 3 14
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 2 0 2 0 29 2 31 1 31 32 65
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 1 2 0 3 10 1 1 12 0 4 1 5 0 9 5 14 34
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Wed, Apr 26, 2017 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2017 Bicycle Counts (1240-1250 17th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 0 13 7 20 4 11 0 15 1 5 3 9 3 37 23 63 107
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 6 7 0 13 1 6 7 14 4 1 7 12 0 18 0 18 57
3 17th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 1 0 0 1 0 2 3 5 0 26 0 26 0 77 1 78 110
4 16th St / Missouri St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 10 4 14 1 45 46 60
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 14, 2017 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 0 3 0 3 9 0 0 9 0 0 1 1 0 3 10 13 26
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Wed, Apr 26, 2017 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2015 All Vehicle Counts (901 16th St RtC Memo)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 67 306 59 432 109 111 30 250 30 382 66 478 47 481 265 793 1,953
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 56 237 6 299 30 190 19 239 26 18 77 121 5 121 192 318 977
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 13 104 18 135 218 39 5 262 7 266 6 279 8 275 160 443 1,119
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2015 Heavy Vehicle Counts (901 16th St RtC Memo)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 0 6 2 8 10 10 1 21 1 26 0 27 0 19 14 33 89
2 17th St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 4 7 2 13 1 9 2 12 0 0 3 3 0 1 1 2 30
3 17th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
4 16th St / Missouri St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Tue, Nov 03, 2015 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 0 1 1 2 11 2 0 13 0 6 0 6 0 6 10 16 37
6 17th St / Texas St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
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901 16th St San Francisco Flower Market Project
Weekday PM Peak Hour (4 PM to 6 PM period)


TABLE 1A - INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENTS
# Intersection Name Count Date Peak Hour Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Total All


Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Left Thru Right Total Approaches


Year 2012 All Vehicle Counts (901 16th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Wed, Jul 18, 2012 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 78 387 28 493 93 158 32 283 36 273 77 386 45 355 282 682 1,844
2 17th St / Mississippi St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 72 245 6 323 22 243 17 282 37 16 105 158 13 90 219 322 1,085
3 17th St / Missouri St Thu, Aug 30, 2012 4:45 PM - 5:45 PM 24 47 3 74 22 67 15 104 7 137 12 156 3 169 26 198 532
4 16th St / Missouri St Thu, Aug 30, 2012 4:45 PM - 5:45 PM 60 26 86 0 409 78 487 25 431 456 1,029
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 16 111 24 151 297 56 12 365 5 258 15 278 12 291 210 513 1,307
6 17th St / Texas St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 4:30 PM - 5:30 PM 30 15 45 0 137 27 164 8 177 185 394
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0


Year 2012 Bicycle Counts (901 16th St)
1 16th St / Seventh St - Mississippi S Wed, Jul 18, 2012 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 1 9 0 10 1 9 3 13 2 7 0 9 1 46 9 56 88
2 17th St / Mississippi St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 4:15 PM - 5:15 PM 8 3 0 11 0 9 6 15 3 2 5 10 0 26 3 29 65
3 17th St / Missouri St Thu, Aug 30, 2012 4:45 PM - 5:45 PM 1 0 0 1 0 1 4 5 0 7 0 7 0 44 4 48 61
4 16th St / Missouri St Thu, Aug 30, 2012 4:45 PM - 5:45 PM 3 0 3 0 10 0 10 5 62 67 80
5 Mariposa St / Mississippi St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 0 2 0 2 8 6 1 15 1 1 1 3 0 2 7 9 29
6 17th St / Texas St Wed, Jul 18, 2012 4:30 PM - 5:30 PM 0 1 1 0 10 1 11 1 38 39 51
7 16th St / Carolina St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
8 Mission Bay Drive / Seventh St Blank 0 0 0 0 0
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901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: RESIDENTIAL Studio/1-Bedroom (WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 235               units
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 7.5 trips/unit Person-trip Gen Rate: 14.2% [5] 1.1 17.3% [1] 1.3


Total Person Trips: 1,763 person-trips Total Person-trips: 251 305
Work Trips [2]: 33% 582 person-trips Work Person-trips: 50% [6] 125 50% [2] 152


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [4] Occupancy [4] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 38.2% 1.08 133 124 29 27 35 32


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 30.2% 106 23 28


60.0% Walk 16.7% 58 13 15


Other 14.9% 52 11 14


All Modes 100.0% 349 124 75 27 91 32


Auto 38.2% 1.08 11 10 2 2 3 3


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 30.2% 9 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 5 1 1


Other 14.9% 4 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 29 10 6 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 22 21 5 4 6 5


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 30.2% 18 4 5


10.0% Walk 16.7% 10 2 3


Other 14.9% 9 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 58 21 13 4 15 5


Auto 38.2% 1.08 11 10 2 2 3 3


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 30.2% 9 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 5 1 1


Other 14.9% 4 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 29 10 6 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 13 12 3 3 3 3


East Bay Transit 30.2% 11 2 3


6.0% Walk 16.7% 6 1 2


Other 14.9% 5 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 35 12 8 3 9 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 4 4 1 1 1 1


North Bay Transit 30.2% 4 1 1


2.0% Walk 16.7% 2 0 1


Other 14.9% 2 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 12 4 3 1 3 1


Auto 38.2% 1.08 27 25 6 5 7 6


South Bay Transit 30.2% 21 5 6


12.0% Walk 16.7% 12 3 3


Other 14.9% 10 2 3


All Modes 100.0% 70 25 15 5 18 6


Auto 38.2% 1.08 0 0 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 30.2% 0 0 0


0.0% Walk 16.7% 0 0 0


Other 14.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0


Auto 38.2% 1.08 222 206 48 44 58 54
All Origins Transit 30.2% 176 38 46


100.0% Walk 16.7% 97 21 25
Other 14.9% 87 19 23


All Modes 100.0% 582 206 125 44 152 54


901 16th DKS project.xlsx


Adavant Consulting


901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: RESIDENTIAL Studio/1-Bedroom (NON-WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 235               units
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 7.5 trips/unit Person-trip Gen Rate: 14.2% [5] 1.1 17.3% [1] 1.3


Total Person Trips: 1,763 person-trips Total Person-trips: 251 305
Non-Work Trips [2]: 67% 1,181 person-trips Non-Work Person-trips: 50% [6] 125 50% [2] 152


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [4] Occupancy [4] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 38.2% 1.08 271 251 29 27 35 32


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 30.2% 214 23 28


60.0% Walk 16.7% 118 13 15


Other 14.9% 106 11 14


All Modes 100.0% 709 251 75 27 91 32


Auto 38.2% 1.08 23 21 2 2 3 3


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 30.2% 18 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 10 1 1


Other 14.9% 9 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 59 21 6 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 45 42 5 4 6 5


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 30.2% 36 4 5


10.0% Walk 16.7% 20 2 3


Other 14.9% 18 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 118 42 13 4 15 5


Auto 38.2% 1.08 23 21 2 2 3 3


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 30.2% 18 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 10 1 1


Other 14.9% 9 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 59 21 6 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 27 25 3 3 3 3


East Bay Transit 30.2% 21 2 3


6.0% Walk 16.7% 12 1 2


Other 14.9% 11 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 71 25 8 3 9 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 9 8 1 1 1 1


North Bay Transit 30.2% 7 1 1


2.0% Walk 16.7% 4 0 1


Other 14.9% 4 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 24 8 3 1 3 1


Auto 38.2% 1.08 54 50 6 5 7 6


South Bay Transit 30.2% 43 5 6


12.0% Walk 16.7% 24 3 3


Other 14.9% 21 2 3


All Modes 100.0% 142 50 15 5 18 6


Auto 38.2% 1.08 0 0 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 30.2% 0 0 0


0.0% Walk 16.7% 0 0 0


Other 14.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0


Auto 38.2% 1.08 451 419 48 44 58 54
All Origins Transit 30.2% 357 38 46


100.0% Walk 16.7% 197 21 25
Other 14.9% 176 19 23


All Modes 100.0% 1,181 419 125 44 152 54
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901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: RESIDENTIAL 2 or more bedrooms (WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 160               units
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 10.0 trips/unit Person-trip Gen Rate: 14.2% [5] 1.4 17.3% [1] 1.7


Total Person Trips: 1,600 person-trips Total Person-trips: 228 277
Work Trips [2]: 33% 528 person-trips Work Person-trips: 50% [6] 114 50% [2] 138


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [4] Occupancy [4] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 38.2% 1.08 121 112 26 24 32 29


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 30.2% 96 21 25


60.0% Walk 16.7% 53 11 14


Other 14.9% 47 10 12


All Modes 100.0% 317 112 68 24 83 29


Auto 38.2% 1.08 10 9 2 2 3 2


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 30.2% 8 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 4 1 1


Other 14.9% 4 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 26 9 6 2 7 2


Auto 38.2% 1.08 20 19 4 4 5 5


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 30.2% 16 3 4


10.0% Walk 16.7% 9 2 2


Other 14.9% 8 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 53 19 11 4 14 5


Auto 38.2% 1.08 10 9 2 2 3 2


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 30.2% 8 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 4 1 1


Other 14.9% 4 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 26 9 6 2 7 2


Auto 38.2% 1.08 12 11 3 2 3 3


East Bay Transit 30.2% 10 2 3


6.0% Walk 16.7% 5 1 1


Other 14.9% 5 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 32 11 7 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 4 4 1 1 1 1


North Bay Transit 30.2% 3 1 1


2.0% Walk 16.7% 2 0 0


Other 14.9% 2 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 11 4 2 1 3 1


Auto 38.2% 1.08 24 22 5 5 6 6


South Bay Transit 30.2% 19 4 5


12.0% Walk 16.7% 11 2 3


Other 14.9% 9 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 63 22 14 5 17 6


Auto 38.2% 1.08 0 0 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 30.2% 0 0 0


0.0% Walk 16.7% 0 0 0


Other 14.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0


Auto 38.2% 1.08 202 187 43 40 53 49
All Origins Transit 30.2% 160 34 42


100.0% Walk 16.7% 88 19 23
Other 14.9% 79 17 21


All Modes 100.0% 528 187 114 40 138 49


901 16th DKS project.xlsx


Adavant Consulting


901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: RESIDENTIAL 2 or more bedrooms (NON-WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 160               units
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 10.0 trips/unit Person-trip Gen Rate: 14.2% [5] 1.4 17.3% [1] 1.7


Total Person Trips: 1,600 person-trips Total Person-trips: 228 277
Non-Work Trips [2]: 67% 1,072 person-trips Non-Work Person-trips: 50% [6] 114 50% [2] 138


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [4] Occupancy [4] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 38.2% 1.08 246 228 26 24 32 29


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 30.2% 195 21 25


60.0% Walk 16.7% 107 11 14


Other 14.9% 96 10 12


All Modes 100.0% 643 228 68 24 83 29


Auto 38.2% 1.08 20 19 2 2 3 2


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 30.2% 16 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 9 1 1


Other 14.9% 8 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 54 19 6 2 7 2


Auto 38.2% 1.08 41 38 4 4 5 5


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 30.2% 32 3 4


10.0% Walk 16.7% 18 2 2


Other 14.9% 16 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 107 38 11 4 14 5


Auto 38.2% 1.08 20 19 2 2 3 2


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 30.2% 16 2 2


5.0% Walk 16.7% 9 1 1


Other 14.9% 8 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 54 19 6 2 7 2


Auto 38.2% 1.08 25 23 3 2 3 3


East Bay Transit 30.2% 19 2 3


6.0% Walk 16.7% 11 1 1


Other 14.9% 10 1 1


All Modes 100.0% 64 23 7 2 8 3


Auto 38.2% 1.08 8 8 1 1 1 1


North Bay Transit 30.2% 6 1 1


2.0% Walk 16.7% 4 0 0


Other 14.9% 3 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 21 8 2 1 3 1


Auto 38.2% 1.08 49 46 5 5 6 6


South Bay Transit 30.2% 39 4 5


12.0% Walk 16.7% 21 2 3


Other 14.9% 19 2 2


All Modes 100.0% 129 46 14 5 17 6


Auto 38.2% 1.08 0 0 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 30.2% 0 0 0


0.0% Walk 16.7% 0 0 0


Other 14.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0


Auto 38.2% 1.08 409 380 43 40 53 49
All Origins Transit 30.2% 324 34 42


100.0% Walk 16.7% 179 19 23
Other 14.9% 160 17 21


All Modes 100.0% 1,072 380 114 40 138 49
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901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 7,150            sq.ft. (includes 60% occupancy factor for Assembly Use)


DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 600.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 1.5% [4] 8.8 13.5% [6] 81.0


Total Person Trips: 4,290 person-trips Total Person-trips: 63 579
Work Trips [2]: 4% 172 person-trips Work Person-trips: 100% [5] 63 4% [2] 23


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 46.9% 1.30 7 5 2 2 1 1


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 32.7% 5 2 1


8.3% Walk 17.7% 3 1 0


Other 2.7% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 14 5 5 2 2 1


Auto 64.6% 1.26 12 9 4 3 2 1


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 26.4% 5 2 1


10.6% Walk 6.9% 1 0 0


Other 2.1% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 18 9 7 3 2 1


Auto 59.7% 1.25 24 20 9 7 3 3


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 20.6% 8 3 1


23.9% Walk 15.1% 6 2 1


Other 4.6% 2 1 0


All Modes 100.0% 41 20 15 7 6 3


Auto 75.7% 1.48 10 7 4 3 1 1


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 21.5% 3 1 0


7.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.8% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 14 7 5 3 2 1


Auto 68.8% 1.61 17 10 6 4 2 1


East Bay Transit 29.7% 7 3 1


14.3% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 1.5% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 25 10 9 4 3 1


Auto 86.9% 1.44 8 6 3 2 1 1


North Bay Transit 10.5% 1 0 0


5.6% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.6% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 10 6 4 2 1 1


Auto 88.5% 1.13 41 36 15 13 6 5


South Bay Transit 8.8% 4 1 1


26.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.7% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 46 36 17 13 6 5


Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 1 1 0 0


Out of Region Transit 35.3% 2 1 0


2.5% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 4 2 2 1 1 0


Auto 71.0% 1.28 122 95 44 35 16 13
All Origins Transit 20.2% 35 13 5


100.0% Walk 5.8% 10 4 1
Other 2.9% 5 2 1


All Modes 100.0% 172 95 63 35 23 13


901 16th DKS project.xlsx


Adavant Consulting


901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 7,150            sq.ft. (includes 60% occupancy factor for Assembly Use)


DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 600.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 1.5% [4] 8.8 13.5% [6] 81.0


Total Person Trips: 4,290 person-trips Total Person-trips: 63 579
Non-Work Trips [2]: 96% 4,118 person-trips Non-Work Person-trips: 0% [5] 0 96% [2] 556


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 45.0% 1.76 111 63 0 0 15 9


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 29.0% 72 0 10


6.0% Walk 22.0% 54 0 7


Other 4.0% 10 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 247 63 0 0 33 9


Auto 61.8% 1.52 229 151 0 0 31 20


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 15.3% 57 0 8


9.0% Walk 19.8% 73 0 10


Other 3.1% 11 0 2


All Modes 100.0% 371 151 0 0 50 20


Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,517 744 0 0 205 100


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 9.5% 239 0 32


61.0% Walk 28.7% 721 0 97


Other 1.4% 35 0 5


All Modes 100.0% 2,512 744 0 0 339 100


Auto 84.7% 1.78 174 98 0 0 24 13


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 9.7% 20 0 3


5.0% Walk 2.8% 6 0 1


Other 2.8% 6 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 206 98 0 0 28 13


Auto 75.0% 1.77 93 52 0 0 13 7


East Bay Transit 12.5% 15 0 2


3.0% Walk 12.5% 15 0 2


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 124 52 0 0 17 7


Auto 87.5% 1.44 72 50 0 0 10 7


North Bay Transit 12.5% 10 0 1


2.0% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 82 50 0 0 11 7


Auto 86.4% 1.98 320 162 0 0 43 22


South Bay Transit 9.1% 34 0 5


9.0% Walk 3.2% 12 0 2


Other 1.3% 5 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 371 162 0 0 50 22


Auto 59.2% 1.69 122 72 0 0 16 10


Out of Region Transit 16.9% 35 0 5


5.0% Walk 19.7% 41 0 5


Other 4.2% 9 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 206 72 0 0 28 10


Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,639 1,392 0 0 356 188
All Origins Transit 11.7% 481 0 65


100.0% Walk 22.4% 922 0 125
Other 1.8% 76 0 10


All Modes 100.0% 4,118 1,392 0 0 556 188
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901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: GENERAL RETAIL (WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 2,600            sq.ft.
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 150.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 2.3% [4] 3.5 9.0% [1] 13.5


Total Person Trips: 390 person-trips Total Person-trips: 9 35
Work Trips [2]: 4% 16 person-trips Work Person-trips: 85% [5] 8 4% [2] 1


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 46.9% 1.30 1 0 0 0 0 0


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 32.7% 0 0 0


8.3% Walk 17.7% 0 0 0


Other 2.7% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 1 0 1 0 0 0


Auto 64.6% 1.26 1 1 1 0 0 0


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 26.4% 0 0 0


10.6% Walk 6.9% 0 0 0


Other 2.1% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 2 1 1 0 0 0


Auto 59.7% 1.25 2 2 1 1 0 0


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 20.6% 1 0 0


23.9% Walk 15.1% 1 0 0


Other 4.6% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 4 2 2 1 0 0


Auto 75.7% 1.48 1 1 0 0 0 0


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 21.5% 0 0 0


7.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.8% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 1 1 1 0 0 0


Auto 68.8% 1.61 2 1 1 0 0 0


East Bay Transit 29.7% 1 0 0


14.3% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 1.5% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 2 1 1 0 0 0


Auto 86.9% 1.44 1 1 0 0 0 0


North Bay Transit 10.5% 0 0 0


5.6% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.6% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0


Auto 88.5% 1.13 4 3 2 2 0 0


South Bay Transit 8.8% 0 0 0


26.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.7% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 4 3 2 2 0 0


Auto 61.8% 1.56 0 0 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 35.3% 0 0 0


2.5% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0


Auto 71.0% 1.28 11 9 5 4 1 1
All Origins Transit 20.2% 3 2 0


100.0% Walk 5.8% 1 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 16 9 8 4 1 1


901 16th DKS project.xlsx


Adavant Consulting


901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: GENERAL RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 2,600            sq.ft.
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 150.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 2.3% [4] 3.5 9.0% [1] 13.5


Total Person Trips: 390 person-trips Total Person-trips: 9 35
Non-Work Trips [2]: 96% 374 person-trips Non-Work Person-trips: 15% [5] 1 96% [2] 34


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 45.0% 1.76 10 6 0 0 1 1


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 29.0% 7 0 1


6.0% Walk 22.0% 5 0 0


Other 4.0% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 22 6 0 0 2 1


Auto 61.8% 1.52 21 14 0 0 2 1


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 15.3% 5 0 0


9.0% Walk 19.8% 7 0 1


Other 3.1% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 34 14 0 0 3 1


Auto 60.4% 2.04 138 68 1 0 12 6


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 9.5% 22 0 2


61.0% Walk 28.7% 66 0 6


Other 1.4% 3 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 228 68 1 0 21 6


Auto 84.7% 1.78 16 9 0 0 1 1


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 9.7% 2 0 0


5.0% Walk 2.8% 1 0 0


Other 2.8% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 19 9 0 0 2 1


Auto 75.0% 1.77 8 5 0 0 1 0


East Bay Transit 12.5% 1 0 0


3.0% Walk 12.5% 1 0 0


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 11 5 0 0 1 0


Auto 87.5% 1.44 7 5 0 0 1 0


North Bay Transit 12.5% 1 0 0


2.0% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 7 5 0 0 1 0


Auto 86.4% 1.98 29 15 0 0 3 1


South Bay Transit 9.1% 3 0 0


9.0% Walk 3.2% 1 0 0


Other 1.3% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 34 15 0 0 3 1


Auto 59.2% 1.69 11 7 0 0 1 1


Out of Region Transit 16.9% 3 0 0


5.0% Walk 19.7% 4 0 0


Other 4.2% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 19 7 0 0 2 1


Auto 64.1% 1.90 240 127 1 0 22 11
All Origins Transit 11.7% 44 0 4


100.0% Walk 22.4% 84 0 8
Other 1.8% 7 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 374 127 1 0 34 11


Printed on 8/14/2020
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901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: SUPERMARKET (WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 15,220          sq.ft.
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 297.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 2.6% [4] 7.8 7.3% [1] 21.7


Total Person Trips: 4,520 person-trips Total Person-trips: 118 330
Work Trips [2]: 4% 181 person-trips Work Person-trips: 4% [5] 5 4% [2] 13


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 46.9% 1.30 7 5 0 0 1 0


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 32.7% 5 0 0


8.3% Walk 17.7% 3 0 0


Other 2.7% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 15 5 0 0 1 0


Auto 64.6% 1.26 12 10 0 0 1 1


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 26.4% 5 0 0


10.6% Walk 6.9% 1 0 0


Other 2.1% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 19 10 1 0 1 1


Auto 59.7% 1.25 26 21 1 1 2 2


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 20.6% 9 0 1


23.9% Walk 15.1% 7 0 0


Other 4.6% 2 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 43 21 1 1 3 2


Auto 75.7% 1.48 11 7 0 0 1 1


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 21.5% 3 0 0


7.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.8% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 14 7 0 0 1 1


Auto 68.8% 1.61 18 11 0 0 1 1


East Bay Transit 29.7% 8 0 1


14.3% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 1.5% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 26 11 1 0 2 1


Auto 86.9% 1.44 9 6 0 0 1 0


North Bay Transit 10.5% 1 0 0


5.6% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.6% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 10 6 0 0 1 0


Auto 88.5% 1.13 43 38 1 1 3 3


South Bay Transit 8.8% 4 0 0


26.9% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.7% 1 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 49 38 1 1 4 3


Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 0 0 0 0


Out of Region Transit 35.3% 2 0 0


2.5% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 2.9% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 5 2 0 0 0 0


Auto 71.0% 1.28 128 100 3 3 9 7
All Origins Transit 20.2% 37 1 3


100.0% Walk 5.8% 11 0 1
Other 2.9% 5 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 181 100 5 3 13 7


901 16th DKS project.xlsx


Adavant Consulting


901 16th St Mixed-Use Project
TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY
LAND USE: SUPERMARKET (NON-WORK TRIPS)


Proposed Size: 15,220          sq.ft.
DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Person-trip Generation Rate [1]: 297.0 trips/1000 sq.ft. Person-trip Gen Rate: 2.6% [4] 7.8 7.3% [1] 21.7


Total Person Trips: 4,520 person-trips Total Person-trips: 118 330
Non-Work Trips [2]: 96% 4,340 person-trips Non-Work Person-trips: 96% [5] 114 96% [2] 317


Percent of Origin Percent Average Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Distribution Mode of Distribution Vehicle Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-


[3] Travel [3] Occupancy [3] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips
Auto 45.0% 1.76 117 67 3 2 9 5


SF Superdistrict 1 Transit 29.0% 76 2 6


6.0% Walk 22.0% 57 1 4


Other 4.0% 10 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 260 67 7 2 19 5


Auto 61.8% 1.52 241 159 6 4 18 12


SF Superdistrict 2 Transit 15.3% 60 2 4


9.0% Walk 19.8% 77 2 6


Other 3.1% 12 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 391 159 10 4 29 12


Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,599 784 42 21 117 57


SF Superdistrict 3 Transit 9.5% 251 7 18


61.0% Walk 28.7% 760 20 55


Other 1.4% 37 1 3


All Modes 100.0% 2,647 784 69 21 193 57


Auto 84.7% 1.78 184 103 5 3 13 8


SF Superdistrict 4 Transit 9.7% 21 1 2


5.0% Walk 2.8% 6 0 0


Other 2.8% 6 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 217 103 6 3 16 8


Auto 75.0% 1.77 98 55 3 1 7 4


East Bay Transit 12.5% 16 0 1


3.0% Walk 12.5% 16 0 1


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 130 55 3 1 10 4


Auto 87.5% 1.44 76 53 2 1 6 4


North Bay Transit 12.5% 11 0 1


2.0% Walk 0.0% 0 0 0


Other 0.0% 0 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 87 53 2 1 6 4


Auto 86.4% 1.98 337 170 9 4 25 12


South Bay Transit 9.1% 36 1 3


9.0% Walk 3.2% 12 0 1


Other 1.3% 5 0 0


All Modes 100.0% 391 170 10 4 29 12


Auto 59.2% 1.69 128 76 3 2 9 6


Out of Region Transit 16.9% 37 1 3


5.0% Walk 19.7% 43 1 3


Other 4.2% 9 0 1


All Modes 100.0% 217 76 6 2 16 6


Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,781 1,467 73 38 203 107
All Origins Transit 11.7% 507 13 37


100.0% Walk 22.4% 972 25 71
Other 1.8% 80 2 6


All Modes 100.0% 4,340 1,467 114 38 317 107
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901 16th St Permanent Flower Market Transportation Analysis
Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates


AM Peak Hour [a] PM Peak Hour [b]


Permanent Flower Market Site Daily Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total


Flower Mart Operations [c]
Autos 981 95 70 165 9 3 12
Pick ups and vans 233 16 21 37 2 3 5
Box trucks 36 1 0 1 1 0 1
Tractor-trailers 8 0 1 1 0 0 0
Subtotal 1,258 112 92 204 12 6 18


General Public/Other Customers [d]
Autos 585 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pick ups and vans 131
Box trucks 27
Subtotal 743 0 0 0 0 0 0


Total Flower Market 2,001 112 92 204 12 6 18


[a] Highest 60-minute period between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m.
[b] Highest 60-minute period between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.
[c] Vehicles arriving between midnight and 10 a.m., and departing throughout the day; includes employees.
[d] Vehicles arriving after 10 a.m. and departing throughout the day; includes customers parking onsite


AM Peak Hour [a] PM Peak Hour [b]


Existing 901 16th St Site [e] Daily Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total


Autos, pick ups and vans 92 17 2 19 2 10 12
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 60 1 11 12 3 5 8
Total All Vehicles 152 18 13 31 5 15 20


NET PROJECT (Flowe Market minus Existing)
Autos, pick ups and vans 1,838 94 89 183 9 -4 5
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 11 0 -10 -10 -2 -5 -7


Total Net Project 1,849 94 79 173 7 -9 -2


[e] Counts conducted in August 2012 (Cor‐O‐Van)


AM Peak Hour [a] [g] PM Peak Hour [b]


901 16th St / 1200 17th St  (2014 Project)  [f] Daily Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total


Autos, pick ups and vans 4,342 118 133 251 291 242 533
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 40
Total All Vehicles 4,382 118 133 251 291 242 533


DIFFERENCE (Flower Market minus 2014 Project)
Autos, pick ups and vans -2,412 -7 -42 -49 -280 -236 -516
Box trucks and tractor-trailers 31 1 1 2 1 0 1


Total Difference with 2014 Project -2,381 -6 -41 -47 -279 -236 -515


[f] Transportation Impact Study Case No. 2011.1300, September 2014
24,968 gsf of general retail, supermarket, and restaurant uses and 395 residential units.


[g] The AM peak hour was not evaluated as part of the transportation analysis conducted for the 2014 Project;.
the AM peak hour values presented here have been calculated for this analysis, using a similar methodology.
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San Francisco Flower Market


Trip Generation Estimates DAILY AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Notes Person-trips Avg. Veh. Occ. Vehicle-trips Person-trips Veh-trips Person-trips Veh-trips


Wholesale Badge-holders
Light Vehicles Midnight to 10 AM (all) 878 1.27 pax/auto 691 183 144 0 0


10 AM to 3PM (65% of total) 445 1.27 pax/auto 350 0 0 0 0
3PM to Midnight (6th/Brann) 58 1.27 pax/auto 46 0 0 15 12


Small Pickup Trucks/Vans Midnight to 10 AM (all) 233 1.00 pax/auto 233 37 37
10 AM to 3PM (all) 104 1.00 pax/auto 104


3PM to Midnight (all) 27 1.00 pax/auto 27 5 5
Box Delivery Trucks Midnight to 10 AM (all) 28 1.00 pax/auto 28 0 0


10 AM to 3PM (all) 20 1.00 pax/auto 20
3PM to Midnight (all) 7 1.00 pax/auto 7 1 1


Large Trailer Semi Trucks All day (all) 0 1.00 pax/auto 0 0 0 0 0
External Box trucks (Tuesday) 8 1.00 pax/auto 8 1 1 0 0
External Trailer Semi trucks (Tuesday) 8 1.00 pax/auto 8 1 1 0 0
Total badge-holders 1,816 1,522 222 183 21 18


12.0% 1.2%


2019 SF Guidelines data 7.0% 0.0%
Private Auto 37.4% 206 1.13 pax/auto 182 14 13 0 0
Taxi/TNC 11.1% 61 1.13 pax/auto 108 4 8 0 0
Transit 31.5% 173 12 0
Walk/Other 19.9% 110 8 0
Total employees 100.0% 550 290 38 21 0 0


General Public
Public parking 10 AM to 3PM (35% of total) 205 1.08 pax/auto 189 0 0 0 0


GRAND TOTAL
Auto 89.0% 2,288 2,001 240 204 21 18
Transit 6.7% 173 12 0
Walk/Other 4.3% 110 8 0
Total 100.0% 2,571 2,001 260 204 21 18


10.2% 0.9%


Employees (275)
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San Francisco Flower Market
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour


Trip Generation Estimates Vehicle Trips Vehicle Trips
In Out Total In Out Total


Wholesale Badge-holders
Light Vehicles 78 66 144


9 3 12
Small Pickup Trucks/Vans 16 21 37


2 3 5
Box Delivery Trucks 0 0 0


1 0 1
Large Trailer Semi Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0
External Box trucks 1 1
External Trailer Semi trucks 1 1
Total badge-holders 95 88 183 12 6 18


Autos 17 4 21 0


Total employees 17 4 21 0 0 0


GRAND TOTAL 112 92 204 12 6 18


Employees
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Quarterly Badge-holder Entry, Q1 – Q3 2017


Q1 2017 Q2 2017 Q3 2017 QUARTERLY AVERAGE Q1-Q3 2017 DAILY AVERAGE Q3 2017 6th St
No. of M‐F 65 65 65 Adjutment K-Factor Gate
No. of Sat 12 13 14 (visits per day) Count


Weekday Hol. 0 1 2 1.80 (Inbound)
Arrival Parking Duration Parking Duration Parking Duration Parking Duration Parking Duration August 16,
Time 0-1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours Total 0-1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours Total 0-1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours Total 0-1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours Total 0-1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours Total 2017


12:00 AM 74 8 12 94 0% 41 5 6 52 0% 54 1 3 58 0% 56 5 7 68 0% 1 0 0 1 0% 0 0%
1:00 AM 62 29 64 155 1% 63 29 73 165 1% 53 24 74 151 1% 59 27 70 157 1% 1 1 2 3 1% 8 43%
2:00 AM 149 138 61 348 1% 151 189 85 425 1% 134 173 72 379 1% 145 167 73 384 1% 3 4 2 9 1% 21 41%
3:00 AM 226 212 156 594 2% 179 298 225 702 2% 163 242 185 590 2% 189 251 189 629 2% 4 5 4 13 2% 31 43%
4:00 AM 462 590 401 1,453 6% 560 731 509 1,800 6% 538 688 388 1,614 6% 520 670 433 1,622 6% 12 16 9 37 6% 50 73%
5:00 AM 1,067 925 526 2,518 10% 1,255 1,175 673 3,103 11% 972 1,039 583 2,594 10% 1,098 1,046 594 2,738 10% 22 24 13 59 10% 57 103%
6:00 AM 1,538 1,096 427 3,061 12% 1,849 1,354 620 3,823 13% 1,606 1,201 540 3,347 13% 1,664 1,217 529 3,410 13% 36 27 12 76 13% 66 115%
7:00 AM 1,855 1,062 359 3,276 13% 2,005 1,310 453 3,768 13% 1,964 1,249 451 3,664 14% 1,941 1,207 421 3,569 13% 45 28 10 83 14% 62 134%
8:00 AM 2,278 1,194 323 3,795 15% 2,440 1,410 373 4,223 15% 2,382 1,215 387 3,984 15% 2,367 1,273 361 4,001 15% 54 28 9 91 15% 78 116%
9:00 AM 2,499 1,137 256 3,892 15% 2,457 1,334 264 4,055 14% 2,392 1,200 283 3,875 14% 2,449 1,224 268 3,941 15% 54 27 6 88 14% 87 101%


Subtotal 10,210 6,391 2,585 19,186 75% 11,000 7,835 3,281 22,116 77% 10,258 7,032 2,966 20,256 76% 10,489 7,086 2,944 20,519 76% 233 160 67 460 76% 460 100%
Avg. Length of Stay: 1 hour 21 min. 1 hour 24 min. 1 hour 23 min. 1 hour 23 min. 1 hour 23 min.


Seasonality 97% 90% 88% 94% 105% 111% 111% 108% 98% 99% 101% 99%


10:00 AM 2,007 551 128 2,686 10% 1,888 679 139 2,706 9% 1,850 653 146 2,649 10% 1,915 628 138 2,680 10% 42 15 3 60 10% 73 82%
11:00 AM 1,138 240 73 1,451 6% 1,118 247 81 1,446 5% 1,130 260 64 1,454 5% 1,129 249 73 1,450 5% 26 6 1 33 5% 53 62%
12:00 PM 692 126 50 868 3% 700 120 41 861 3% 680 99 33 812 3% 691 115 41 847 3% 15 2 1 18 3% 37 50%
1:00 PM 497 75 20 592 2% 496 89 32 617 2% 514 71 37 622 2% 502 78 30 610 2% 12 2 1 14 2% 27 52%
2:00 PM 376 41 12 429 2% 324 54 13 391 1% 295 49 26 370 1% 332 48 17 397 1% 7 1 1 8 1% 18 47%


Subtotal 4,710 1,033 283 6,026 23% 4,526 1,189 306 6,021 21% 4,469 1,132 306 5,907 22% 4,568 1,118 298 5,985 22% 102 26 7 134 22% 208 65%
Avg. Length of Stay: 1 hour 1 min. 1 hour 3 min. 1 hour 3 min. 1 hour 2 min. 1 hour 3 min.


Seasonality 103% 92% 95% 101% 99% 106% 103% 101% 98% 101% 103% 99%


3:00 PM 145 15 7 167 1% 159 22 9 190 1% 126 28 9 163 1% 143 22 8 173 1% 3 1 0 4 1% 7 53%
4:00 PM 121 12 2 135 1% 109 21 5 135 0% 95 6 4 105 0% 108 13 4 125 0% 2 0 0 2 0% 4 60%
5:00 PM 67 3 2 72 0% 92 6 3 101 0% 67 5 3 75 0% 75 5 3 83 0% 2 0 0 2 0% 9 19%
6:00 PM 27 1 0 28 0% 59 3 5 67 0% 91 2 6 99 0% 59 2 4 65 0% 2 0 0 2 0% 3 75%
7:00 PM 28 3 7 38 0% 28 3 11 42 0% 27 0 5 32 0% 28 2 8 37 0% 1 0 0 1 0% 0 0%
8:00 PM 33 6 0 39 0% 36 17 1 54 0% 38 5 0 43 0% 36 9 0 45 0% 1 0 0 1 0% 0 0%
9:00 PM 10 1 0 11 0% 17 2 0 19 0% 11 5 0 16 0% 13 3 0 15 0% 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0%
10:00 PM 4 3 0 7 0% 27 3 2 32 0% 11 0 2 13 0% 14 2 1 17 0% 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0%
11:00 PM 11 8 11 30 0% 12 13 17 42 0% 5 15 9 29 0% 9 12 12 34 0% 0 0 0 1 0% 0 0%


Subtotal 446 52 29 527 2% 539 90 53 682 2% 471 66 38 575 2% 485 69 40 595 2% 11 1 1 13 2% 23 57%
Avg. Length of Stay: 0 hour 58 min. 1 hour 2 min. 0 hour 60 min. 1 hour 0 min. 0 hour 60 min.


Seasonality 92% 75% 73% 89% 111% 130% 133% 115% 97% 95% 95% 97%


Grand Total 15,366 7,476 2,897 25,739 100% 16,065 9,114 3,640 28,819 100% 15,198 8,230 3,310 26,738 100% 15,543 8,273 3,282 27,099 100% 345 187 75 608 100% 691 88%
Avg. Length of Stay: 1 hour 16 min. 1 hour 19 min. 1 hour 18 min. 1 hour 18 min. 1 hour 18 min.


Seasonality 99% 90% 88% 95% 103% 110% 111% 106% 98% 99% 101% 99%


Source: SF Flower Mart, 2017
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Larger Trucking Lines (Semi)
Name Frequency When Time Stay (hours)
Jessup Daily Mon-Fri 2AM - 6AM 2


Growers Logistics Daily Mon-Sat 4AM - 7AM 2-3
CB Logistics 3 times/week Mon/Tue/Fri 1AM - 6AM 2-3


Armellini once/week Sunday 6PM - 1AM 2
Floriday Beauty 2 times/week Sun/Tue Noon - 12AM 1


Prime Floral - OR/WA 2 times/week Mon/Thu Noon - 12AM 2


Smaller Trucks (Box Trucks)
Name Frequency When Time Stay (hours)


Smaller Wholesalers 2 times/week Tue/Fri 3AM - 1AM 2-6
Smaller Wholesalers Daily 4AM - 7AM 2-3
Smaller Wholesalers 3 times/week 1AM - 6AM 2-3
Smaller Wholesalers once/week 6PM - 1AM 2
Smaller Wholesalers 2 times/week Noon - 12AM 3


Larger Trucking Lines (Semi) Avg Stay
Name M Tu W Th F Sat Sun Tue
Jessup 5 1 1 1 1 1 2


Growers Logistics 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 2.5
CB Logistics 3 1 1 1 2.5


Armellini 1 1
Floriday Beauty 2 1 1


Prime Floral - OR/WA 2 1 1 2


Total 4 4 2 3 3 1 2 2.25


Smaller Trucks (Box Trucks) Avg Stay
Name M Tu W Th F Sat Sun Tue


Smaller Wholesalers 2 1 1 3
Smaller Wholesalers 7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2.5
Smaller Wholesalers 3 1 1 1
Smaller Wholesalers 1 1 1
Smaller Wholesalers 2 1 1 1.5


Total 2 4 2 2 3 1 1 2.00
Yellow = AM peak hour


Source: SF Flower Mart, 2017
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City of San Francisco
Flower Market Parking Lot - Sixth/Brannan
Thursday, 2-9-2018 Note: 7:30 am - 57 vehicles in lot


Start time 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people
7:30 3 1 4 3 1 1
7:45 3 1 1
8:00 4 4 3 1 1
8:15 1 4 1 1 1


Total 11 1 0 0 13 7 0 0 3 2 0 0 2 0 0 0


11 2 0 0
Avg Occup 1.08


Start time 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people
7:30 8 4 0 0 1 0 0 0
7:45 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 5 2 0 0 1 0 0 0


Total 27 10 0 0 2 0 0 0


27 20 0 0 2 0 0 0
Avg Occup 1.27 1.00


Full size vans


Cars+SUV's+Minivans Full size vans+Small pickups+large pickups


Cars SUV's Minivans
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Flower Market Parking Lot Utilization


Date: 8/16/2017
Light Vehicles Small Pickup Trucks/Vans Small Box Delivery Trucks Large Trailer Semi Trucks All Vehicles


Start Time In Out Utilization In Out Utilization In Out Utilization In Out Utilization In Out Utilization
All day 537 522 1059 137 153 290 17 17 34 0 0 0 691 692 1383


77% 21% 2% 0% 100%
Max Peak Hour 75 83 145 19 25 40 4 3 6 0 0 0 93 109 182


11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM 11:00 PM
76% 21% 3% 0% 100%


AM Peak Hour 66 58 121 15 20 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 78 156
7:45 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 7:45 AM 8:00 AM 8:00 AM


78% 22% 0% 0% 100%
PM Peak Hour 9 3 12 2 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 9 3 12


5:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 4:45 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 4:30 PM 5:00 PM 4:30 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM 5:00 PM
75% 19% 6% 0% 100%


Source: Nelson\Nygaard (2017)


Wednesday
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901 16th Street, Cor‐O‐Van


08/02/12 Pedestrians East Driveway ‐ Passenger Cars East Driveway ‐ Trucks Loading Dock ‐ Trucks Total Trucks All Vehicles
Start Time Total Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound


Total 50 25 25 92 46 46 40 20 20 20 10 10 60 30 30 152 76 76
AM Peak Hour 14 7 7 19 17 2 9 0 9 3 1 2 12 1 11 31 18 13
PM Peak Hour 4 2 2 12 2 10 5 2 3 3 1 2 8 3 5 20 5 15


8:00 AM 3 1 2 6 5 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 7 5 2
8:15 AM 4 2 2 4 4 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 7 4 3
8:30 AM 3 2 1 5 5 0 3 0 3 2 1 1 5 1 4 10 6 4
8:45 AM 4 2 2 4 3 1 2 0 2 1 0 1 3 0 3 7 3 4
9:00 AM 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 1 4 3 1
9:15 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
9:30 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1
9:45 AM 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1
10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 2 0
10:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
10:30 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 4 3 1 5 4 1
10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 2
11:00 AM 4 2 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
11:30 AM 1 1 0 3 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 5 3 2
11:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 3 1 2
12:00 PM 3 2 1 3 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 2 2
12:15 PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 2 1 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 2
12:45 PM 4 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1
1:00 PM 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 3 2 1 5 4 1
1:15 PM 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 2 1
1:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
1:45 PM 4 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 2 2
2:00 PM 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 PM 4 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 3 1
2:30 PM 1 1 0 3 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 5 2 3
2:45 PM 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
3:00 PM 0 0 0 3 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 3 2 1 6 3 3
3:15 PM 0 0 0 6 1 5 3 2 1 1 0 1 4 2 2 10 3 7
3:30 PM 0 0 0 3 0 3 2 2 0 1 1 0 3 3 0 6 3 3
3:45 PM 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1
4:00 PM 1 0 1 6 2 4 2 2 0 2 1 1 4 3 1 10 5 5
4:15 PM 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
4:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
4:45 PM 2 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 2
5:00 PM 0 0 0 4 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 0 5
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 1
5:30 PM 0 0 0 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 4
5:45 PM 1 0 1 3 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 5 2 3
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Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099  
Modernization of Transportation Analysis 


 
Date of Preparation: September 8, 2020 
Record No.: 901 16th Street, 2011.1300EIA 
Zoning: UMU – Urban Mixed Use District 
 68-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3949/001 
Lot Size: 47,962 square feet (1.10 acres) 
Project Sponsor: Alexandra Stoelzle, (415) 243-8803, astoelzle@kilroyrealty.com 
Staff Contact: Ryan Shum, ryan.shum@sfgov.org 


 
This checklist is in response to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 21099 – 
Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects and Planning Commission 
Resolution 19579. CEQA Section 21099 allows for a determination that aesthetic and vehicular parking 
effects of a project need not be considered significant environmental effects. Planning Commission 
Resolution 19579 replaces automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis. This checklist 
provides screening criteria for determining if aesthetics, detailed VMT, and/or vehicular parking analysis 
is required for a project.  
 
Aesthetics and Vehicular Parking 
In accordance with CEQA section 21099, aesthetics and vehicular parking shall not be considered in 
determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects, if the project meets 
the three criteria within Table 1. The proposed project satisfies the criteria and therefore qualifies as a 
transit-oriented infill project subject to CEQA section 21099. 
 
In accordance with the San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, the 
department evaluates if a project requires a secondary vehicular parking analysis. If a project does not 
result in a substantial vehicular parking deficit, then the department does not require a secondary vehicular 
parking analysis. Projects within a location criterion (Table 2a) or that contain characteristic criteria (2c and 
2d) do not require secondary vehicular parking analysis. The proposed project satisfies these criteria and 
therefore does not require a secondary parking analysis. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
In addition, CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research 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.” In January 2016, the Office of Planning 
and Research published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA recommending that transportation impacts for 
projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric. On March 3, 2016, based on compelling 
evidence in that document and on the department’s independent review of the literature on VMT and its 
own public process, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the Office of Planning and Research’s 
recommendation to use the VMT metric to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects. Since that 
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Record No. 2011.1300EIA 
901 16th Street 


resolution, the California Natural Resources Agency and the Office of Administrative Law went through a 
formal rulemaking process that finalized amendments to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018. 
 
In accordance with CEQA section 21099 and Planning Commission resolution 19579, the San Francisco 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review identify screening criteria to identify 
types, characteristics, and locations of projects and a list of transportation project types that would not 
result in significant transportation impacts under the VMT metric. As demonstrated by Tables 2a, 2b, and 
2c the proposed project described below meets one or more of the VMT screening criteria. 
 
Project Description:  
The 152,000-square-foot project site is located at 901 16th Street on the block bounded by 16th, Mississippi, 
17th, and Missouri streets on Assessor’s Block 3949, Lots 001, 001A, and 002, and Assessor’s Block 3950, Lot 
001. The project site is located within the Potrero Hill neighborhood and the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 
Plan Area. The project site contains four existing buildings totaling approximately 105,000 square feet. The 
remaining area on the project site is occupied by an approximately 44,200-square-foot surface parking lot. 
The site is bordered to the north by mixed-use residential buildings, to the west by a mix of commercial 
and residential buildings, to the south by an empty lot and a one-story commercial building, and to the 
east by the I-280 and commercial buildings. The project site is approximately 500 feet east of the Connecticut 
Street and 17th Street stop of the 22 Muni line, approximately 1.3 miles east of the 16th Street Mission BART 
station, and approximately 0.2 mile north of the I-280 off-ramp. 
 
The Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project (“proposed 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, which is comprised of approximately 60 vendors and 275 employees. 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 100,300 square feet to approximately 125,000 square feet. The proposed project would 
also construct an approximately 84,900-square-foot parking structure containing 150 parking spaces on the 
site of the existing modular office building and surface parking lot. A project variant would expand the 
parking structure to approximately 102,000 square feet to accommodate up to 200 parking spaces. 
 
The proposed project would eliminate several driveways and reduce the overall length of curb cuts to the 
property (see Figure 3). Two of the three existing curb cuts on 16th Street would be repurposed and 
reconfigured in the same location to serve the new electrical transformer and the refuse/recycling areas. 
The two existing driveways on Mississippi Street would be modified in their current location to provide 
tractor-trailer loading and parking access to the site, while all the existing driveways on 17th Street would 
be replaced with new curb and sidewalk. The project proposes to reduce the overall existing curb cut 
length by 69 feet. In addition, the proposed project would add a passenger loading zone on 17th Street 
near the Mississippi Street intersection. 
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Table 1: Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist 
The project must meet all three criteria for aesthetics and vehicular parking to be excluded from CEQA 
review. See Attachment A for definitions of terms. 


 


Criterion 1-1. Does the project meet the definition of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
“employment center” and 


Yes. The proposed project is a employment center that would have a floor-area-ratio greater than 
0.75 and is in a transit priority area. 
 


 
Criterion 1-2. Is the proposed project located on an “infill site” and 


Yes. The project site is currently developed an industrial production, development and research 
(PDR) building and is located in the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill neighborhood within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods planning area of San Francisco.  


 


Criterion 1-3. Is the proposed project site located within a “transit priority area?”  


Map: See Attachment B. 


Yes. The project site is located within a half-mile of Muni transit routes, including: the 14X-Mission 
Express, 22-Filmore, 55-16th Street, 8BX-Bayshore Express, and the T-Third. 


 


 
Table 2a: Secondary Parking Analysis & Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis for Land Use Project – 


Screening Criterion 
If a project meets this screening criterion, then a secondary parking and detailed VMT analysis is not 
required.1 If a project does not meet this screening criterion, then refer to Tables 2b and 2d for additional 
screening criteria related to VMT and secondary parking analysis, respectively. See Attachment A for 
definitions of terms.  


 


Criterion 2a. Is the proposed project site located within the “map-based screening” area? 


Yes. The project site is located in TAZ 651, which exhibits VMT that is 18 and 16 percent below the 
respective existing and cumulative (2040) screening thresholds (Bay Area regional average minus 15 
percent) for retail uses (see table below).  
 
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 


Land Use 


Existing Cumulative 2040 


Bay Area Regional 


Average minus 15% 
TAZ 651 


Percent +/- 


Threshold 


Bay Area Regional 


Average minus 15% 
TAZ  651 


Percent +/- 


Threshold 


Retail 12.6 10.7 -18% 12.4 10.7 -16% 


 
 


 


 
1 For projects that propose multiple land use types (e.g., residential, office, retail, etc.), each land use type must qualify under the 
three screening criteria in Table 2a.  
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Table 2b: Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis – Additional Screening Criteria 


Identify whether a projects meets any of the additional screening criteria. See Attachment A for 
definitions of terms.  


 Criterion 2b-1. Does the proposed project qualify as a “small project”? or  


No. The project would generate more than 100 daily vehicle trips. 


 


Criterion 2b-2. Proximity to Transit Stations (must meet all four sub-criteria) 


Is the proposed project site located within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop or an 
existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor; and 


Yes. The project site is located within a half-mile of Muni transit routes which operate with a 15-
minute headway or less, including: the 14X-Mission Express, 22-Filmore, 55-16th Street, 8BX-
Bayshore Express, and the T-Third. 


Would the proposed project result in a “floor area ratio” of greater than or equal to 0.75, and 


Yes. The proposed project would have a FAR of 2.73: 130,800 (gross floor area) divided by 47,962 (net 
parcel area). 


Would the project result in an amount of vehicular parking that is less than or equal to the amount 
allowed by the Planning Code without a conditional use authorization, and 


Yes. The proposed project would contain less vehicle parking than the maximum amount allowed 
on-site and is not proposing to obtain a conditional use authorization for more parking. 


Is the proposed project consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy?2 


Yes. The project site is in the Eastern Neighborhoods priority development area. 


 
Table 2c: Induce Automobile Travel Analysis 


If a project contains transportation elements and fits within the general types of projects described below, 
then a secondary parking and detailed VMT analysis is not required. If a project does not meet this 
screening criterion, then refer to Table 2d for additional screening criteria as it relates to secondary 
parking analysis. See Attachment A for definitions and other terms. 


 
Criterion 2c-1. Does the proposed project qualify as an “active transportation, rightsizing (aka 
Road Diet) and Transit Project”? or 


Not applicable. The proposed project is not a transportation project. 
 


 
Criterion 2c-2. Does the proposed project qualify as an “other minor transportation project”? 


The proposed project includes minor transportation features such as the removal of curb cuts and 
removal of on-street parking 
 


 
2 The department considers a project inconsistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy if it is located outside of an area 
contemplated for development in the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
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Table 2d: Secondary Parking Analysis – Additional Screening Criterion 


If a project does not meet the criteria within Tables 2a and 2c, then complete this box. A transportation 
consultant may need to provide information to complete this table.  


 
Criterion 2d. Would the project result in a vehicular parking demand deficit (land use project or 
area plan project) or net parking loss (infrastructure project) of less than 600 spaces?  


No. The proposed project would not result in a vehicle parking demand deficit or net parking loss. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
DEFINITIONS 


 
Active transportation, rightsizing (a.k.a. road diet) and transit project means any of the following: 


 Reduction in number of through lanes 
 Infrastructure projects, including safety and accessibility improvements, for people walking or 


bicycling  
 Installation or reconfiguration of traffic-calming devices  
 Creation of new, or expansion of existing, transit service  
 Creation of new, or conversion of existing, general purpose lanes (including vehicle ramps) to 


transit lanes  
 Creation of new, or addition of roadway capacity on, local or collector streets, if the project also 


substantially improves conditions for people walking, bicycling, and, if applicable, riding transit 
(e.g., by improving neighborhood connectivity or improving safety)  
 


Employment center project means a project located on property zoned for commercial use that results in 
a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit priority area. If the underlying 
zoning for the project site allows for commercial use and the project meets the rest of the criteria in this 
definition, then the project may be considered an employment center.  
 
Floor area ratio means the ratio of gross floor area that results from the project, excluding structured 
vehicular parking areas (per Planning Code section 102 definition of gross floor area), proposed as a 
result of the project divided by the net lot area. 
 
Gross floor area is defined in Planning Code section 102. 
 
High quality transit corridor means a corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no 
longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. 
 
Infill site means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant 
site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved 
public right-of-way from parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 
 
Lot means all parcels utilized by the project. 
 
Major transit stop is defined in CEQA Section 21064.3 as a site containing a rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes 
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak 
commute periods.  
 
Map-based screening means the proposed project site is located within a transportation analysis zone 
that exhibits levels of VMT below the department’s threshold of significance for land use projects.  
 
Net lot area means the area of a lot, excluding publicly dedicated land and private streets that meet local 
standards, and other public use areas as determined by the local land use authority. 
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Other land use project means a land use other than residential, retail, and office. OPR has not provided 
proposed screening criteria or thresholds of significance for other types of land uses, other than those that 
meet the definition of a small project. 


 Hotel, motel, student housing, single room occupancy unit, and group housing land uses should 
be treated as residential for screening and analysis. 


 Child care facilities, K-12 schools, post-secondary institutional (non-student housing), medical, 
and production, distribution, and repair (PDR) land uses should be treated as office for screening 
and analysis. 


 Grocery store, local-serving entertainment venue, religious institution, park, and athletic club 
land uses should be treated as retail for screening and analysis.  


 Public service (e.g., police and fire station, public utilities) and do not generally generate VMT. 
Instead, these land uses are often built in response to development from other land uses (e.g., 
office and residential). Therefore, these land uses can be presumed to have less-than-significant 
impacts on VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project is sited in a location 
that would require employees or visitors to travel substantial distances and the project is not 
located within one-half mile of a major transit stop or does not meet the small project screening 
criterion. 


 Event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues would most likely require a detailed 
VMT analysis. Therefore, no screening criterion is applicable. 
 


Other minor transportation project means any of the following: 
 Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, and repair projects designed to improve the condition 


of existing transportation assets (e.g., highways, roadways, bridges, culverts, tunnels, transit 
systems, and facilities for people bicycling or walking) and that do not add additional motor 
vehicle capacity 


 Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through-traffic, such as 
left, right, and U-turn pockets, or emergency breakdown lanes that are not used as through-lanes  


 Conversion of existing general purpose lanes (including vehicle ramps) to managed lanes (e.g., 
high occupancy vehicle (HOV), high occupancy toll (HOT), or trucks) or transit lanes  


 Grade separation to separate vehicles from rail, transit, people walking or bicycling, or to replace 
a lane to separate preferential vehicles (e.g., HOV, HOT, or trucks) from general vehicles  


 Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including Transit Signal 
Priority (TSP) features  


 Traffic metering systems  
 Timing of signals to optimize flow of people walking, bicycling, and/or driving on local or 


collector streets 
 Installation of a modern roundabout or traffic calming circle 
 Adoption of or increase in tolls  
 Conversion of streets from one-way to two-way operation with no net increase in number of 


traffic lanes  
 Addition of transportation wayfinding signs  
 Removal of off- or on-street vehicular parking space(s)  
 Adoption, removal, or modification of on-street vehicular parking or loading restrictions 


(including meters, time limits, accessible spaces, and preferential/reserved parking permit 
programs) 
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Small project means that the project would not result in more than 100 vehicle trips per day.  
 
Transit priority area means an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or 
planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a 
Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 
 
Vehicle miles traveled measures the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive and 
accounts for the number of passengers per vehicle. 
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Permanent Off-Site Flower Mart Project – Noise Measurement Results 


This memorandum presents the results from noise measurements collected in the vicinity of the Permanent Off-


Site Flower Mart Project site at 901 16th Street. To characterize the ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 


sensitive uses, ESA collected one long-term (LT) 24-hour noise measurement (see Figure 1). The measurement 


was conducted using a laboratory certified Larson Davis LxT Type 2 sound level meter calibrated immediately 


prior to initiation of the monitoring period. The long-term measurement included the hourly Leq and Lmax metric 


and the L90 metric for the duration of the monitoring period.1 Additionally, hourly Leq metrics of the long-term 


monitoring data were used to calculate the DNL metric at this location. 


Noise measurement location LT-1 was identified to characterize ambient daytime conditions in the vicinity of 


residential uses along 16th Street where the nearest residences (1010 16th Street) are located. These residences 


are most likely to be affected by proposed on-site operational noise generated by internal truck loading and 


mechanical equipment on the project site. This monitoring location was selected because it is representative of the 


quietest (furthest from Interstate 280 and the Caltrain tracks) position of the nearest residential unit, across the 


street. The quieter receptors would have the greatest potential for experiencing a substantial increase in noise. 


The monitoring effort was conducted on June 17, 2020. The noise monitoring occurred during a statewide shelter-


in-place order associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in limited business activities. Therefore, 


the baseline for comparison of noise impacts from the proposed project is the project site and surrounding activity 


on June 17, 2020, when the project site was vacant. As a result, noise monitoring likely underestimates the 


contribution to ambient noise levels from historic project site activity, vehicle traffic, and Caltrain operations on 


the adjacent rail line. Underestimating existing ambient noise level is conservative because a higher applicable 


noise standard would be anticipated under historic, or “normal” conditions without business restrictions. There 


                                                      
1  Leq is the steady state equivalent noise level over the monitoring period.  Lmax is the maximum noise level recorded during the monitoring 


period. L90 is the noise level exceeded 90 percent of the monitoring period. DNL is the day-night noise level recorded over a 24-hour period 
with a 10 dBA “penalty” added to the hourly Leq recorded between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
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Figure 1
Long-term Noise Monitoring Location
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was no precipitation during the monitoring event. The measured sound levels and the sources of sound monitored 


are shown in Table 1, Existing Noise Environment in the Project Site Vicinity. 


TABLE 1 
EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT IN THE PROJECT SITE VICINITY 


Location 
Date and 
Time Period 


Daytimea 
Leq dB 


Nighttimeb 
Leq dB 


Daytimea 
L90 


Nighttimeb 
L90 Ldn Noise Sources 


LT-1 


south side of 


16th Street, 


approximately 


290 feet west of 


Mississippi 


Street 


6/17/20 Wednesday 


24-hour 


measurement 


68 64 59 53 71 Vehicle Traffic on 16th 


Street and I-280.Caltrain 


operations with signal 


bell. 


Notes: 


a. Daytime hours are 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 


b. Nighttime hours are 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 
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Summary
File Name on Meter 831_Data.030
File Name on PC
Serial Number 0002783
Model Model 831
Firmware Version 2.402
User C. Sanchez
Location 901 16th Street
Job Description 901 16th Street
Note


Measurement
Description
Start 2020-06-16  11:00:00
Stop 2020-06-18  10:47:25
Duration 47:47:25.594
Run Time 47:47:25.594
Pause 00:00:00.0


Pre Calibration 2020-06-16  09:23:33
Post Calibration None
Calibration Deviation ---


Overall Settings
RMS Weight A Weighting
Peak Weight Z Weighting
Detector Slow
Preamp PRM831
Microphone Correction Off
Integration Method Linear
OBA Range Low
OBA Bandwidth 1/1 and 1/3
OBA Freq. Weighting A Weighting
OBA Max Spectrum Bin Max
Gain 20.0 dB
Overload 124.4 dB


A C
Under Range Peak 57.0 54.0
Under Range Limit 24.7 25.4
Noise Floor 15.6 16.2


Results
LAeq 67.0
LAE 119.4
EA 96.534 mPa²h
LZpeak (max) 2020-06-16  14:14:07 124.9
LASmax 2020-06-16  21:27:40 96.3


    SLM_0002783_831_Data_030.00.ldbin







Record # Record Type Date Time LAeq LApeak LZpeak LA5.00 LA10.00 LA33.30 LA50.00 LA66.60 LA90.00
1 Run 2020-06-16 11:00:00
2 2020-06-16 11:00:00 64.4 92.3 118.3 69.0 67.5 63.8 62.4 61.2 58.3
3 2020-06-16 11:15:00 65.3 97.5 118.6 69.3 67.8 64.8 63.3 61.9 59.3
4 2020-06-16 11:30:00 66.6 99.1 114.0 69.3 67.7 64.8 63.3 62.1 59.5
5 2020-06-16 11:45:00 65.5 92.2 121.1 70.0 68.4 65.3 63.7 62.1 59.3
6 2020-06-16 12:00:00 65.7 92.4 122.7 70.3 68.8 65.2 63.6 62.2 59.6
7 2020-06-16 12:15:00 66.8 96.5 124.6 71.4 69.5 65.9 64.5 63.0 60.3
8 2020-06-16 12:30:00 68.1 99.3 122.3 71.9 69.7 67.0 65.6 64.3 61.9
9 2020-06-16 12:45:00 66.3 94.8 121.7 70.3 68.7 65.3 63.9 62.4 59.8


10 2020-06-16 13:00:00 65.5 90.3 121.1 69.6 68.3 65.5 64.2 63.2 60.8
11 2020-06-16 13:15:00 70.3 103.0 121.9 73.2 70.2 66.0 64.5 63.1 60.3
12 2020-06-16 13:30:00 70.0 102.9 120.9 73.6 71.9 68.8 67.0 65.6 62.7
13 2020-06-16 13:45:00 67.5 93.6 124.4 70.8 70.1 68.3 67.2 64.5 61.4
14 2020-06-16 14:00:00 66.4 94.3 124.9 70.9 69.4 66.4 64.8 63.2 61.2
15 2020-06-16 14:15:00 66.7 95.6 122.4 70.3 69.1 66.4 65.0 63.9 61.5
16 2020-06-16 14:30:00 70.1 107.8 123.0 71.0 69.4 66.6 65.0 63.9 62.0
17 2020-06-16 14:45:00 66.2 91.8 121.4 70.1 69.0 66.0 64.4 63.3 61.6
18 2020-06-16 15:00:00 65.3 93.5 114.6 69.0 67.8 65.0 63.9 62.8 60.5
19 2020-06-16 15:15:00 69.6 103.2 119.3 71.1 69.3 66.3 65.1 63.9 61.4
20 2020-06-16 15:30:00 66.9 92.6 121.7 70.7 69.6 67.1 65.8 64.3 62.4
21 2020-06-16 15:45:00 70.8 107.2 119.8 71.1 69.3 66.0 64.8 63.3 61.3
22 2020-06-16 16:00:00 65.6 96.2 114.0 69.7 67.8 64.7 63.4 62.4 60.3
23 2020-06-16 16:15:00 72.4 110.0 117.9 74.5 70.5 65.7 64.2 62.9 60.8
24 2020-06-16 16:30:00 67.3 101.5 117.8 69.9 68.4 65.2 64.2 63.3 61.6
25 2020-06-16 16:45:00 65.3 95.0 114.5 69.2 68.2 65.3 64.2 62.9 60.1
26 2020-06-16 17:00:00 71.4 105.3 113.2 73.1 69.7 65.7 64.2 62.8 60.5
27 2020-06-16 17:15:00 70.2 105.2 121.2 72.0 70.6 67.0 65.6 64.4 61.4
28 2020-06-16 17:30:00 69.6 103.7 117.6 71.3 69.7 66.0 64.3 62.9 60.3
29 2020-06-16 17:45:00 64.5 93.1 114.8 69.1 67.7 64.0 62.6 61.7 59.9
30 2020-06-16 18:00:00 71.1 107.6 116.1 74.0 70.7 66.0 64.1 62.4 59.8
31 2020-06-16 18:15:00 65.8 99.1 109.1 69.9 67.7 64.3 63.1 61.3 58.8
32 2020-06-16 18:30:00 68.5 102.8 107.4 70.8 69.1 65.6 63.6 61.6 58.9
33 2020-06-16 18:45:00 62.9 97.2 108.0 67.9 66.3 62.6 61.0 59.0 56.1
34 2020-06-16 19:00:00 70.1 105.1 109.1 72.2 68.9 63.7 61.9 59.3 56.2
35 2020-06-16 19:15:00 71.0 103.9 107.1 71.2 68.2 63.8 61.8 59.8 56.0
36 2020-06-16 19:30:00 65.9 99.8 105.4 68.3 66.4 62.2 60.1 58.6 56.2
37 2020-06-16 19:45:00 64.5 104.6 105.6 66.4 64.5 61.0 58.6 57.0 54.6
38 2020-06-16 20:00:00 69.9 105.6 108.0 70.3 67.4 61.2 59.0 57.6 55.4
39 2020-06-16 20:15:00 65.3 98.8 104.2 68.7 66.1 62.0 59.7 57.2 53.5
40 2020-06-16 20:30:00 67.7 104.5 106.9 67.7 65.7 61.0 58.8 56.8 52.7
41 2020-06-16 20:45:00 65.1 99.6 107.1 68.4 66.1 60.0 58.1 56.0 52.4
42 2020-06-16 21:00:00 60.4 93.7 104.0 65.1 63.6 60.5 59.0 57.0 53.4
43 2020-06-16 21:15:00 71.4 108.8 111.1 66.7 64.5 61.3 59.1 56.7 52.7
44 2020-06-16 21:30:00 65.3 101.7 104.0 66.6 64.6 61.5 59.6 57.5 53.6
45 2020-06-16 21:45:00 60.5 88.8 95.4 65.4 64.0 60.2 58.4 56.5 53.0
46 2020-06-16 22:00:00 61.6 89.9 93.7 66.7 64.6 60.8 59.0 57.4 52.5
47 2020-06-16 22:15:00 65.4 100.6 103.7 66.2 64.1 60.4 58.1 55.4 51.3
48 2020-06-16 22:30:00 66.6 102.0 104.2 66.0 64.5 60.8 59.4 57.7 54.3
49 2020-06-16 22:45:00 59.0 90.6 94.4 63.4 62.3 58.9 57.4 55.5 52.0
50 2020-06-16 23:00:00 59.8 88.6 99.6 64.5 63.0 59.5 57.6 56.1 52.5
51 2020-06-16 23:15:00 60.1 89.3 91.9 65.3 63.3 59.3 57.2 55.4 52.3
52 2020-06-16 23:30:00 69.8 108.8 109.1 65.6 63.1 57.7 55.7 53.6 50.2
53 2020-06-16 23:45:00 57.2 90.1 94.2 62.0 59.9 55.9 54.0 51.9 48.5
54 2020-06-17 0:00:00 68.2 103.8 106.6 69.3 65.0 60.0 57.7 54.7 47.5
55 2020-06-17 0:15:00 55.7 90.8 91.8 60.6 58.9 54.7 52.8 50.8 47.3







56 2020-06-17 0:30:00 56.2 85.4 88.2 62.0 60.2 55.0 51.7 50.1 46.6
57 2020-06-17 0:45:00 59.0 94.8 99.1 63.0 60.9 55.4 52.5 50.3 46.3
58 2020-06-17 1:00:00 54.8 83.6 93.0 59.2 57.7 54.2 51.9 50.0 46.3
59 2020-06-17 1:15:00 56.3 88.1 89.1 63.2 60.1 53.7 51.5 48.9 46.0
60 2020-06-17 1:30:00 56.1 90.3 93.4 61.5 58.9 54.6 52.2 50.2 47.5
61 2020-06-17 1:45:00 56.8 88.5 90.6 62.2 59.8 55.1 53.3 51.4 48.2
62 2020-06-17 2:00:00 56.9 86.9 92.3 62.1 60.0 55.4 52.5 49.3 46.5
63 2020-06-17 2:15:00 56.0 84.9 93.7 61.1 59.6 54.4 51.7 48.8 45.7
64 2020-06-17 2:30:00 59.6 94.4 98.7 63.6 61.3 56.0 53.7 50.6 47.5
65 2020-06-17 2:45:00 58.6 88.9 91.2 63.5 61.4 55.4 53.3 50.1 46.1
66 2020-06-17 3:00:00 57.9 86.7 92.9 62.9 60.2 53.2 50.5 48.2 45.8
67 2020-06-17 3:15:00 59.3 92.3 94.4 63.2 60.3 55.0 51.1 47.6 44.9
68 2020-06-17 3:30:00 55.2 79.1 89.9 60.8 59.2 55.2 52.7 49.4 45.5
69 2020-06-17 3:45:00 58.0 87.5 95.1 62.1 60.9 57.3 54.8 52.2 48.3
70 2020-06-17 4:00:00 56.6 90.2 93.9 61.8 60.3 56.2 53.5 50.7 47.2
71 2020-06-17 4:15:00 59.7 99.4 103.3 63.7 61.9 57.8 55.3 53.1 48.0
72 2020-06-17 4:30:00 59.9 93.0 92.4 64.7 63.3 59.4 57.4 54.7 50.3
73 2020-06-17 4:45:00 66.8 106.4 108.2 65.5 64.0 60.1 57.7 55.9 51.9
74 2020-06-17 5:00:00 61.4 90.8 94.6 65.2 64.0 60.5 58.5 56.8 52.6
75 2020-06-17 5:15:00 68.3 105.7 107.9 67.5 65.4 61.7 59.8 58.0 55.1
76 2020-06-17 5:30:00 62.0 88.6 98.0 66.2 65.1 62.4 60.5 58.7 56.0
77 2020-06-17 5:45:00 63.1 91.2 95.4 67.4 66.3 63.3 61.7 59.9 56.8
78 2020-06-17 6:00:00 69.8 105.2 108.1 70.3 67.5 64.6 63.5 62.2 59.3
79 2020-06-17 6:15:00 68.8 105.8 107.0 71.0 68.9 64.6 62.9 61.4 59.2
80 2020-06-17 6:30:00 69.3 110.9 110.0 73.4 70.3 66.0 64.6 63.4 60.2
81 2020-06-17 6:45:00 66.1 95.4 98.9 69.8 68.2 65.6 64.4 63.3 61.1
82 2020-06-17 7:00:00 71.3 105.7 107.1 72.4 69.4 65.7 64.1 62.3 59.7
83 2020-06-17 7:15:00 67.8 100.3 103.4 70.4 69.0 65.7 64.3 63.1 60.6
84 2020-06-17 7:30:00 69.8 105.4 107.8 70.3 68.8 66.0 64.7 63.3 61.5
85 2020-06-17 7:45:00 66.9 96.7 99.0 70.8 69.2 66.2 64.8 63.6 61.2
86 2020-06-17 8:00:00 72.2 108.7 110.6 71.6 69.6 67.2 65.6 64.5 61.9
87 2020-06-17 8:15:00 69.4 103.7 106.2 72.5 70.0 66.7 65.4 63.9 61.2
88 2020-06-17 8:30:00 69.2 100.4 103.8 72.6 70.1 66.7 65.2 64.2 61.4
89 2020-06-17 8:45:00 67.6 100.4 109.8 71.3 69.7 66.1 64.8 63.8 61.5
90 2020-06-17 9:00:00 70.7 106.9 108.7 72.6 69.6 66.3 64.8 63.1 60.5
91 2020-06-17 9:15:00 71.3 105.0 106.4 71.5 69.1 65.9 64.2 62.9 60.5
92 2020-06-17 9:30:00 69.5 102.5 105.2 74.0 70.1 66.4 64.9 63.3 60.1
93 2020-06-17 9:45:00 66.5 98.3 109.4 69.7 68.0 65.0 63.6 62.5 59.9
94 2020-06-17 10:00:00 66.9 100.0 107.8 72.2 69.2 65.3 63.8 61.9 58.0
95 2020-06-17 10:15:00 67.2 95.5 103.5 72.2 70.5 66.5 65.0 63.6 60.8
96 2020-06-17 10:30:00 69.5 105.3 108.5 73.7 69.8 65.8 63.9 62.4 60.0
97 2020-06-17 10:45:00 68.0 99.3 109.4 73.1 70.5 66.0 64.5 63.3 60.0
98 2020-06-17 11:00:00 66.0 95.2 107.4 70.7 68.7 64.9 63.1 61.4 59.1
99 2020-06-17 11:15:00 68.4 96.2 109.1 74.7 71.2 66.1 64.2 62.7 59.9


100 2020-06-17 11:30:00 68.1 96.8 105.5 73.2 69.8 66.0 64.5 62.8 60.3
101 2020-06-17 11:45:00 64.0 94.5 105.7 68.5 67.0 63.6 62.0 60.7 58.1
102 2020-06-17 12:00:00 67.9 95.8 109.6 73.5 70.0 65.3 63.7 62.4 59.9
103 2020-06-17 12:15:00 66.7 99.2 108.3 70.9 68.9 64.6 63.1 61.5 58.2
104 2020-06-17 12:30:00 67.6 107.0 111.1 71.3 67.9 64.1 62.6 61.1 58.6
105 2020-06-17 12:45:00 65.2 98.1 107.3 70.1 68.3 64.5 62.7 60.9 58.8
106 2020-06-17 13:00:00 66.3 94.7 112.7 69.9 68.1 64.8 63.2 61.7 59.0
107 2020-06-17 13:15:00 65.8 95.9 115.9 69.9 67.7 64.3 62.6 60.7 58.1
108 2020-06-17 13:30:00 66.7 101.4 117.5 68.9 67.6 64.7 63.1 61.6 58.5
109 2020-06-17 13:45:00 64.3 95.3 119.0 69.2 67.4 63.8 62.1 60.9 59.2
110 2020-06-17 14:00:00 65.1 96.9 116.7 69.5 68.1 64.6 63.3 61.8 59.3
111 2020-06-17 14:15:00 66.0 95.6 123.1 70.2 68.7 64.8 63.3 61.6 59.7







112 2020-06-17 14:30:00 66.8 99.6 119.9 69.6 68.0 65.3 64.1 62.7 60.5
113 2020-06-17 14:45:00 64.9 93.1 115.2 69.0 67.7 64.9 63.6 62.4 60.3
114 2020-06-17 15:00:00 65.4 102.1 111.8 69.6 68.4 64.8 63.6 62.5 60.4
115 2020-06-17 15:15:00 69.4 101.8 115.8 72.2 70.3 65.7 64.0 62.6 60.5
116 2020-06-17 15:30:00 64.9 98.0 117.0 69.4 67.6 64.7 63.3 61.9 59.8
117 2020-06-17 15:45:00 68.6 103.0 115.4 69.1 67.4 64.8 63.3 62.1 60.0
118 2020-06-17 16:00:00 64.5 93.7 116.7 68.3 67.1 64.3 62.9 61.8 59.9
119 2020-06-17 16:15:00 70.2 105.2 121.5 71.1 69.2 66.7 65.8 64.3 60.9
120 2020-06-17 16:30:00 68.5 102.8 121.5 70.9 69.3 65.5 64.0 62.9 60.8
121 2020-06-17 16:45:00 65.5 97.1 115.9 69.7 67.9 65.1 63.8 62.9 61.2
122 2020-06-17 17:00:00 72.3 105.2 120.1 74.2 70.9 66.3 64.9 63.8 61.4
123 2020-06-17 17:15:00 66.3 100.5 114.5 69.8 67.6 64.5 63.3 62.3 60.0
124 2020-06-17 17:30:00 67.4 101.1 115.6 71.4 68.7 65.4 63.7 62.4 60.2
125 2020-06-17 17:45:00 64.6 96.3 113.4 69.3 67.7 64.5 62.9 61.4 58.5
126 2020-06-17 18:00:00 69.8 105.7 114.0 71.9 68.9 64.7 63.1 61.8 59.3
127 2020-06-17 18:15:00 67.3 102.6 112.8 70.0 67.8 64.0 62.4 61.0 58.5
128 2020-06-17 18:30:00 68.0 102.5 109.8 69.1 67.2 63.6 62.5 61.0 58.0
129 2020-06-17 18:45:00 66.3 101.2 111.6 68.7 66.6 63.2 61.5 59.6 57.2
130 2020-06-17 19:00:00 69.7 102.9 107.7 71.9 69.1 64.2 62.5 60.4 57.9
131 2020-06-17 19:15:00 66.8 100.6 107.7 68.8 66.7 63.3 61.7 60.2 57.3
132 2020-06-17 19:30:00 71.7 108.0 110.1 70.5 67.4 62.8 61.2 59.6 56.7
133 2020-06-17 19:45:00 63.2 95.4 100.3 68.8 66.9 62.3 60.5 58.5 54.9
134 2020-06-17 20:00:00 69.4 105.0 107.5 69.4 66.2 61.6 60.0 58.3 55.4
135 2020-06-17 20:15:00 63.8 96.9 100.3 67.3 65.4 62.1 60.3 58.5 55.4
136 2020-06-17 20:30:00 66.8 102.4 110.3 69.5 66.6 61.7 60.1 58.7 55.8
137 2020-06-17 20:45:00 62.0 93.9 98.2 66.5 65.2 61.7 60.0 58.3 55.4
138 2020-06-17 21:00:00 62.6 96.5 100.8 67.4 64.9 61.5 59.9 58.4 55.3
139 2020-06-17 21:15:00 66.7 102.3 104.1 67.7 65.5 62.5 60.7 58.7 55.3
140 2020-06-17 21:30:00 67.9 103.8 104.9 68.8 65.7 62.1 60.4 58.8 56.1
141 2020-06-17 21:45:00 61.0 93.9 94.1 65.7 64.2 60.5 59.0 57.6 55.1
142 2020-06-17 22:00:00 60.8 90.5 94.7 64.9 63.7 60.9 59.2 57.5 54.4
143 2020-06-17 22:15:00 67.8 103.2 105.9 66.8 64.9 61.9 60.0 57.9 52.5
144 2020-06-17 22:30:00 69.3 106.3 109.0 67.0 65.5 61.6 59.5 57.7 53.9
145 2020-06-17 22:45:00 60.1 91.8 95.6 64.2 63.0 59.4 57.6 56.2 53.5
146 2020-06-17 23:00:00 59.9 92.4 97.4 64.3 62.9 59.5 57.6 56.1 53.1
147 2020-06-17 23:15:00 64.5 100.6 108.1 66.6 63.5 60.0 57.2 54.8 51.0
148 2020-06-17 23:30:00 58.2 92.3 93.7 63.4 61.5 57.4 55.3 53.2 50.0
149 2020-06-17 23:45:00 56.7 84.9 91.6 61.4 59.9 56.4 54.7 53.0 50.4
150 2020-06-18 0:00:00 72.2 107.8 111.5 68.9 63.3 59.1 56.6 54.4 50.9
151 2020-06-18 0:15:00 58.6 88.9 93.3 63.4 60.0 55.5 53.4 51.6 48.7
152 2020-06-18 0:30:00 58.9 90.2 94.7 63.2 60.2 56.3 54.4 52.5 49.1
153 2020-06-18 0:45:00 55.0 79.8 87.5 60.2 58.4 54.4 52.3 50.3 47.5
154 2020-06-18 1:00:00 55.1 91.4 92.5 60.8 58.8 54.4 51.3 48.9 46.2
155 2020-06-18 1:15:00 56.5 98.1 101.2 61.7 58.9 54.1 51.7 49.9 47.1
156 2020-06-18 1:30:00 55.3 93.8 94.2 60.9 58.5 53.8 51.0 48.5 46.5
157 2020-06-18 1:45:00 57.5 92.2 94.0 63.0 60.5 55.2 52.7 50.3 47.5
158 2020-06-18 2:00:00 57.0 89.7 95.0 62.5 58.8 53.6 50.2 47.7 46.0
159 2020-06-18 2:15:00 54.6 84.0 91.6 59.1 57.0 51.5 49.6 47.9 46.4
160 2020-06-18 2:30:00 64.1 102.3 107.7 66.0 63.0 56.2 53.0 50.5 47.3
161 2020-06-18 2:45:00 55.5 82.3 91.1 61.9 59.1 53.6 51.3 48.7 46.6
162 2020-06-18 3:00:00 54.0 79.6 92.8 59.9 57.3 52.4 49.4 47.7 46.5
163 2020-06-18 3:15:00 54.7 86.7 93.8 60.9 58.4 53.5 50.0 48.0 46.7
164 2020-06-18 3:30:00 54.2 83.9 91.6 59.4 57.3 53.2 50.5 48.5 46.9
165 2020-06-18 3:45:00 57.2 94.1 93.4 62.3 60.8 55.8 53.3 51.6 48.7
166 2020-06-18 4:00:00 62.9 99.9 102.3 63.6 60.9 55.8 53.1 51.3 49.0
167 2020-06-18 4:15:00 59.0 97.2 102.6 62.8 61.1 56.8 54.7 52.7 49.4







168 2020-06-18 4:30:00 66.4 107.9 109.9 71.8 66.4 58.7 56.1 53.9 50.5
169 2020-06-18 4:45:00 65.1 104.0 106.8 65.8 64.0 60.5 58.2 56.0 53.4
170 2020-06-18 5:00:00 61.4 90.6 100.7 65.9 64.1 59.8 58.0 56.0 52.8
171 2020-06-18 5:15:00 61.8 95.4 95.6 66.7 64.8 61.1 59.5 58.0 54.3
172 2020-06-18 5:30:00 67.2 103.2 105.6 68.2 66.2 62.2 60.5 58.9 56.6
173 2020-06-18 5:45:00 70.9 109.1 109.8 70.7 68.4 65.1 63.8 62.3 59.2
174 2020-06-18 6:00:00 66.9 99.9 104.8 69.1 67.3 64.6 63.4 62.2 59.8
175 2020-06-18 6:15:00 68.6 105.2 107.0 71.0 68.9 65.2 64.0 62.9 60.6
176 2020-06-18 6:30:00 68.5 108.9 107.1 70.2 68.7 66.0 64.7 63.7 60.9
177 2020-06-18 6:45:00 66.7 96.6 100.2 70.8 69.4 66.7 65.4 64.2 61.7
178 2020-06-18 7:00:00 71.1 107.2 108.1 72.0 69.3 66.0 64.5 62.8 59.4
179 2020-06-18 7:15:00 68.9 101.6 107.4 71.8 69.7 66.3 65.0 63.7 60.9
180 2020-06-18 7:30:00 68.7 100.5 108.2 71.8 69.3 65.4 64.3 63.3 61.2
181 2020-06-18 7:45:00 68.7 103.6 103.9 70.2 68.3 65.7 64.3 63.1 60.4
182 2020-06-18 8:00:00 71.5 105.0 108.5 71.7 68.6 65.5 64.5 63.5 61.2
183 2020-06-18 8:15:00 70.5 104.3 106.6 73.1 70.2 66.7 65.1 63.9 61.9
184 2020-06-18 8:30:00 69.1 102.7 107.4 70.6 69.1 66.2 64.7 63.3 60.8
185 2020-06-18 8:45:00 67.6 98.6 102.5 71.0 69.0 65.6 64.5 63.3 60.8
186 2020-06-18 9:00:00 68.6 101.3 103.3 71.5 69.9 66.2 64.9 63.8 61.3
187 2020-06-18 9:15:00 71.3 106.4 110.2 72.5 71.5 66.7 65.1 63.4 60.5
188 2020-06-18 9:30:00 67.4 100.5 101.4 70.9 69.2 66.0 64.5 63.2 60.4
189 2020-06-18 9:45:00 67.4 98.4 101.5 71.5 69.2 65.2 63.7 62.2 59.6
190 2020-06-18 10:00:00 67.3 98.1 100.1 72.3 70.1 65.6 64.1 62.6 60.2
191 2020-06-18 10:15:00 67.4 101.3 103.7 70.8 69.1 65.8 64.1 62.8 59.7
192 2020-06-18 10:30:00 70.0 106.4 107.1 70.7 68.9 65.1 63.8 62.5 60.0
193 2020-06-18 10:45:00 67.9 104.0 105.4 73.2 71.7 67.7 65.6 64.1 61.5
194 Stop 2020-06-18 10:47:25







Calculated Average L90 from long-term noise monitoring data


L90
TIME dBA Remove LOG


6/17/2020 Midnight 0 / 24 47.0 49576 L90 Morning Peak Hour  7:00-10:00 a.m.
am 1:00 100 47.1 51193 61 dBA


2:00 200 46.5 44699
3:00 300 46.3 43003 L90 Evening Peak Hour  4:00-8:00 p.m.
4:00 400 49.7 94403 59 dBA
5:00 500 55.4 345575
6:00 600 60.0 1004570 L90 Nighttime 10:00 pm-7:00 a.m.  
7:00 700 60.8 1203051 53 dBA
8:00 800 61.5 1414999
9:00 900 60.3 1061142 L90 Daytime  7:00 am-10:00 p.m.


10:00 1000 59.8 958305 59 dBA
11:00  1100 59.4 876810
12:00 1200 58.9 780236 L90 24-Hour


pm 1:00 1300 58.7 744923 58 dBA
2:00 1400 60.0 994483
3:00 1500 60.2 1043372
4:00 1600 60.7 1182007
5:00 1700 60.1 1033865
6:00 1800 58.3 678712
7:00 1900 56.8 482598
8:00 2000 55.5 355100
9:00 2100 55.5 352166


10:00  2200 53.6 230648
pm 11:00  2300 51.3 134929
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Calculated Ldn from long-term noise monitoring data 128 Morris Street


10 dBA 5 dBA
TIME dBA Remove LOG Penalized Penalized


Values Values
9/25/2017 Midnight 0 / 24 64.9 3090295 30902954 9772372 Leq Morning Peak Hour  7:00-10:00 a.m.


am 1:00 100 65.7 3715352 37153523 11748976 63 dBA
2:00 200 66.6 4570882 45708819 14454398
3:00 300 64.4 2754229 27542287 8709636 Leq Evening Peak Hour  4:00-8:00 p.m.
4:00 400 57.5 562341 5623413 1778279 63 dBA
5:00 500 58.5 707946 7079458 2238721
6:00 600 62.1 1621810 16218101 5128614 Leq Nighttime 10:00 pm-7:00 a.m.  (not penalized)
7:00 700 60.7 1174898 11748976 3715352 66 dBA
8:00 800 64.8 3019952 30199517 9549926
9:00 900 60.8 1202264 12022644 3801894 Leq Daytime  7:00 am-10:00 p.m.


10:00 1000 60.1 1023293 10232930 3235937 61 dBA
11:00  1100 62.2 1659587 16595869 5248075
12:00 1200 59.9 977237 9772372 3090295 Leq 24-Hour


pm 1:00 1300 58.8 758578 7585776 2398833 64 dBA
2:00 1400 59.1 812831 8128305 2570396
3:00 1500 60.0 1000000 10000000 3162278 Ldn:  10 dBA penalty for noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
4:00 1600 63.0 1995262 19952623 6309573 72 dBA
5:00 1700 64.4 2754229 27542287 8709636
6:00 1800 63.0 1995262 19952623 6309573 CNEL:  5 dBA penalty for noise between 7:00p.m. and 10:00 p.m.,
7:00 1900 58.8 758578 7585776 2398833 72 dBA and 10 dBA penalty for noise between
8:00 2000 60.8 1202264 12022644 3801894 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
9:00 2100 58.6 724436 7244360 2290868


10:00  2200 62.0 1584893 15848932 5011872
pm 11:00  2300 71.8 15135612 151356125 47863009 CNEL - Ldn 0.0697769







Calculated Ldn from long-term noise monitoring data 128 Morris Street


10 dBA 5 dBA
TIME dBA Remove LOG Penalized Penalized


Values Values
9/26/2017 Midnight 0 / 24 64.8 3019952 30199517 9549926 Leq Morning Peak Hour  7:00-10:00 a.m.


am 1:00 100 54.7 295121 2951209 933254 61 dBA
2:00 200 58.6 724436 7244360 2290868
3:00 300 60.6 1148154 11481536 3630781 Leq Evening Peak Hour  4:00-8:00 p.m.
4:00 400 62.0 1584893 15848932 5011872 58 dBA
5:00 500 80.5 112201845 1122018454 354813389
6:00 600 71.4 13803843 138038426 43651583 Leq Nighttime 10:00 pm-7:00 a.m.  (not penalized)
7:00 700 62.0 1584893 15848932 5011872 72 dBA
8:00 800 61.5 1412538 14125375 4466836
9:00 900 59.5 891251 8912509 2818383 Leq Daytime  7:00 am-10:00 p.m.


10:00 1000 59.5 891251 8912509 2818383 60 dBA
11:00  1100 61.0 1258925 12589254 3981072
12:00 1200 62.2 1659587 16595869 5248075 Leq 24-Hour


pm 1:00 1300 58.6 724436 7244360 2290868 68 dBA
2:00 1400 58.4 691831 6918310 2187762
3:00 1500 58.0 630957 6309573 1995262 Ldn:  10 dBA penalty for noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
4:00 1600 58.7 741310 7413102 2344229 78 dBA
5:00 1700 58.1 645654 6456542 2041738
6:00 1800 57.3 537032 5370318 1698244 CNEL:  5 dBA penalty for noise between 7:00p.m. and 10:00 p.m.,
7:00 1900 57.3 537032 5370318 1698244 78 dBA and 10 dBA penalty for noise between
8:00 2000 57.3 537032 5370318 1698244 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
9:00 2100 58.2 660693 6606934 2089296


10:00  2200 58.1 645654 6456542 2041738
pm 11:00  2300 57.8 602560 6025596 1905461 CNEL - Ldn 0.01201769







METROSONICS db-308 SN 2677 V2.3  3/87


CURRENT DATE:  9/28/17
CURRENT TIME:  9:14:32


_____________________________________


_____________________________________


_____________________________________


_____________________________________


CALIBRATED:   9/22/17  @  11:06:01


DISPLAY RANGE:  43.4dB TO 139.4dB


DOUBLING RATE:  3 dB


FILTER: A WGHT


RESPONSE:  SLOW


SCHEDULED RUN: OFF


   START DATE: 9/25/17
   START TIME: 0:00:00
   LENGTH:    48:00:00


** OVERALL REPORT **


TEST STARTING DATE:   9/25/17
TEST STARTING TIME:   0:00:19
TEST LENGTH:     2DAYS  0:00:00


Lav    = 66.3dB
Lav  80= 64.6dB
Lav  90= 58.4dB
SEL    =118.4dB


Lmax =104.6dB  ON  9/26/17 @  5:48:14
Lpk  =  125dB  ON  9/26/17 @  5:48:14


TIME OVER 115dB  0D  0:00:00.00


DOSE CRITERION:  90dB







 8 HR DOSE ( 80dB CUTOFF)=  1.70%
 8 HR DOSE ( 90dB CUTOFF)=  0.40%


** TIME HISTORY REPORT **


MODE: CONTINUOUS
PERIOD LENGTH:  1:00:00
TIME HISTORY CUTOFF: NONE
Ln(1): 90.0%  Ln(2): 50.0%


 INT#   START    Lav    Lmax   Lpk
 TAG#   TIME      ET     L1    L2
______________________________________


    1  9/25/17   64.9    75.7 <118              *       +
    0  0:00:19  1:00:00  64     64


    2  9/25/17   65.7    88.7 <118               *                +
    0  1:00:19  1:00:00  53     61


    3  9/25/17   66.6    92.6 <118                *                 +
    0  2:00:19  1:00:00  52     56


    4  9/25/17   64.4    76.6 <118              *        +
    0  3:00:19  1:00:00  52     55


    5  9/25/17   57.5    78.9 <118         *               +
    0  4:00:19  1:00:00  53     55


    6  9/25/17   58.5    72.9 <118          *         +
    0  5:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


    7  9/25/17   62.1    79.2 <118            *            +
    0  6:00:19  1:00:00  57     59


    8  9/25/17   60.7    76.2 <118           *           +
    0  7:00:19  1:00:00  57     58


    9  9/25/17   64.8    88.0 <118              *                +
    0  8:00:19  1:00:00  56     58


   10  9/25/17   60.8    85.1 <118           *                 +
    0  9:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


   11  9/25/17   60.1    80.6 <118           *              +
    0 10:00:19  1:00:00  55     56


   12  9/25/17   62.2    83.4 <118            *               +
    0 11:00:19  1:00:00  55     57







   13  9/25/17   59.9    85.1 <118           *                 +
    0 12:00:19  1:00:00  53     56


   14  9/25/17   58.8    77.3 <118          *            +
    0 13:00:19  1:00:00  53     56


   15  9/25/17   59.1    74.9 <118          *           +
    0 14:00:19  1:00:00  55     57


 INT#   START    Lav    Lmax   Lpk
 TAG#   TIME      ET     L1    L2
______________________________________


   16  9/25/17   60.0    87.7 <118           *                   +
    0 15:00:19  1:00:00  54     56


   17  9/25/17   63.0    81.3 <118             *            +
    0 16:00:19  1:00:00  54     57


   18  9/25/17   64.4    79.3 <118              *          +
    0 17:00:19  1:00:00  57     63


   19  9/25/17   63.0    87.5 <118             *                 +
    0 18:00:19  1:00:00  55     58


   20  9/25/17   58.8    80.8 <118          *               +
    0 19:00:19  1:00:00  55     57


   21  9/25/17   60.8    84.2 <118           *                +
    0 20:00:19  1:00:00  55     56


   22  9/25/17   58.6    75.6 <118          *           +
    0 21:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


   23  9/25/17   62.0    87.9 <118            *                  +
    0 22:00:19  1:00:00  55     57


   24  9/25/17   71.8    98.7 <118                   *                   +
    0 23:00:19  1:00:00  55     56


   25  9/26/17   64.8    86.1 <118              *               +
    0  0:00:19  1:00:00  53     55


   26  9/26/17   54.7    70.8 <118       *           +
    0  1:00:19  1:00:00  52     53


   27  9/26/17   58.6    81.6 <118          *               +
    0  2:00:19  1:00:00  52     53







   28  9/26/17   60.6    76.5 <118           *           +
    0  3:00:19  1:00:00  54     60


   29  9/26/17   62.0    84.1 <118            *               +
    0  4:00:19  1:00:00  54     57


   30  9/26/17   80.5   104.6  125                          *                +
    0  5:00:19  1:00:00  59     76


   31  9/26/17   71.4    86.0 <118                   *          +
    0  6:00:19  1:00:00  57     58


   32  9/26/17   62.0    92.9  120            *                      +
    0  7:00:19  1:00:00  57     58


   33  9/26/17   61.5    85.9 <118            *                 +
    0  8:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


 INT#   START    Lav    Lmax   Lpk
 TAG#   TIME      ET     L1    L2
______________________________________


   34  9/26/17   59.5    72.1 <118          *         +
    0  9:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


   35  9/26/17   59.5    76.8 <118          *            +
    0 10:00:19  1:00:00  55     57


   36  9/26/17   61.0    79.2 <118            *            +
    0 11:00:19  1:00:00  56     59


   37  9/26/17   62.2    92.3  119            *                     +
    0 12:00:19  1:00:00  55     58


   38  9/26/17   58.6    81.5 <118          *               +
    0 13:00:19  1:00:00  54     56


   39  9/26/17   58.4    73.6 <118          *          +
    0 14:00:19  1:00:00  53     55


   40  9/26/17   58.0    71.5 <118         *         +
    0 15:00:19  1:00:00  54     56


   41  9/26/17   58.7    83.5 <118          *                 +
    0 16:00:19  1:00:00  54     56


   42  9/26/17   58.1    76.6 <118         *             +
    0 17:00:19  1:00:00  54     55







   43  9/26/17   57.3    83.4 <118         *                  +
    0 18:00:19  1:00:00  54     55


   44  9/26/17   57.3    75.7 <118         *            +
    0 19:00:19  1:00:00  55     56


   45  9/26/17   57.3    75.6 <118         *            +
    0 20:00:19  1:00:00  55     56


   46  9/26/17   58.2    71.5 <118         *         +
    0 21:00:19  1:00:00  55     57


   47  9/26/17   58.1    69.3 <118         *        +
    0 22:00:19  1:00:00  56     57


   48  9/26/17   57.8    73.3 <118         *          +
    0 23:00:19  PARTIAL  55     56


** AMPLITUDE DISTRIBUTION REPORT **


TOTAL SAMPLES =   1382400


   dB   SAMPLES                                                      % OF TOTAL
_______________________________________________________________________________
   50       733 .                                                           .05
   51      6561 +                                                           .47
   52     23635 **                                                         1.70
   53     52403 ****                                                       3.79
   54    112160 ********                                                   8.11
   55    186097 *************                                             13.46
   56    219991 ****************                                          15.91
   57    219708 ****************                                          15.89
   58    149769 ***********                                               10.83
   59     99389 *******                                                    7.18
   60     64636 *****                                                      4.67
   61     46778 ***                                                        3.38
   62     30382 **                                                         2.19
   63     34951 ***                                                        2.52
   64     53083 ****                                                       3.83
   65     17229 *                                                          1.24
   66      9598 *                                                           .69
   67      5481 +                                                           .39
   68      5424 +                                                           .39
   69      3876 +                                                           .28
   70      4934 +                                                           .35
   71      3516 +                                                           .25
   72      1857 +                                                           .13
   73      1916 +                                                           .13







   74      3460 +                                                           .25
   75      4047 +                                                           .29
   76      3762 +                                                           .27
   77       659 .                                                           .04
   78       483 .                                                           .03
   79       497 .                                                           .03
   80       451 .                                                           .03
   81       369 .                                                           .02
   82     10561 *                                                           .76
   83      2846 +                                                           .20
   84       285 .                                                           .02
   85       198 .                                                           .01
   86       130                                                             .00
   87       105                                                             .00
   88        90                                                             .00
   89        89                                                             .00
   90        69                                                             .00
   91        55                                                             .00
   92        46                                                             .00
   93        19                                                             .00
   94        17                                                             .00
   95         6                                                             .00
   96         6                                                             .00
   97        10                                                             .00
   98         8                                                             .00
   99         3                                                             .00
  100         4                                                             .00
  101         3                                                             .00


   dB   SAMPLES                                                      % OF TOTAL
_______________________________________________________________________________
  102         5                                                             .00
  103         4                                                             .00
  104         6                                                             .00


Ln( 0.0) = 104dB
Ln(10.0) =  63dB
Ln(84.4) = 104dB
Ln(99.9) =  51dB


             NO        80.0dB      90.0dB
           CUTOFF      CUTOFF      CUTOFF


Ldod       62.5dB      57.1dB      45.0dB
Losha      61.0dB      50.5dB      44.4dB
Leq(6)     60.1dB      43.8dB      43.6dB
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901 16th Street Construction Inputs for CalEEMod


Project Information
Size Site Area


Proposed Land Use - Retail 125000 sqft 2.5 acre
Parking Garage 84900 sqft 1.0 acre
Area to be demolished 5800 sqft
Area of ground disturbance 1 acre


Project Schedule
Construction Phase Start Date End Date No. of Workdays


PARKING STRUCTURE 2020 2021
Demo/ Ground Improvements 8/1/2020 12/31/2020 109 109 0
Foundations/ Utilities 1/1/2021 3/31/2021 64 0 64
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 4/1/2021 9/15/2021 120 0 120
BUILDINGS
Demo/ Abatement 6/16/2020 9/15/2020 66 66 0
Structural/ Envelope 10/1/2020 4/30/2021 152 66 86
Tenant Improvement 5/1/2021 10/31/2021 130 0 130
Total workdays 641
Total Construction Workdays 6/16/2020 10/31/2021 359 accounting for overlapping construction
Total Calendar days 6/16/2020 10/31/2021 502 days


1.4 years
6/16/2020 12/31/2020 143
1/1/2021 10/31/2021 216


Construction Equipment by Phase
PARKING STRUCTURE


Equipment Type CalEEMod Equipment Number hp days used in phase hrs/day Adjusted hrs/day
Demo/ Ground Improvements


Drill Rig Bore/Drill Rigs 1 717 25 10 2.3
Concrete Pump Pumps 1 84 25 5 1.1
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 50 109 8 8
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 1 140 109 8 8
Foundations/ Utilities
Excavator Excavators 1 158 30 8 3.75
Loader Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 97 64 8 8
Backhoe Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 97 64 8 8
Compactor Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 250 20 8 2.5
Concrete Pump Pumps 1 84 23 8 2.9
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 50 64 8 8
Mini Excavator Excavators 1 50 64 8 8
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 1 140 64 8 8


Workdays by year


3/4 - 1 ton pickups and tractor trailer/end dumps were included in the on-road trips and excluded from the CalEEMod run. A total of 10 crane mobilizations were used, each lasting 4 days and split 
evenly between the Structural/Envelope and Tenant Improvement phases of the Buildings construction. This count was assumed to include both cranes and small cranes/stingers. Entries in red show 
refinements to the  original equipment list.







Columns/ Deck/ Ramp
Concrete Pump Pumps 1 84 10 8 0.7
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 50 120 8 8
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 2 140 120 8 8
BUILDINGS


Equipment Type CalEEMod Equipment Number hp days used in phase hrs/day
Demo/ Abatement
Backhoe Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 97 66 8 8
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 50 66 8 8
Telescoping Boom Lifts Forklifts 3 50 66 8 8
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 2 140 66 8 8
Structural/ Envelope
Crane Cranes 1 231 20 8 1.1
Backhoe Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 97 152 8 8
Concrete Pump Pumps 1 84 54 8 2.8
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 50 152 8 8
Telescoping Boom Lifts Forklifts 6 50 152 8 8
Tow-behind Generator Generator Sets 1 140 25 8 1.3
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 4 140 152 8 8
Tenant Improvement
Crane Cranes 1 231 20 8 1.2
Concrete Pump Pumps 1 84 44 8 2.7
Bobcat Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 50 130 8 8
Telescoping Boom Lifts Forklifts 1 50 130 8 8
Extending Reach Lift (Grade-All) Forklifts 2 140 130 8 8


Construction Vehicle Trips by Component and Phase


No. of workers/day Worker trips/day
Material/equipment 


trips/day
Haul trips/phase


Haul Trip length based 
on VMT in phase 


(miles/one-way trip)


PARKING STRUCTURE
Demo/ Ground Improvements 113 226 2 673 4.1
Foundations/ Utilities 113 226 2 1424 121.6
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 113 226 2 606 2.3
BUILDINGS
Demo/ Abatement 113 226 2
Structural/ Envelope 113 226 2 606 2.3
Tenant Improvement 113 226 2 606 2.3


Construction Worker Trips and Trip Lengths
Average No. of workers miles/one-way trip VMT


Construction truck trips by phase were not provided. Material/equipment delivery trips were considered as vendor trips and divided equally between the 6 construction phases. 
All other truck trips were assumed as hauling trips. Soil haul trips were assumed to occur during Foundation/Utilities phase of the Parking Structure construction. Demo trips 
associated with the demolition of the existing 5,800 sqft structure were assumed to take place during the Demo/Ground Improvements phase of Parking Structure construction. 
Concrete deliver trips were divided equally between the 5 phases that include a concrete mixer and pump in their equipment list.







Workers trips 113 40 9040 Email from Alexandra Stoelze dated 6/26/20


Construction Truck Trips and Trip Lengths
# of round trips # of one-way trips miles/one-way trip VMT


Concrete truck trips 1514 3028 2.3 6964.4 Email from Alexandra Stoelze dated 6/26/20
Soil offhaul trips 409 818 210 171780 Email from Alexandra Stoelze dated 6/26/20


Material/equipment delivery trips 702 1404 30 42120


Demo waste haul trips 34 67 20 1342.59125


TOTAL 2625 5317 222207


Total trips minus (concrete + soil off haul) assumed to be 
material/equipment delivery trips
Not provided. Calculated based on CalEEMod defaults for 5,800 sqft 
demolition area. Default hauling trip length used.







Construction Emissions







Construction Emissions
Updated: 7/27/2020


Construction Schedule


Component Phase Start Date End Date Work Days Days/week
Demo/ Ground Improvements 8/1/2020 12/31/2020 109 5
Foundations/ Utilities 1/1/2021 3/31/2021 64 5
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 4/1/2021 9/15/2021 120 5
Demo/ Abatement 6/16/2020 9/15/2020 66 5
Structural/ Envelope 10/1/2020 4/30/2021 152 5
Tenant Improvement 5/1/2021 10/31/2021 130 5


Total Construction Workdays 641 5
Total Construction Workdays (accounting for overlapping construction) 6/16/2020 10/31/2021 359 5


502 calendar days
1.4 years


Construction Emissions Summary - Criteria Air Pollutants


Project Component Phase Workdays ROG NOx PM10 Exh PM2.5 Ex ROG NOx PM10 Exh PM2.5 Ex
Demo/ Ground Improvements 109 0.1530 0.4838 0.0185 0.0171 2.8 8.9 0.3 0.3
Foundations/ Utilities 64 0.1466 1.5429 0.0279 0.0262 4.6 48.2 0.9 0.8
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 120 0.1540 0.4254 0.0183 0.0168 2.6 7.1 0.3 0.3
Demo/ Abatement 66 0.1425 0.5201 0.0306 0.0282 4.3 15.8 0.9 0.9
Structural/ Envelope 152 0.3775 1.7328 0.0971 0.0901 5.0 22.8 1.3 1.2
Tenant Improvement 130 0.1885 0.6091 0.0282 0.0262 2.9 9.4 0.4 0.4
ALL CONSTRUCTION 359 1.1621 5.3141 0.2207 0.2045 6.5 29.6 1.2 1.1
2020 143 0.4675 1.7940 0.0945 0.0874 6.5 25.1 1.3 1.2
2021 216 0.6946 3.5200 0.1261 0.1172 6.4 32.6 1.2 1.1


Project Component Phase Workdays ROG NOx PM10 Exh PM2.5 Ex ROG NOx PM10 Exh PM2.5 Ex
Demo/ Ground Improvements 109 0.1254 0.2515 0.0041 0.0039 2.3 4.6 0.1 0.1
Foundations/ Utilities 64 0.1016 1.2325 0.0065 0.0062 3.2 38.5 0.2 0.2
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 120 0.1252 0.2233 0.0036 0.0034 2.1 3.7 0.1 0.1
Demo/ Abatement 66 0.0797 0.2510 0.0026 0.0025 2.4 7.6 0.1 0.1
Structural/ Envelope 152 0.1889 0.6287 0.0074 0.0071 2.5 8.3 0.1 0.1
Tenant Improvement 130 0.1387 0.2779 0.0043 0.0040 2.1 4.3 0.1 0.1
ALL CONSTRUCTION 359 0.7595 2.8649 0.0285 0.0270 4.2 16.0 0.2 0.2
2020 50 0.2894 0.7801 0.0100 0.0095 11.6 31.2 0.4 0.4
2021 402 0.4700 2.0846 0.0184 0.0175 2.3 10.4 0.1 0.1


Source: CalEEMod Output Construction_901_16thSt_FlowerMart_annual


Construction Emissions - DPM and PM2.5


Off-Road Off-Road Off-Road Off-Road
Project Component Phase PM10 Exh PM2.5 Fugitive PM2.5 Ex PM2.5 Total


Demo/ Ground Improvements 0.0156 0.0005 0.0144 0.0149
Foundations/ Utilities 0.0227 0.0000 0.0212 0.0212
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 0.0153 0.0000 0.0141 0.0141
Demo/ Abatement 0.0289 0.0000 0.0266 0.0266


Total Tons - Unmitigated


PARKING STRUCTURE


PARKING STRUCTURE


BUILDINGS


BUILDINGS


PARKING STRUCTURE


Daily Average (pounds per day)Total Tons - Mitigated (Tier 4 Final)


Daily Average (pounds per day)Total Tons - Unmitigated


PARKING STRUCTURE


BUILDINGS







Structural/ Envelope 0.0933 0.0000 0.0865 0.0865
Tenant Improvement 0.0250 0.0000 0.0233 0.0233
ALL CONSTRUCTION 0.2008 0.0005 0.1861 0.1866


Source: CalEEMod Output Construction_901_16thSt_FlowerMart_annual 401.6


Off-Road Off-Road Off-Road Off-Road
Project Component Phase PM10 Exh PM2.5 Fugitive PM2.5 Ex PM2.5 Total


Demo/ Ground Improvements 0.0012 0.0005 0.0012 0.0017
Foundations/ Utilities 0.0012 0.0000 0.0012 0.0012
Columns/ Deck/ Ramp 0.0007 0.0000 0.0007 0.0007
Demo/ Abatement 0.0009 0.0000 0.0009 0.0009
Structural/ Envelope 0.0035 0.0000 0.0035 0.0035
Tenant Improvement 0.0011 0.0000 0.0011 0.0011
ALL CONSTRUCTION 0.0086 0.0005 0.0086 0.0091


Source: CalEEMod Output Construction_901_16thSt_FlowerMart_annual 17.2


Onsite Truck Idling
Idle time per Roundtrip (min) 15 Assumption, based on FM AQTR SOW - 5 min check in, 5 min loading/unloading, 5 min check out
Annual truck trips (roundtrips) - HHDT 2,274 From CalEEMod Inputs tab - all concrete, soil haul and demo haul trips assumed to be HHDT, material/equipment delivery trips assumed to be HHDT & MHDT (50% each) based on CalEEMMod defaults
Annual truck trips (roundtrips) - MHDT 351 From CalEEMod Inputs tab - all concrete, soil haul and demo haul trips assumed to be HHDT, material/equipment delivery trips assumed to be HHDT & MHDT (50% each) based on CalEEMMod defaults
Annual Hours Idling - HHDT 568.5
Annual Hours Idling - MHDT 87.75


EMFAC2017 Emission Factors for year 2020 (g/veh-hr)
ROG NOX DPM PM2.5 Exhaust


HHDT 2.110368346 45.05428619 0.062742711 0.060028489
MHDT 1.511869853 61.67327066 0.166049149 0.158865936


PL_SanFrancisco_Idling


Emissions
Emissions (tons/year) ROG NOX DPM PM2.5 Exhaust
Idling - HHDT 1.32E-03 2.82E-02 3.93E-05 3.76E-05
Idling - MHDT 1.46E-04 5.97E-03 1.61E-05 1.54E-05
Idling - Total 1.47E-03 3.42E-02 5.54E-05 5.30E-05


Offsite Truck Travel - vendor and hauling
Total Truck miles - HHDT 201,147 From CalEEMod Inputs tab - all concrete, soil haul and demo haul trips assumed to be HHDT, material/equipment delivery trips assumed to be HHDT & MHDT (50% each) based on CalEEMMod defaults
Total Truck Miles - MHDT 21,060 From CalEEMod Inputs tab - all concrete, soil haul and demo haul trips assumed to be HHDT, material/equipment delivery trips assumed to be HHDT & MHDT (50% each) based on CalEEMMod defaults


EMFAC2017 Emission Factors for year 2020 (g/mi)
ROG NOX DPM PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 TW + BW


HHDT 0.171051293 6.251003238 0.069876114 0.066853304 0.03425756
MHDT 0.211677678 3.237834234 0.087868001 0.08406687 0.058860017


EMFAC2017 Emission Rates for year 2020 for San Francisco


Emissions
Emissions (tons/year) ROG NOX DPM PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 TW + BW PM2.5 Total
Construction Trucks Travel - HHDT 3.79E-02 1.39E+00 1.55E-02 1.48E-02 7.60E-03 2.24E-02
Construction Trucks Travel - MHDT 4.69E-02 7.18E-01 1.95E-02 1.86E-02 1.31E-02 3.17E-02
Construction Trucks Travel - Total 8.49E-02 2.10E+00 3.50E-02 3.35E-02 2.06E-02 5.41E-02


PARKING STRUCTURE


BUILDINGS


BUILDINGS


Total Tons - Mitigated (Tier 4 Final for equipment > 25 hp)
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 16.00


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 22.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2022


Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company


Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 Final engines for all off-road construction equipment > 25 hp used for mitigated case


Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value


tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00


Off-road Equipment - Phase not used


Trips and VMT - See Appendix


Demolition - 


Grading - Project data


Vehicle Trips - Operational emissions not estimated


Energy Use - 


Off-road Equipment - Project data


Off-road Equipment - Project data


Off-road Equipment - Project data


Off-road Equipment - Project data


Off-road Equipment - Project data


Off-road Equipment - Phase not included


CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
Page 1 of 1 Date: 7/27/2020 10:16 AM


901 16th St Flower Mart-rev - no boom lifts - San Francisco County, Annual


901 16th St Flower Mart
San Francisco County, Annual


Regional Shopping Center 125.00 1000sqft 2.50 125,000.00 0


Floor Surface Area Population


Unenclosed Parking Structure 84.90 1000sqft 1.00 84,900.00 0


1.0 Project Characteristics


1.1 Land Usage


Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage


1.2 Other Project Characteristics


Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 4.6 Precipitation Freq (Days)


1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data


Project Characteristics - CO2 intensisty factor adjusted based on http://www.pgecorp.com/corp_responsibility/reports/2019/assets/PGE_CRSR_2019.pdf


Land Use - Project data


Construction Phase - Project Schedule


Off-road Equipment - Phase not included


Off-road Equipment - Project data


CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


210 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


0.006


64







tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 6.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 221.00 717.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 85.00 250.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 50.00


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 89.00 140.00


tblLandUse LotAcreage 2.87 2.50


tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 158.00 50.00


tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 1.00


tblLandUse LotAcreage 1.95 1.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 18.00 0.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 18.00 0.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 120.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 130.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 152.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 64.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 109.00


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 0.00


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 66.00


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final


tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final







tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.30


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 121.60


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.30


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.30


tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 4.10


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 210


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 3.80


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 1.30


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 1.20


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 1.10


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 2.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00


tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00







tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60


7.30


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 30.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 606.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 606.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 606.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 1,424.00


tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 26.00 673.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 25.00 226.00


tblTripsAndVMT


tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 0.00


tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 6.60


tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 6.60 7.30


tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.60 7.30


tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.60 7.30


tblVehicleTrips


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 34.00 2.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 34.00 2.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength


0.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.60 0.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00


tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 34.00 2.00


10.80 40.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 40.00


40.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 40.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 40.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 40.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 10.80 0.00


WorkerTripNumber 10.00 226.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 76.00 226.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 23.00 226.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 76.00 226.00


tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 76.00 226.00


CW_TL 14.70 9.50


tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 14.70 9.50


0.00


2.0 Emissions Summary


2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 0.00


tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70







Operational Emissions not estimated.


tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.5639 0.0282 0.0256 1.7000e-
004


0.0000 2.1500e-
003


2.1500e-
003


0.0000 2.1500e-
003


2.1500e-
003


0.0118 256.8217


0.0000 66.0058


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.9375 6.6643 9.6018 0.3026 7.3100e-
003


19.3471


Waste


4.5300e-
003


171.4648


Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


3.1000e-
003


0.0282 0.0237 1.7000e-
004


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


0.0000


N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Area 0.5608 2.0000e-
005


1.9300e-
003


0.0000 1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
005


0.0000 3.7500e-
003


3.7500e-
003


1.0000e-
005


0.0000 4.0000e-
003


Highest 2.3725 1.5220


2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


4 3-16-2021 6-15-2021 1.1963 0.6675


5 6-16-2021 9-15-2021 0.7025 0.3834


6 9-16-2021 12-15-2021 0.2046 0.1083


Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)


1 6-16-2020 9-15-2020 0.8368


2 9-16-2020


0.1172


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20


0


0 981.5723 981.5723 0.082 0


1,879.99


Mitigated Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Maximum 0.6946 3.52 5.694 0.0201 1.4071 0.1261 1.5332 0.375


983.6235


0.4921 0 1,875.76 1,875.76 0.1691 0


0 1,875.76 1,875.76 0.1691 0 1,879.99


2023 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


2021


2020 0.4675 1.794 3.5407 0.0109 0.8075 0.0945 0.902 0.2145 0.0874 0.3019 0 981.5725 981.5725 0.082 0


tons/yr MT/yr


0.2894 0.7801 3.5248 0.0109 0.8075 9.98E-03 0.8175 0.2145 9.51E-03 0.224


Year tons/yr MT/yr


Energy


0.4279


0.6946 3.52 5.694 0.0201 1.4071 0.1261 1.5332 0.375 0.1172 0.4921


Year


0 0 0 0


2020


2021 0.47 2.0846 5.6744 0.0201 1.4071 0.0184 1.4255 0.375 0.0175 0.3925 0 1,875.76 1,875.76 0.1691 0


0 0 0 0 0 0


983.6233


0


Maximum 0.47 2.0846 5.6744 0.0201 1.4071 0.0184 1.4255 0.375 0.0175 0.3925 0 1,875.76 1,875.76 0.1691 0 1,879.99


2023 0 0 0 0


12-15-2020 1.1933 0.5446


3 12-16-2020


1,879.99


CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


34.66 46.09 0.38 0.00 0.00 87.12 7.89 0.00 86.79 22.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


3-15-2021 2.3725 1.5220


169.6199 169.6199 0.0198


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


29.5800 176.2879 205.8679 1.8969


0.0000 26.6426 0.0000 26.6426 1.5745


Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Category







Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Pumps 1 1.10 84 0.74


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 50 0.37


Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40


Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Excavators 0 0.00 158 0.38


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Forklifts 1 8.00 140 0.20


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 50 0.37


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Bore/Drill Rigs 1 2.30 717 0.50


0.00 158 0.38


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Forklifts 3 8.00 50 0.20


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Forklifts 2 8.00 140 0.20


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40


130


8 Paving Paving 4/21/2023 4/20/2023 5 0


9 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 5/17/2023 5/16/2023 5 0


4 Buildings - Structural/Envelope Building Construction 10/1/2020 4/30/2021 5 152


5 Parking Structure - 
Foundation/Utilities


Grading 1/1/2021 3/31/2021 5 64


0.00


3.0 Construction Detail


Construction Phase


Phase 
Number


Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week


Num Days Phase Description


1 Buildings - Demo/Abatement Demolition 6/16/2020 9/15/2020 5 66


0.0000


Percent 
Reduction


0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Total 0.5639 0.0282 0.0256 1.7000e-
004


0.0000 2.1500e-
003


2.1500e-
003


0.0000 2.1500e-
003


2.1500e-
003


29.5800 176.2879 205.8679 1.8969 0.0118 256.8217


0.0000 4.0000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 26.6426 0.0000 26.6426


1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
005


0.0000 3.7500e-
003


3.7500e-
003


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Cranes 1 1.10 231 0.29


0.00 97 0.37


Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40


2 Parking Structure - Demo/Ground 
Improvements


Demolition 8/1/2020 12/31/2020 5 109


3 Site Preparation Site Preparation 8/11/2020 8/10/2020 5 0


Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0


Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0


Acres of Paving: 1


Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 187,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 62,500; Striped Parking Area: 5,094 
   


OffRoad Equipment


Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Generator Sets 1 1.30 140 0.74


19.3471


Waste


3.1000e-
003


0.0282 0.0237 1.7000e-
004


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


2.1400e-
003


0.0000 169.6199 169.6199 0.0198 4.5300e-
003


Area 0.5608 2.0000e-
005


1.9300e-
003


0.0000 1.0000e-
005


1.0000e-
005


0.0000


171.4648


Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Energy


66.0058


6 Parking Structure - 
Columns/Deck/Ramp


Building Construction 4/1/2021 9/15/2021 5 120


7 Buildings - Tenant Improvement Building Construction 5/1/2021 10/31/2021 5


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.9375 6.6643 9.6018 0.3026 7.3100e-
003


1.5745


Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73


Buildings - Demo/Abatement Excavators 0


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Forklifts 4 8.00 140 0.20


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Forklifts 6 8.00 50 0.20







HDT_Mix HHDT


Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction


Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment


3.2 Buildings - Demo/Abatement - 2020


Paving 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 LD_Mix


HHDT


Parking Structure - 
Columns/Deck/Ramp


4 226.00 2.00 606.00 40.00 30.00 2.30 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Buildings - Tenant 
Improvement


6 226.00 2.00 606.00 40.00 30.00 2.30 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


121.60 LD_Mix HDT_Mix


0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Buildings - 
Structural/Envelope


17 226.00 2.00 606.00 40.00 30.00 2.30 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Trips and VMT


Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count


Worker Trip 
Number


Vendor Trip 
Number


Hauling Trip 
Number


Worker Trip 
Length


Vendor Trip 
Length


Hauling Trip 
Length


Worker Vehicle 
Class


Vendor 
Vehicle Class


1 8.00 50 0.38


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Forklifts 1 8.00 140 0.20


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Welders 0 0.00


1


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Pumps 1 2.80 84


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 2.50 250 0.78


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities


Buildings - Structural/Envelope Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 50 0.37


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2


0.74


Hauling 
Vehicle Class


Buildings - 
Demo/Abatement


10 226.00 2.00 0.00 40.00 30.00 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


8.00 50 0.37


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Cranes 0 0.00 231 0.29


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Forklifts 2 8.00 140 0.20


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Generator Sets 0 0.00 84


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41


46 0.45


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Pumps 1 2.90 84 0.74


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40


3.80 158 0.38


Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities Excavators


Excavators


0.74


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Off-Highway Trucks 0 0.00 402 0.38


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Other Construction Equipment 0 0.00 172 0.42


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Pumps 1 0.70 84 0.74


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 50 0.37


Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp Welders 0 0.00 46 0.45


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Cranes 1 1.20 231 0.29


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Forklifts 1 8.00 50 0.20


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Forklifts 2 8.00 140 0.20


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Generator Sets 0 0.00 84 0.74


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Off-Highway Trucks 0 0.00 402 0.38


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Other Construction Equipment 0 0.00 172 0.42


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Pumps 1 2.70 84 0.74


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 50 0.37


Buildings - Tenant Improvement Welders 0 0.00 46 0.45


Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 0.00 9 0.56


Paving Pavers 0 0.00 130 0.42


Paving Paving Equipment 0 0.00 132 0.36


Paving Rollers 0 0.00 80 0.38


Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37


Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 0.00 78 0.48


Parking Structure - 
Demo/Ground 


4 226.00 2.00 673.00 40.00 30.00 4.10 LD_Mix HDT_Mix


Parking Structure - 
Foundation/Utilities


9 226.00 2.00 1,424.00 40.00 30.00


HHDT


Site Preparation







NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


1.18E-03 0.0349 0.0111 1.10E-04 2.92E-03 2.30E-04 3.15E-03 8.40E-04 2.20E-04 1.06E-03 0


CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


8.0628 8.0628 1.63E-03 0 8.1036


11.1176Vendor


CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


3.09E-03 0 3.09E-03 4.70E-04 0 4.70E-04 0 0 0 0 0 0


3.3 Parking Structure - Demo/Ground Improvements - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


203.3592


Total 0.0692 0.0712 0.5409 2.31E-03 0.2198 1.70E-03 0.2215 0.0585 1.57E-03 0.0601 0 209.9676 209.9676 4.93E-03 0 210.0909


Worker 0.0685 0.0501 0.5342 2.24E-03 0.2181 1.56E-03 0.2196 0.058 1.44E-03 0.0594 0 203.2554 203.2554 4.15E-03 0


CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0105 0.1798 0.4218 5.80E-04 9.10E-04 9.10E-04 9.10E-04 9.10E-04 0 51.4432 51.4432 0.0166 0 51.8591


0


N2O CO2e


6.7317


9.10E-04 9.10E-04 0 51.4432


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


0.0712 0.5409 2.31E-03 0.2198 1.70E-03 0.2215 0.0585 1.57E-03 0.0601 0 209.9676 209.9676 4.93E-03 0 210.0909


Mitigated Construction On-Site


Total 0.0692


51.8592


Worker 0.0685 0.0501 0.5342 2.24E-03 0.2181 1.56E-03 0.2196 0.058 1.44E-03 0.0594 0 203.2554 203.2554 4.15E-03 0 203.3592


Total 0.0733 0.4489 0.4976 5.80E-04 0.0289 0.0289 0.0266 0.0266 0 51.4433 51.4433 0.0166 0


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0733 0.4489 0.4976 5.80E-04 0.0289 0.0289 0.0266 0.0266 0 51.4433 51.4433 0.0166 0 51.8592


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO


Total CO2 CH4


0Hauling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


Category


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


6.71E-03 7.00E-05 1.77E-03 1.40E-04 1.91E-03 5.10E-04 1.30E-04 6.40E-04 0 6.7122 6.7122 7.80E-04 0


Hauling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


7.10E-04


Fugitive Dust


Category


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10


1.00E-04 1.26E-03 3.20E-04 9.00E-05 4.10E-04 0


Category


Hauling 9.70E-04 0.0504 0.0112 8.00E-05 1.16E-03


Total 0.0378 0.3159 0.3017 7.60E-04 3.09E-03


Bio- CO2


11.0852 11.0852 1.29E-03 0


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 N2O


Category


6.7317


Off-Road


Total 0.0105 0.1798 0.4218 5.80E-04 9.10E-04


SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


CO2e


Category


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Vendor 7.10E-04 0.0211 6.71E-03 7.00E-05 1.77E-03 1.40E-04 1.91E-03 5.10E-04 1.30E-04 6.40E-04 0 6.7122


NBio- CO2


6.7122 7.80E-04 0


9.10E-04


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0378 0.3159 0.3017 7.60E-04 0.0156 0.0156 0.0144 0.0144 0 66.6559 66.6559 0.0204 0 67.1669


51.4432 0.0166 0 51.8591


Vendor 0.0211


0.0156 0.0187 4.70E-04 0.0144 0.0149 0 66.6559 66.6559 0.0204 0 67.1669


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total







Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000


Category


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


0 355.0719


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000


0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


335.8508


8.1036


11.1176Vendor 1.18E-03 0.0349 0.0111 1.10E-04 2.92E-03 2.30E-04


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.1152 0.1679 0.9045 3.90E-03 0.3642 2.91E-03 0.3671 0.0969 2.68E-03 0 354.8274 354.8274 9.77E-03


Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


Worker 0.1131 0.0827 0.8822 3.71E-03 0.3601 2.58E-03 0.3627 0.0958 2.37E-03 0.0981 0 335.6794 335.6794 6.85E-03 0


CO2e


Total 0.1152 0.1679 0.9045 3.90E-03 0.3642 2.91E-03 0.3671 0.0969 2.68E-03


tons/yr MT/yr


3.09E-03 0 3.09E-03 4.70E-04 0 4.70E-04 0 0 0 0 0 0


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


335.8508


355.0719


Mitigated Construction On-Site


Worker 0.1131 0.0827 0.8822 3.71E-03 0.3601 2.58E-03 0.3627 0.0958 2.37E-03 0.0981 0 335.6794 335.6794 6.85E-03 0


Category tons/yr MT/yr


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Category


Fugitive Dust


0 11.0852 11.0852 1.29E-03 0


Hauling 9.70E-04 0.0504 0.0112 8.00E-05 1.16E-03 1.00E-04 1.26E-03 3.20E-04 9.00E-05 4.10E-04 0 8.0628 8.0628 1.63E-03 0


Category


0.0836 0.4137 7.60E-04


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0000 0.0000


0.0000


0.0102


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2


0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000


0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000


Mitigated Construction On-Site


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


1.22E-03 1.22E-03 0 66.6558 66.6558 0.0204 0 67.1669


0.0996 0 354.8274 354.8274 9.77E-03 0


1.22E-03 4.31E-03 4.70E-04 1.22E-03 1.69E-03 0 66.6558 66.6558 0.0204 0 67.1669


Off-Road 0.0102 0.0836 0.4137 7.60E-04 1.22E-03 1.22E-03


Total 3.09E-03


3.15E-03 8.40E-04 2.20E-04 1.06E-03


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0996


3.4 Site Preparation - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Fugitive Dust


Category


Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Fugitive Dust


Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000







NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


Total 0.0695 0.0879 0.5443 2.33E-03 0.2204 1.73E-03 0.2221 0.0586 1.60E-03


CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.0695 0.0879 0.5443


0 86.5319 86.5319 0.0248 0 87.1531


Worker 0.0685 0.0501 0.5342 2.24E-03 0.2196 0.058 1.44E-03 0.0594 0 203.2554 203.2554 4.15E-03 0 203.3592


Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


N2O


0 87.1531


0.0149


0.2181


CO2ePM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


3.35E-03 2.00E-05 5.10E-04 3.00E-05 5.30E-04 1.30E-04


0.0602 0 212.1463 212.1463 5.40E-03 0 212.2814


4.70E-04 0


6.7122 7.80E-04 0


3.00E-05 1.60E-04 0 2.1787 2.1787


6.7317


N2O


CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0685 0.0501 0.5342 2.24E-03 0.2181 1.56E-03 0.2196 0.058 1.44E-03 0.0594 0 203.2554 203.2554 4.15E-03 0 203.3592


3.5 Buildings - Structural/Envelope - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


0.0000 0.0000


Category


0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2


tons/yr MT/yr


Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total CO2 CH4 N2O


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


CO2e


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


Category


Off-Road


Total 9.90E-04 0.0437 0.0437 0.0405


0.0405


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


0.0000 0.0000


86.532


ROG NOx CO


Category


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


0.0602 0 212.1463 212.1463 5.40E-03 0 212.2814


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0000


0 87.1532


2.33E-03 0.2204 1.73E-03 0.2221 0.0586 1.60E-03


CO2e


MT/yr


0.0405 0 86.532 86.532 0.0249


0.0000


ROG CO2e


Category


2.1787 2.1787 4.70E-04 03.00E-05 5.30E-04 1.30E-04 3.00E-05 1.60E-04 0


tons/yr MT/yr


1.56E-03


3.5 Buildings - Structural/Envelope - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


0.0249 0 87.1532


tons/yr MT/yr


0.1025 0.7022 0.7517 9.90E-04 0.0437 0.0437


0.1025 0.7022 0.7517 0.0405 0 86.532


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


2.1905


Category


Hauling 3.00E-04 0.0168


0.1897 0.6996 9.90E-04 1.53E-03 1.53E-03 1.53E-03 1.53E-03Off-Road


Vendor 7.10E-04 0.0211 6.71E-03 7.00E-05 1.77E-03 1.40E-04 1.91E-03 5.10E-04 1.30E-04 6.40E-04 0 6.7122


Category tons/yr


Total 0.0149 0.1897 0.6996 9.90E-04 1.53E-03 1.53E-03 1.53E-03 1.53E-03 0 86.5319 86.5319 0.0248


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


Vendor 7.10E-04 0.0211 6.71E-03 7.00E-05 1.77E-03 1.40E-04 1.91E-03 5.10E-04 1.30E-04 6.40E-04 0 6.7122 6.7122 7.80E-04 0 6.7317


3.00E-04 0.0168 3.35E-03 2.00E-05 5.10E-04 2.1905Hauling







0.0906 1.1148 0.8906 5.46E-03 0.2857 5.24E-03 0.2909 0.0766 4.96E-03 0.0816 0 550.8963 550.8963 0.0676 0 552.5856


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


0.4813 2.10E-03 0.2115 1.49E-03 0.2129 0.0562 1.37E-03 0.0576 0 190.0408 190.0408 3.64E-03 0 190.1318


0 354.4317 354.4317 0.0632 0 356.011


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


5.30E-04 0 5.30E-04 6.00E-05 0 6.00E-05 0 0 0 0 0 0


0 255.4896


Total 0.0851 0.1039 0.6594 2.93E-03 0.287 2.11E-03 0.2891 0.0764 1.95E-03 0.0783 0 266.7957 266.7957 6.50E-03 0 266.9582


2.00E-03 0.2861 0.0756


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0194 0.2472 0.9115 1.29E-03 1.99E-03 1.99E-03 1.99E-03 1.99E-03 0 112.7446 112.7446 0.0323 0 113.5519


266.9582


Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


255.4896


Category


N2O


2.8112Hauling 3.70E-04


Worker 0.084


112.7447 0.0323 0 113.552


0.6594 2.93E-03 0.287 2.11E-03 0.2891 0.0764 1.95E-03 0.0783 0 266.7957 266.7957


CO2eROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


2.82E-03 0.2842


6.50E-03


Off-Road


Total 1.29E-03 0.0496 0.0496 0.046 0.046 0 112.7447


0.046


0.0588 0.6467


0


0.1204 0.8388 0.9636


2.00E-03 0.2861 0.0756 1.84E-03 0.0774 0 255.3674 255.3674 4.89E-03 0


0.046 0 112.7447 112.7447 0.0323 00.1204 0.8388 0.9636 1.29E-03 0.0496 0.0496 113.552


N2O CO2e


Hauling 3.70E-04 0.0208 4.35E-03 3.00E-05 5.30E-04 3.00E-05 5.60E-04 1.40E-04 3.00E-05 1.70E-04


0.0208 4.35E-03 3.00E-05 5.30E-04 3.00E-05 5.60E-04 1.40E-04 3.00E-05 1.70E-04 0 2.7964 2.7964 5.90E-04 0


Total 0.0851 0.1039


Category


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


0


Fugitive Dust


8.6575Vendor 7.40E-04 0.0242 8.33E-03 8.00E-05 2.30E-03 8.00E-05 2.38E-03 6.60E-04 8.00E-05 7.40E-04 0 8.632 8.632 1.02E-03 0


Category


Worker 0.084 0.0588 0.6467 2.82E-03 0.2842


2.8112


1.84E-03 0.0774 0


3.69E-03 0.0762 0.0199 3.53E-03


0.0233 6.00E-05 0.0212


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


0 2.7964 2.7964 5.90E-04


255.3674 255.3674 4.89E-03


3.6 Parking Structure - Foundation/Utilities - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


5.50E-04 0 6.4238 6.4238 7.60E-04 0


Total


Total 0.056 0.4281 0.4775 8.10E-04 5.30E-04 0.0227


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


Hauling 0.0275 1.053 0.4031 3.30E-03 0.0725


Category


6.4428Vendor 5.50E-04 0.018 6.20E-03 6.00E-05 1.71E-03 6.00E-05 1.77E-03 4.90E-04 6.00E-05


1.99E-03 1.99E-03 1.99E-03 1.99E-03 0 112.7446 112.7446 0.0323


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


Vendor 7.40E-04 0.0242 8.33E-03 8.00E-05 2.30E-03 8.00E-05 2.38E-03 6.60E-04 8.00E-05 7.40E-04 0 8.632 8.632 1.02E-03 0 8.6575


0 113.5519


Category


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.056 0.4281 0.4775 8.10E-04 0.0227 0.0227 0.0212 0.0212 0 70.2923 70.2923 0.016 0 70.6919


Off-Road


Total 0.0194 0.2472 0.9115 1.29E-03


0.0213 0 70.2923 70.2923 0.016 0 70.6919


Worker 0.0625 0.0438


0.0234







0.0113 0 37.7795


CO2e


Category


ROG


CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Total 0.1189 0.1527 0.9217 4.10E-03 0.4003 2.96E-03 0.4032 0.1065 2.72E-03


37.7796


356.4971


4.96854.9425 4.9425 1.04E-03 0


37.4963 0.0113 0 37.7796


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


Vendor 1.03E-03


Worker 0.1173 0.0821 0.9024 3.93E-03 0.3965 2.79E-03 0.3993 0.1054 2.57E-03


Hauling 6.60E-04 0.0368 7.69E-03


0 552.5856


1.49E-03 0.2129 0.0562 1.37E-03 0.0576 0


0.108 0 356.3266 356.3266 6.82E-03 0


3.7 Parking Structure - Columns/Deck/Ramp - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


N2O


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4


0.8906 5.46E-03 0.2857 5.24E-03 0.2909 0.0766 4.96E-03 0.0816 0 550.8963 550.8963 0.0676


Fugitive 
PM10


CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


5.30E-04 0 5.30E-04 6.00E-05 0 6.00E-05 0 0 0 0 0 0


Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0625 0.0438 0.4813


70.69185.30E-04 1.21E-03 1.74E-03 6.00E-05 1.21E-03


Worker 2.10E-03 0.2115 190.0408 190.0408 3.64E-03 0 190.1318


Total 0.0906 1.1148


Total 0.011 0.1177 0.5076 8.10E-04


356.011Hauling 0.0275 1.053 0.4031 3.30E-03 0.0725 3.69E-03 0.0762 0.0199 3.53E-03 0.0234 0 354.4317 354.4317 0.0632 0


2.20E-04 0


Category tons/yr MT/yr


NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 CO2eROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


Fugitive Dust


Off-Road 0.011 0.1177 0.5076 8.10E-04 1.21E-03 1.21E-03 1.21E-03 1.21E-03 0 70.2922 70.2922 0.016 0 70.6918


Category


1.27E-03 0 70.2922 70.2922 0.016 0


Vendor 5.50E-04 0.018 6.20E-03 6.00E-05 1.71E-03 6.00E-05 1.77E-03 4.90E-04 6.00E-05 5.50E-04 0 6.4238 6.4238 7.60E-04 0


N2O


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust 


PM10


6.4428


Category


Category


CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


0.0351 0.2727 0.3071 4.30E-04Off-Road


Total 0.0351 0.2727 0.3071 4.30E-04 0.0153 0.0153 0.0141 0.0141 0 37.4963


0.0153 0.0153 0.0141 0.0141


0.0338 0.0116 1.20E-04 3.21E-03 1.10E-04 3.32E-03 9.30E-04 1.00E-04 1.03E-03 0 12.0446 12.0446 1.42E-03 0


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2


0 37.4963 37.4963 0.0113 0


5.00E-05 5.90E-04 6.00E-05 6.50E-04 1.60E-04 5.00E-05


12.0802


37.4963 0.0113 0 37.7795


0.1093 0 373.3136 373.3136 9.28E-03 0 373.5459


Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx


Category tons/yr MT/yr


6.25E-03 0.0706 0.313 4.30E-04 6.80E-04 6.80E-04Off-Road


Total 6.25E-03 0.0706 0.313 4.30E-04 6.80E-04 6.80E-04 6.80E-04 6.80E-04 0 37.4963


6.80E-04 6.80E-04 0 37.4963 37.4963


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr







386.2052


Total 0.1288 0.1624 0.9978 4.44E-03 0.4336 3.20E-03 0.4368 0.1154 2.94E-03 0.1183 0 404.0112 404.0112 9.97E-03 0 404.2606


Worker 0.127 0.0889 0.9776 4.26E-03 0.4295 3.02E-03 0.4325 0.1142 2.78E-03 0.117 0


NBio- CO2 Total CO2


386.0204 386.0204 7.39E-03 0


CH4 N2O CO2e


tons/yr MT/yr


9.91E-03 0.1155 0.4728 6.90E-04 1.06E-03 1.06E-03 1.06E-03 1.06E-03 0 60.2127 60.2127 0.0161 0 60.6162


CO2e


13.086913.0483 1.54E-03


0.117 0


Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 


PM10
Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2


60.2128 60.2128


386.2052


Total 0.1288 0.1624 0.9978 4.44E-03 0.4336 3.20E-03 0.4368 0.1154 2.94E-03 0.1183 0 404.0112 404.0112 9.97E-03 0 404.2606


Worker 0.127 0.0889 0.9776 4.26E-03 0.4295 3.02E-03 0.4325 0.1142 2.78E-03


CH4 N2O


386.0204 386.0204 7.39E-03 0


0.0597 0.4467 0.4763 6.90E-04 0.025 0.025 0.0233 0.0233 0 60.2128 60.2128 0.0161 0


5.00E-05 2.20E-04 0 4.9425 4.9425


0.025 0.0233 0.0233 0


3.8 Buildings - Tenant Improvement - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2


Worker 0.1173 0.0821 0.9024 3.93E-03 0.3965 2.79E-03 0.3993 0.1054 2.57E-03 0.108 0 356.3266 356.3266 6.82E-03 0 356.4971


1.60E-04 5.00E-05 2.20E-04 0 4.9425 4.9425


Off-Road


Total


Total 0.1189 0.1527 0.9217 4.10E-03


Category tons/yr MT/yr


0.0597 0.4467 0.4763 6.90E-04 0.025


CO2e


60.6163


0.4003 2.96E-03 0.4032 0.1065 2.72E-03 0.1093 0 373.3136 373.3136 9.28E-03 0 373.5459


1.04E-03 0


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2


6.50E-04


0.0161 0


1.04E-03 0 4.9685


Category


NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Hauling 6.60E-04 0.0368 7.69E-03 5.00E-05 5.90E-04 6.00E-05 6.50E-04 1.60E-04


Category


5.90E-04 6.00E-05 6.50E-04 1.60E-04 5.00E-05 2.20E-04 0 4.9425 4.9425 1.04E-03 0


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O


Off-Road


Total


Category


Vendor 1.12E-03 0.0367 0.0126 1.30E-04 3.48E-03 1.20E-04 3.60E-03 1.01E-03 1.10E-04 1.12E-03 0 13.0483


Hauling 6.60E-04 0.0368 7.69E-03 5.00E-05


Vendor 1.03E-03 0.0338 0.0116 1.20E-04 3.21E-03 1.10E-04 3.32E-03 9.30E-04 1.00E-04 1.03E-03 0 12.0446 12.0446 1.42E-03 0 12.0802


4.9685Hauling 6.60E-04 0.0368 7.69E-03 5.00E-05 5.90E-04 6.00E-05


60.6163


1.06E-03 0 60.2127 60.2127 0.0161 0 60.6162


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


Vendor 1.12E-03 0.0367 0.0126 1.30E-04 3.48E-03 1.20E-04 3.60E-03 1.01E-03 1.10E-04 1.12E-03 0 13.0483 13.0483 1.54E-03 0 13.0869


0.1155 0.4728 6.90E-04 1.06E-03 1.06E-03 1.06E-03


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


tons/yr MT/yr


4.9685


0


9.91E-03







Operational Emissions







Operational Info + Emissions
Updated: 7/12/2020


Emissions
Source DPM PM2.5 Ex PM2.5 Fug
Delivery Vehicle Idling 0.0006 0.0006
TRU operation 0.0046 0.0042
Delivery Vehicle Travel 0.0116 0.0111 0.0231
ALL OPERATION 0.0168 0.0159 0.0231


TRU Operation
Box Truck / Smaller Trucks


Daily one-way trips 63 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Daily Trucks 31.5
Percent box trucks with TRUs 50% Assume same as semis
TRU operation/trip (hrs) 0.5 Assume same as semis
Annual hours of TRU operation 2,874 15.75


Semi Trucks
Daily one-way trips 8 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Daily Trucks 4
Percent semi trucks with TRUs 50% Response to 6-17 Supplemental Data Request
TRU operation/trip (hrs) 0.5 Response to 6-17 Supplemental Data Request
Annual hours of TRU operation 365


Emission Factors


PM10


(g/hr)
PM2.5


(g/hr)
Instate Truck TRU 1.33368421 1.226989473 from OFFROAD (see below)


OFFROAD2017 (v1.0.1) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: County
Region: San Francisco
Calendar Year: 2022
Scenario: All Adopted Rules - Exhaust
Vehicle Classification: OFFROAD2017 Equipment Types
Units: Emissions: tons/day, Fuel Consumption: gallons/year, Activity: hours/year, HP-Hours: HP-hours/year


PM10 PM10 PM2.5
Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr HP_Bin Fuel PM10_tpd PM2_5_tpd PM_tpd Fuel_gpy Total_Activity_hpy Total_Population Horsepowe hhpd g/hp-hr g/hr g/hr
San Francisco 2022 TRU - Instate Genset TRU Aggregated Aggregated Diesel 4.07E-05 3.74711E-05 4.07E-05 158.7595 95641.4054 122.5040009 3012704 8253.984 0.004477 0.14101 0.12973
San Francisco 2022 TRU - Instate Trailer TRU Aggregated Aggregated Diesel 0.001945 0.001789295 0.001945 1838.783 736248.4375 555.7082793 25032447 68582.05 0.025726 0.874698 0.804723
San Francisco 2022 TRU - Instate Truck TRU Aggregated Aggregated Diesel 0.000798 0.000734148 0.000798 249.8089 198121.4319 145.5704863 2793512 7653.458 0.094588 1.333684 1.226989
San Francisco 2022 TRU - Instate Van TRU Aggregated Aggregated Diesel 1.85E-05 1.6996E-05 1.85E-05 5.78325 7185.751416 5.279758572 64671.76 177.1829 0.094588 0.851288 0.783185


Emissions
Emissions (tons/year) DPM PM2.5 Exhaust
Box Truck / Smaller Trucks 0.004 0.004
Semi Trucks 0.001 0.000
Total 0.005 0.004


Delivery Vehicle Idling
Box Truck / Smaller Trucks


Daily one-way trips 63 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Daily round trips 31.5
Hours idling per round trip 0.083 5 min max
Total hours idling per day 2.625


Total Annual Tons - Unmitigated







Total hours idling per year 958
EMFAC vehicle type LHDT2 Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks (10001-14000 lbs)


Semi Trucks
Daily one-way trips 8 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Daily round trips 4
Hours idling per round trip 0.083 5 min max
Total hours idling per day 0.333
Total hours idling per year 122
EMFAC vehicle type HHDT


EMFAC2017 Emission Factors for year 2022 (g/veh-hr)
DPM PM2.5 Exhaust


LHDT2 0.573904705 0.549077842
HHDT 0.045064001 0.043114552


Source: PL_SanFrancisco_Idling


Emissions
Emissions (tons/year) DPM PM2.5 Exhaust
Box Truck / Smaller Trucks 6.06E-04 5.80E-04
Semi Trucks 6.04E-06 5.78E-06
Total 6.12E-04 5.86E-04


Delivery Vehicle Onroad Travel
Box Truck / Smaller Trucks


Daily one-way trips 63 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Miles per one-way trip 20 CalEEMod Default
total daily miles 1,260
Total annual miles 459,900


Semi Trucks
Daily one-way trips 8 Advant Consulting, Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates for the 901 16th St/Flower Mart Project, 2020
Miles per one-way trip 20 CalEEMod Default
total daily miles 160
Total annual miles 58,400


EMFAC2017 Emission Factors for 2022 (g/mi)
DPM PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 Fugitive PM2.5 Total


LHDT2 0.018589207 0.017785046 0.041220012 0.059005058
HHDT 0.033583814 0.032130994 0.03424933 0.066380323


Source: EMFAC2017-ER-TravelEmissions_2022


Emissions (tons/year)
DPM PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 Fugitive PM2.5 Total


Box Truck / Smaller Trucks 0.0094 0.0090 0.0209 0.0299
Semi Trucks 0.0022 0.0021 0.0022 0.0043
Total 0.0116 0.0111 0.0231 0.0342







AERSCREEN Inputs & Outputs







AERSCREEN Inputs & Outputs
Updated: 7/12/2020


Notes
Concentrations modeled using AERSCREEN worst-case 1-hr, scaled to annual 0.17


Input
Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation


Off-Road Equip On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling / TRU - Semis Delivery Idling / TRU - Box trucks On-Road Trucks Notes n/a
Title Cons-Offroad Cons-Onroad Ops-IdleTRU-Semis Ops-IdleTRU-BT Ops-Trucks
Units M M M M M
Source Type A A V V A
DPM emission rate (g/s) 1 1 1 1 1 Unit emission rate for scaling
Center of volume height (meters) n/a n/a 8 6 n/a
Initial Lateral Dimension (meters) n/a n/a 6 16 n/a
Initial Vertical Dimension (meters) n/a n/a 8 6 n/a


Release Height above ground OR stack height (meters) 5 2.55 n/a n/a 2.55


Maximum horizontal dimension of area source (meters) 122 200 n/a n/a 200
Minimum horizontal dimension of area source (meters) 116 26 n/a n/a 26 ""


Initial Vertical Dimension (meters) 1.4 2.37 n/a n/a 2.37
Stack diameter (meters) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Stack temperature (K) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Exit velocity (m/s) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
rural/urban urban urban urban urban urban Although CRRP uses rural (page 31), AERSCREEN is already exceedingly conservative, so per the AQTR SOW used urban instead.
population of urban area 881,549 881,549 881,549 881,549 881,549 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,US/PST045217
min distance to ambient air (meters) default default default default default
NO2 chemistry 1 1 1 1 1
Include building downwash? n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Include terrain heights? n/a n/a no no n/a
max distance to probe default default default default default
include discrete receptors no no no no no
use flagpole receptors yes yes yes yes yes
flagpole receptor height (meters) 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 4.3 m height of 1st floor + 1.8 m based on BAAQMD 2012, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards
source elevation default default default default default
min ambient temperature (F) 46 46 46 46 46 http://www.intellicast.com/Local/History.aspx?location=USCA0987
max ambient temperature (F) 71 71 71 71 71 http://www.intellicast.com/Local/History.aspx?location=USCA0987
min ambient temperature (K) 281 281 281 281 281
max ambient temperature (K) 295 295 295 295 295
min wind speed (m/s) default default default default default
anemometer height (m) default default default default default
surface characteristics 2 2 2 2 2
Dominant surface profile 7 7 7 7 7
dominant climate profile 1 1 1 1 1
adjust no no no no no
debug no no no no no
Output file name Cons-Offroad.out Cons-Onroad.out Ops-IdleTRU-Semis.out Ops-IdleTRU-BT.out Ops-Trucks.out


Outputs
Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation


Off-Road Equip On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling / TRU - Semis Delivery Idling / TRU - Box trucks On-Road Trucks
Closest Receptors
Distance (m)


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 88 9 107 61 9 see SensitiveReceptors tab
   Nearest Residential - Outside APEZ 114 152 146 149 152
   Hospital 235 37 247 204 37
   Daycare
   School 390 297 399 415 297


Concentrations - Maximum 1-hr (ug/m3)


Off -road construction equipment and on-road operational mobile sources from the CRRP-HRA (BAAQMD, SF DPH & SF Planning, 2012). On-
road construction trucks and operational loading truck idling: the release height is equal to 0.5 * top of plume height, which is equal to 1.7 * 
the vehicle height, which is equal to 2.5 meters; equation = 0.5 * 1.7 * 3 = 2.55 (USEPA 2012).


Construction offroad: from Draft Plan Submittal dated 1/31/2020.  Operation idling/TRU: based on map below. Construction/Operational 
trucks: Road Width + 6m for two lane roadways (USEPA Haul Roads workgroup 2012 = 20m [Google Earth] + 6m) by 200m length "T'wo-lane 
roadways are for cases with heavy two-way traffic where the combined plume needs to be approximated."


Initial vertical dimension for off-road construction equipment from the CRRP-HRA (BAAQMD, SF DPH & SF Planning, 2012). Initial vertical 
dimension for on-road construction trucks is equal to the top of the plume height ÷ 2.15 = 1.7 * 3 / 2.15 = 2.37.



https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,US/PST045217

http://www.intellicast.com/Local/History.aspx?location=USCA0987





   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1280.7 2,666.0 297.1 535.6 2,666.0
   Nearest Residential - Outside APEZ 910.8 1080.8 209.8 182.3 1,080.8
   Hospital 350.8 2,666.0 117.8 125.1 2,666.0
   Daycare
   School 178.8 352.2 69.4 53.4 352.2


Concentrations - Average Annual (ug/m3)
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 128.1 266.6 29.7 53.6 266.6
   Nearest Residential - Outside APEZ 91.1 108.1 21.0 18.2 108.1
   Hospital 35.1 266.6 11.8 12.5 266.6
   Daycare
   School 17.9 35.2 6.9 5.3 35.2







Health Risk Assessment Emission Rates







DPM and PM2.5 Emission Rates
Updated: 7/12/2020


HRA Notes:
BAAQMD recommends short-term projects "use of actual emission rates over a minimum 3-year duration for cancer risk assessments involving projects lasting 3 years or less." This was not done to be conservative.


DPM Emission Rates - Annual


Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation
Off-Road Equip + truck idling onsite On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks NOTES


DPM Emissions (lbs)
Unmitigated 401.7 70.0 8.2 0.01 23.2
Mitigated 17.3 70.0 8.2 0.01 23.2 Tier 4 Final of off-road construction equipment


Scaling Factors for onroad sources


Truck trips 0.003 0.006
operational delivery trip = 20 miles one-way trip (20 
miles each way, default); assume 200 meter onsite 
segment


Percent Truck Trips occuring near receptor
Hauling 100%
Delivery Trucks 100% Assume 100% pass by residents


Time Values for Emission Rates


Total Days 502 502 365 365 365
Construction: total calendar days (7 days/week); see 
note above. Operation: 365


Hours per day 24 24 24 24 24 24 hrs/day; see note above


Emission Rates - Scaling Factors (g/s)
Unmitigated 4.20E-03 2.18E-06 1.19E-04 1.81E-07 2.07E-06 Scaled on-road emissions by the scaling factors
Mitigated 1.81E-04 2.18E-06 1.19E-04 1.81E-07 2.07E-06


PM2.5 Exhaust + Fugitive Dust Emission Rates - Annual
Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation


Off-Road Equip On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks NOTES
PM2.5 Exhaust + Fugitive Dust Emissions (lbs)


Unmitigated 373.2 108.2 7.5 0.01 68.4 off-road includes equip + onsite trucks
Mitigated 18.2 108.2 7.5 0.01 68.4


Emission Rates - Scaling Factors (g/s)
Unmitigated 3.90E-03 3.37E-06 1.08E-04 1.73E-07 6.11E-06
Mitigated 1.91E-04 3.37E-06 1.08E-04 1.73E-07 6.11E-06


To estimate annual average PM2.5 concentrations, divided PM2.5 exhaust emissions by the full 24hrs/day and 7 days/week when construction is occurring. This is still conservative because emissions would not occur for 2-4 months of the year (depending on the year). Could divide 
by the full 365 days/year for the entire year to be less conservative, but did not do this.


Since AERSCREEN calculates maximum 1-hr concentration based on continuous emissions (which is then converted to annual), the 1-hr emission rate should be based on the emission rate during the entire construction period  (24 hrs/day, 7 days per week). 
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HRA Risk Factors
Updated: 7/12/2020


Notes


Dose Calculation
NOT USED = grey
Dose Factors 3rd Trimester Age 0<2 Years Age 2<9 Years Age 2<16 Years Age 16<30 Years Age 16<70 Years Notes / Source
Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) [L/kg-day or L/kg-8hrs]


Residential 361 1090 631 572 261
95th percentile 24-hour breathing rates (OEHHA Table 5.6) for 3rd trimester and age 0<2 years and 
80th percentile 24-hour breathing rates (OEHHA Table 5.7) for age 2<9 years, age 2<16 years, and age 
16<30 years


Hospital 361 1090 631 572 261 Same as residential
Daycare 1200 640 520 240
School 640 520 240 230 95th percentile 8-hour moderate intensity breathing rates (OEHHA Table 5.8) for age 2<16 years.


Inhalation Absorption Factor (A) 1 1 1 1 1 1 Rise Institute is K-12 so assume start at age 5 till 18 (13 years)
Exposure Frequency (EF) [days/365 days]


Residential 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hospital 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 assume 100% in hospital
Daycare 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 250 days/yr
School 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 180 days/yr


Conversion 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001


Dose Factor (no concentration) 3rd Trimester Age 0<2 Years Age 2<9 Years Age 2<16 Years Age 16<30 Years Age 16<70 Years
Residential 0.000346164 0.001045205 0.000605068 0.000548493 0.000250274 0
Hospital 0.000361 0.00109 0.000631 0.000572 0.000261 0
Daycare 0 0.000821918 0.000438356 0.000356164 0.000164384 0
School 0 0 0.000315616 0.000256438 0.000118356 0.000113425


Risk Calculation


Risk Factors 3rd Trimester Age 0<2 Years Age 2<9 Years Age 2<16 Years Age 16<30 Years Age 16<70 Years
Inhalation Cancer Potency Factor (CPF) 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF) [unitless] 10 10 3 3 1 1
Exposure Duration (ED) [years] Total yrs exposure


Construction
Residential 0.25 1.13 1.38
Hospital 0.25 1.13 1.38
Daycare 0.00
School 1.38 1.38


Operation
Residential 0.25 2 14 14 30.25
Hospital 0.25 2 14 14 30.25
Daycare 0.00
School 9 Live Oak School is K-8 so assume start at age 5 9.00


Operations for Construction + Operation
Residential 0.87 14 14 28.87
Hospital 0.87 14 14 28.87
Daycare 0.00
School 9 9.00


Averaging Time (AT) [years] 70 70 70 70 70 70


Fraction of Time at Home (FAH) [unitless] 1 1 1 1 0.73 0.73
Fraction of time at home are set to 1.0 for all age groups less than 16 years, since there are 
potentially schools within cancer risk isopleths of one in a million or greater, per BAAQMD guidance 
(2016). For age groups greater than 16 years, values from OEHHA (2015) Table 8.4 were used


Chances per Million 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000


Risk Factor (no concentration) 3rd Trimester Age 0<2 Years Age 2<9 Years Age 2<16 Years Age 16<30 Years Age 16<70 Years
Construction


Residential 13.60 184.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hospital 14.18 192.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
School 0.00 0.00 20.46 0.00 0.00 0.00


Operation


Normally, we use a worker adjustment factor to estimate risk for school and daycare receptors, but this is used if AERMOD models sources using a non-continuous emissions schedule (e.g. work hours). However, because we use AERSCREEN, which assumes a continuous 
emission rate based on the actual construction schedule of 5 days per week and 8 hrs/day (and estimates maximum 1-hr concentrations), concentrations are based on continuous emissions, and we don't need the adjustment factor.







Residential 13.60 328.49 0.00 362.01 40.19 0.00
Hospital 14.18 342.57 0.00 377.52 41.92 0.00
Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
School 0.00 0.00 0.00 108.80 0.00 0.00


Operations for Construction + Operation
Residential 0.00 143.66 0.00 362.01 40.19 0.00
Hospital 0.00 149.82 0.00 377.52 41.92 0.00
Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
School 0.00 0.00 0.00 108.80 0.00 0.00
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HRA - Screening
Updated: 7/27/2020
Green = use in section


Emission Rates / Scaling Factors


Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation
Off-Road Equip + truck idling onsite On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks NOTES


DPM g/s
Unmitigated 4.20E-03 2.18E-06 1.19E-04 1.81E-07 2.07E-06
Mitigated 1.81E-04 2.18E-06 1.19E-04 1.81E-07 2.07E-06


PM2.5 g/s
Unmitigated 3.90E-03 3.37E-06 1.08E-04 1.73E-07 6.11E-06
Mitigated 1.91E-04 3.37E-06 1.08E-04 1.73E-07 6.11E-06


Cancer Risk Calculations


Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation
Off-Road Equip + truck idling onsite On-Road Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks NOTES


Average Annual Scaler Concentrations (ug/m3)
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 128.07 266.60 29.71 53.56 266.60
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 91.08 108.08 20.98 18.23 108.08
   Hospital 35.08 266.60 11.78 12.51 266.60
   Daycare
   School 17.88 35.22 6.94 5.34 35.22


Average Annual SCALED Concentrations (ug/m3)
Unmitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 0.538027801 0.000579975 0.003524919 9.71548E-06 0.000552111
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 0.382629985 0.000235119 0.002488768 3.30596E-06 0.000223823
   Hospital 0.147386519 0.000579975 0.001398175 2.269E-06 0.000552111
   Daycare
   School 0.075124923 7.6616E-05 0.00082315 9.6818E-07 7.29351E-05
Mitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 2.32E-02 0.000579975 0.003524919 9.71548E-06 0.000552111
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 0.01648852 0.000235119 0.002488768 3.30596E-06 0.000223823
   Hospital 0.006351268 0.000579975 0.001398175 2.269E-06 0.000552111
   Daycare
   School 0.003237328 7.6616E-05 0.00082315 9.6818E-07 7.29351E-05


Risk Factors
Construction & Operational Individual Exposure
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 198.43 198.43 744.29 744.29 744.29 Sum of all age groups; same for all scenarios
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 198.43 198.43 744.29 744.29 744.29
   Hospital 206.94 206.94 776.19 776.19 776.19 ""
   Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ""
   School 20.46 20.46 108.80 108.80 108.80 ""
Operational Exposure for Construction + Operation
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 545.86 545.86 545.86 Sum of all age groups; same for all scenarios
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 545.86 545.86 545.86
   Hospital 569.25 569.25 569.25 ""
   Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 ""
   School 108.80 108.80 108.80 ""


Construction Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation Operation
Off-Road Equip + truck idling onsite On-Road Trucks TOTAL Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks TOTAL


Cancer Risk - Construction & Operational Individual - Unmitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 106.76 0.12 106.88 2.62 0.007 0.41 3.04
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 75.93 0.05 75.97 1.85 0.002 0.17 2.02
   Hospital 30.50 0.12 30.62 1.09 0.002 0.43 1.52
   Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
   School 1.54 0.00 1.54 0.09 0.000 0.01 0.10







Cancer Risk - Operational Exposure for Construction + Operation - Unmitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 1.92 0.005 0.30 109.11
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 1.36 0.002 0.12 77.46
   Hospital 0.80 0.001 0.31 31.73
   Daycare 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
   School 0.09 0.000 0.01 1.64


Cancer Risk - Construction & Operational Individual - Mitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 4.60 0.12 4.72 2.62 0.007 0.41 3.04
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 3.27 0.05 3.32 1.85 0.002 0.17 2.02
   Hospital 1.31 0.12 1.43 1.09 0.002 0.43 1.52
   Daycare 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
   School 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.09 0.000 0.01 0.10


Cancer Risk - Operational Exposure for Construction + Operation - Mitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 1.92 0.005 0.30 6.95
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 1.36 0.002 0.12 4.80
   Hospital 0.80 0.001 0.31 2.55
   Daycare 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00
   School 0.09 0.000 0.01 0.17


ESTIMATED PM2.5 Concentrations - Average Annual (µg/m3)


Construction Construction Construction Operation Operation Operation Operation
Off-Road Equip + truck idling onsite On-Road Trucks TOTAL Delivery Idling + TRU - Box Trucks Delivery Idling + TRU - Semis On-Road Trucks TOTAL


Average Annual Scaler Concentration (µg/m3)
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 128.07 266.60 29.71 53.56 266.60
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 91.08 108.08 20.98 18.23 108.08
   Hospital 35.08 266.60 11.78 12.51 266.60
   Daycare
   School 17.88 35.22 6.94 5.34 35.22


Average Annual SCALED Concentrations (ug/m3)
Unmitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 0.4999 0.0009 0.50 3.21E-03 9.28E-06 1.63E-03 0.005
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 0.3555 0.0004 0.36 2.27E-03 3.16E-06 6.60E-04 0.003
   Hospital 0.1369 0.0009 0.14 1.27E-03 2.17E-06 1.63E-03 0.003
   Daycare 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.000
   School 0.0698 0.0001 0.07 7.50E-04 9.24E-07 2.15E-04 0.001


Mitigated
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 0.0244 0.0009 0.03 3.21E-03 9.28E-06 1.63E-03 0.005
   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 0.017379307 0.0004 0.02 2.27E-03 3.16E-06 6.60E-04 0.003
   Hospital 0.006694393 0.00089725 0.01 1.27E-03 2.17E-06 1.63E-03 0.003
   Daycare 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.000
   School 0.0034 0.0001 0.00 7.50E-04 9.24E-07 2.15E-04 0.001
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Tables for Section
Updated: 7/27/2020


Green = use in section


Summary Tables - To be used in section


Table AQ-1


ROG NOX PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Exhaust


2020 6.5 25.1 1.3 1.2


2021 6.4 32.6 1.2 1.1


Total Construction Emissions 6.5 29.6 1.2 1.1


BAAQMD Threshold 54.0 54.0 82.0 54.0


Exceeds Threshold? No No No No


Construction Health Risk Table AQ-2


Scenario / Receptor Type / Threshold Cancer Risk Maximum Annual PM2.5 
Concentration


Unmitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 106.9 0.50


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 76.0 0.36


   Hospital 30.6 0.14


   School 1.5 0.07


Mitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 4.7 0.03


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 3.3 0.02


   Hospital 1.4 0.01


   School 0.1 0.004


Thresholds


Receptors in APEZ 7.0 0.20


Receptors not in APEZ 10.0 0.30


Exceeds Threshold?


Unmitigated Yes Yes


Mitigated No No


Operation & Combined Health Risk Table AQ-3


Scenario / Receptor Type / Threshold


Operation Construction + Operation Operation Construction + Operation
Unmitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 3.0 109.1 0.005 0.50


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 2.0 77.5 0.003 0.36


   Hospital 1.5 31.7 0.003 0.14


   School 0.1 1.6 0.001 0.07


Mitigated


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 1 3.0 6.9 0.005 0.03


   Nearest Residential - In APEZ 2 2.0 4.8 0.003 0.02


   Hospital 1.5 2.5 0.003 0.01


   School 0.1 0.2 0.001 0.004


Thresholds


Receptors in APEZ 7.0 7.0 0.20 0.20


Receptors not in APEZ 10.0 10.0 0.30 0.30


Exceeds Threshold?


Unmitigated No Yes No Yes


Mitigated No No No No


Source
Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)


Maximum Annual PM2.5 ConcentrationCancer Risk
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: I OPPOSE SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:31:26 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Jay Cabalquinto <jaycabalquinto@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:19 AM
To: 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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I OPPOSE SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street
 

 

As a San Francisco resident since 1997 with most of those years spent on Potrero Hill I oppose the SF
Flower Mart coming to 901 16th Street. 
 
My concerns:
• We need housing in this area not a distribution facility. 
• How many trucks per day/month/year will this bring to the neighborhood? What time of day will
they be making deliveries? People live and now work from home, and there are a LOT of people who
would be distrubbed at early hours.
• We need a study and analysis on traffic concerns due to delivery trucks. If this project goes through

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@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


























the facility entrance should be on 16th street.
The Mart would continue to create a dead zone at night in a burgeoning residential area and creates
safety concerns.
• The tin shed with it's tarp roof is an eye sore and often attracts dumping and tent encampments.
• We need housing not more trucks barreling through this neighborhood.
 
Concerned Potrero Hill resident
Jay Cabalquinto



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES CENSUS WEEK OF ACTION
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:31:21 AM
Attachments: 09.23.20 Census 2020 Week of Action.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 10:00 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES CENSUS WEEK OF
ACTION
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 23, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES CENSUS WEEK OF ACTION
Citywide effort is underway to count every resident in advance of September 30th deadline.

Census Week of Action includes safe community outreach events, phone banking, and public
service announcements from the San Francisco Giants and Golden State Warriors.

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today launched San Francisco’s Census
Week of Action. The week of action is part of the City’s SF Counts campaign, which aims to
increase the self-response rate for Census 2020 by reaching out to hard-to-count communities,
providing technical assistance, and educating the public that the Census is set to end on
September 30th. City officials and departments, community organizations, faith leaders, and
the business community are all mobilizing to help San Francisco obtain a complete census
count.
 
“The Census is an important measurement of our community. In these tough economic times,
we must protect critical federal resources for lifesaving programs and we must preserve our
voice in the electoral process,” said Mayor Breed. “San Franciscans can help in a meaningful

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, September 23, 2020 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO LAUNCHES CENSUS WEEK OF ACTION 
Citywide effort is underway to count every resident in advance of September 30th deadline. 


Census Week of Action includes safe community outreach events, phone banking, and public 


service announcements from the San Francisco Giants and Golden State Warriors. 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today launched San Francisco’s Census Week 


of Action. The week of action is part of the City’s SF Counts campaign, which aims to increase 


the self-response rate for Census 2020 by reaching out to hard-to-count communities, providing 


technical assistance, and educating the public that the Census is set to end on September 30th. 


City officials and departments, community organizations, faith leaders, and the business 


community are all mobilizing to help San Francisco obtain a complete census count. 


 


“The Census is an important measurement of our community. In these tough economic times, we 


must protect critical federal resources for lifesaving programs and we must preserve our voice in 


the electoral process,” said Mayor Breed. “San Franciscans can help in a meaningful way by 


filling out the Census today and ensuring friends and family members do the same.” 


 


San Francisco’s current self-response rate for the 2020 Census is 65.6%, compared to 2010’s 


final self-response rate of 68.5%. The statewide self-response rate for this year’s census is 


currently 68.6%. Strategies to improve the count include in-person assistance in Civic Center, 


Chinatown, Bayview and the Mission District, phone banking by community-based 


organizations and City departments, door-to-door canvassing in undercounted communities, as 


well as additional outreach by trusted community leaders.  


 


Since July 2019, San Francisco has been working with a network of over 30 City-funded 


community-based organizations, businesses, labor, the San Francisco Complete Count 


Committee, and hundreds of volunteers to conduct outreach to residents and encourage them to 


attend one of the in-person events if they need help filling out the census.  


 


“San Francisco is united during our Citywide Census Week of Action to improve our count,” 


said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly. “We thank the community groups, local sports teams 


and faith-based organizations that are helping us complete the count and ensure we get our fair 


share of federal funding.” 


 


San Francisco Giants announcer Renel Brooks-Moon and Golden State Warriors Coach Steve 


Kerr are assisting with public education by filming public service announcements to encourage 


participation. Their PSAs and a complete social media toolkit can be found here. 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

https://bit.ly/sfcountstoolkit2





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
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Census Week of Action: Schedule of Events 


 


Social Media: Kick-off Census Week of Action by posting and sharing Census 2020 


information with our social media toolkit. 


 


On-Site Assistance 


Thursday, September 24, 2020 


Civic Center Plaza 


McAllister & Larkin Streets 


11:00 am - 3:30 pm 


 


Friday, September 25, 2020 


Portsmouth Square  


Kearny & Clay Streets 


1:00 pm - 3:30 pm 


 


Saturday, September 26, 2020 


Mendell Plaza  


1401 Mendell Street  


11:00 am - 3:30 pm 


 


Sunday, September 27, 2020  


Garfield Square 


3100 26th Street  


11:00 am - 3:30 pm 


 


SF Counts Census Citywide Caravan traveling to every San Francisco district to help 


residents with the census 


Tuesday, September 29, 2020 


 


SF Counts + Together SF Census Phone Banking Nights – Volunteers Welcome! 


Sign-up for a shift on Tuesday, September 29, 2020 here. 


Sign-up for a shift on Wednesday, September 30, 2020 here 


 


For more information about the Census Week of Action events, go to sf.gov/census.   


 


“The Week of Action is an all-out team effort by the SF Complete Count Committee, the City 


and community, faith, and labor organizations to make sure that San Francisco residents get 


assistance to complete the 2020 Census survey,” said Adrienne Pon, Executive Director of the 


San Francisco Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs. “We are counting on each 


other to help the rest of our residents do their census by September 30th and ensure the City’s 


fair share of resources, representation and voice for the next 10 years.”  


 



https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z5W030acOoJzVelEDu6f9nq-fNJtyggseZFFJmjE58Q/edit

https://www.mobilize.us/togethersf/event/329636/

https://www.mobilize.us/togethersf/event/329639/

https://sf.gov/census
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“Census 2020 is the most important challenge to overcome before the end of September,” said 


Anni Chung, President and CEO, Self-Help for the Elderly, and San Francisco Complete Count 


Committee Co-Chair. “I urge every resident in San Francisco to complete the Census 


Questionnaire TODAY and reach out to 10 others to do the same. San Francisco needs everyone 


to be counted!” 


 


“At Code Tenderloin we know the needs of our community far exceed the available resources, 


especially during critical emergencies,” said Del Seymour, Founder of Code Tenderloin. “We 


need residents to sign up for the census to increase attention and awareness of our needs. The 


community will receive much needed funding from the Federal Government. Those funds will 


create services, programs, and resources across the board. We fill out the Census because we all 


yearn for a better community.” 


 


“The Black community has been undercounted since we were counted as three-fifths of a person, 


400 years ago. With our recent cries for social justice and change, this is a critical time for us to 


stand up and be counted,” said Jacqueline Flin, Executive Director, A. Philip Randolph Institute 


of San Francisco. “We need to support one another by completing the census today.” 


 


“The stakes are high and the future prosperity of our City is dependent on a successful 2020 


census count,” said Mario Paz, Executive Director, Good Samaritan Family Resource Center. 


“As we enter our final days of our 2020 Census Complete Count efforts, I urge all San 


Franciscans to complete their information at www.my2020census.gov and stand and be 


counted!” 


 


About SF Counts 


SF Counts is the City’s coordinated grassroots effort with a broad network of community, arts, 


civic, labor, education, government and faith-based organizations to ensure that every person in 


San Francisco is included and accurately counted in the 2020 Census. Led by the Office of Civic 


Engagement and Immigrant Affairs, the SF Counts campaign is a multilingual, multicultural 


outreach and education campaign to inform and motivate San Franciscans to do the census. 
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way by filling out the Census today and ensuring friends and family members do the same.”
 
San Francisco’s current self-response rate for the 2020 Census is 65.6%, compared to 2010’s
final self-response rate of 68.5%. The statewide self-response rate for this year’s census is
currently 68.6%. Strategies to improve the count include in-person assistance in Civic Center,
Chinatown, Bayview and the Mission District, phone banking by community-based
organizations and City departments, door-to-door canvassing in undercounted communities, as
well as additional outreach by trusted community leaders.
 
Since July 2019, San Francisco has been working with a network of over 30 City-funded
community-based organizations, businesses, labor, the San Francisco Complete Count
Committee, and hundreds of volunteers to conduct outreach to residents and encourage them
to attend one of the in-person events if they need help filling out the census.
 
“San Francisco is united during our Citywide Census Week of Action to improve our count,”
said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly. “We thank the community groups, local sports teams
and faith-based organizations that are helping us complete the count and ensure we get our fair
share of federal funding.”
 
San Francisco Giants announcer Renel Brooks-Moon and Golden State Warriors Coach Steve
Kerr are assisting with public education by filming public service announcements to
encourage participation. Their PSAs and a complete social media toolkit can be found here.

Census Week of Action: Schedule of Events

Social Media: Kick-off Census Week of Action by posting and sharing Census 2020
information with our social media toolkit.
 
On-Site Assistance
Thursday, September 24, 2020
Civic Center Plaza
McAllister & Larkin Streets
11:00 am - 3:30 pm
 
Friday, September 25, 2020
Portsmouth Square
Kearny & Clay Streets
1:00 pm - 3:30 pm
 
Saturday, September 26, 2020
Mendell Plaza
1401 Mendell Street
11:00 am - 3:30 pm
 
Sunday, September 27, 2020
Garfield Square
3100 26th Street
11:00 am - 3:30 pm
 

https://bit.ly/sfcountstoolkit2
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z5W030acOoJzVelEDu6f9nq-fNJtyggseZFFJmjE58Q/edit


SF Counts Census Citywide Caravan traveling to every San Francisco district to help
residents with the census
Tuesday, September 29, 2020
 
SF Counts + Together SF Census Phone Banking Nights – Volunteers Welcome!
Sign-up for a shift on Tuesday, September 29, 2020 here.
Sign-up for a shift on Wednesday, September 30, 2020 here
 
For more information about the Census Week of Action events, go to sf.gov/census.  
 
“The Week of Action is an all-out team effort by the SF Complete Count Committee, the City
and community, faith, and labor organizations to make sure that San Francisco residents get
assistance to complete the 2020 Census survey,” said Adrienne Pon, Executive Director of the
San Francisco Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs. “We are counting on each
other to help the rest of our residents do their census by September 30th and ensure the City’s
fair share of resources, representation and voice for the next 10 years.” 
 
“Census 2020 is the most important challenge to overcome before the end of September,” said
Anni Chung, President and CEO, Self-Help for the Elderly, and San Francisco Complete
Count Committee Co-Chair. “I urge every resident in San Francisco to complete the Census
Questionnaire TODAY and reach out to 10 others to do the same. San Francisco needs
everyone to be counted!”
 
“At Code Tenderloin we know the needs of our community far exceed the available resources,
especially during critical emergencies,” said Del Seymour, Founder of Code Tenderloin. “We
need residents to sign up for the census to increase attention and awareness of our needs. The
community will receive much needed funding from the Federal Government. Those funds will
create services, programs, and resources across the board. We fill out the Census because we
all yearn for a better community.”
 
“The Black community has been undercounted since we were counted as three-fifths of a
person, 400 years ago. With our recent cries for social justice and change, this is a critical time
for us to stand up and be counted,” said Jacqueline Flin, Executive Director, A. Philip
Randolph Institute of San Francisco. “We need to support one another by completing the
census today.”
 
“The stakes are high and the future prosperity of our City is dependent on a successful 2020
census count,” said Mario Paz, Executive Director, Good Samaritan Family Resource Center.
“As we enter our final days of our 2020 Census Complete Count efforts, I urge all San
Franciscans to complete their information at www.my2020census.gov and stand and be
counted!”
 
About SF Counts
SF Counts is the City’s coordinated grassroots effort with a broad network of community, arts,
civic, labor, education, government and faith-based organizations to ensure that every person
in San Francisco is included and accurately counted in the 2020 Census. Led by the Office of
Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs, the SF Counts campaign is a multilingual,
multicultural outreach and education campaign to inform and motivate San Franciscans to do
the census.
 

https://www.mobilize.us/togethersf/event/329636/
https://www.mobilize.us/togethersf/event/329639/
https://sf.gov/census
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: I OPPOSE SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:18:32 AM
Attachments: image007.png

image008.png
image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Jay Cabalquinto <jaycabalquinto@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:16 AM
To: oel.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>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: I OPPOSE SF Flower Mart at 901 16th Street
 

 

As a SF residence since 1997 with most of those years spent on Potrero Hill I oppose the SF Flower
Mart coming to 901 16th Street. 
 
My concerns:
• We need housing in this area not a distribution facility. 
• How many trucks per day/month/year will this bring to the neighborhood? What time of day will
they be making deliveries? People live and now work from home, and there are a LOT of people who
would be distrubbed at early hours.
• We need a study and analysis on traffic concerns due to delivery trucks. If this project goes through
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the facility entrance should be on 16th street.
The Mart would continue to create a dead zone at night in a burgeoning residential area and creates
safety concerns.
• The tin shed with it's tarp roof is an eye sore and often attracts dumping and tent encampments.
• We need housing not more trucks barreling through this neighborhood.
 
Concerned Potrero Hill resident
Jay Cabalquinto



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: New SF Wholesale Flower Market
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:17:31 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: sylburgess@aol.com <sylburgess@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:01 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Taupier, Anne (ECN)
<anne.taupier@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>;
sunny.angulo@gmail.com
Subject: New SF Wholesale Flower Market
 

 

Dear Commissioners:
 
As a 35 year customer of the SFFM and long time advocate of the floral and event communities, I urge
you to approve our proposed new location at 901 16th St./1200 17th St. I also urge you to allow the
variances being requested, MOST IMPORTANTLY, the option of including the two story parking structure
on the site with TWO FULL DECKS OF PARKING. 
A structure with only a partial upper deck is not feasible from a customer perspective. We need the
maximum possible number of customer parking spaces in order to make this new venue truly functional.
 
Due to the nature of our work, on a regular basis large numbers of customers (florists, caterers, etc.)
need to transport large quantities of fragile, perishable and bulky product. Our industry requires trucks,
vans, and other large vehicles to operate our businesses. We are not able to use alternate types of
transportation. In order to maintain good standing with our neighbors and not be lined up at the entrance
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and around the block we need to allow for an adequate number of parking spaces. For these reasons we
ask that you consider and support the unique needs of this floral market and approve the parking garage
design with full second deck.
 
Most Sincerely,
Sylvia Burgess
 
Sylvia Burgess - President
 

Montbretia Inc.
Floral & Event Decor
 
415.822.1116 office
415.298.5438 mobile
 
1555 Yosemite Ave, suite 43, San Francisco, CA 94124
www.montbretia.com
 

http://www.montbretia.com/


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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: 901 16th Request for Continuance (Flower Market)
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:16:55 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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
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From: Rodney Minott <rodneyminott@outlook.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 9:52 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>;
Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 901 16th Request for Continuance (Flower Market)
 

 

I’m writing on behalf of Save The Hill (STH) in regard to 901 16th / 1200-1210 17th Streets, also
known as the San Francisco Flower Market project.  STH has long been an active and enthusiastic
supporter of re-locating the Flower Market to this Potrero Hill site. With that said, we do have some
outstanding concerns about the currently proposed design. 
Save The Hill, founded in 2012, is a grassroots neighborhood group dedicated to the health, culture,
heritage, and scenic beauty of Potrero Hill.  We enjoy the support of hundreds of our fellow
neighbors. Our mission is to protect and promote the Potrero Hill’s unique identity, to support its
locally run businesses and to ensure that neighborhood growth promotes the highest standards of
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urban development and planning.
We’re thrilled that the Flower Market will be setting up shop at this iconic location (which once
housed the famed Pacific Rolling Mill) in our neighborhood – preserving blue collar jobs and ensuring
the survival of the renowned Flower Market. The plan to preserve the industrial character of the
historic buildings on this Potrero Hill site (in all 4 structures) is wonderful and we strongly believe the
Flower Market will be an enormously positive and popular addition to the neighborhood.
 Our concerns relate to the design and treatment of the planned project. We believe the current
design could be meaningfully improved with more time and we would like to see this Thursday’s
hearing continued while negotiations proceed to improve upon the current proposal. While we
strongly applaud Kilroy for retaining the existing low-rise building envelope (in a nod toward
“adaptive reuse”), the current plan has key shortcomings, including: 

- The failure to treat the corner of 16th and Mississippi Streets as a historic “gateway” location into
the Potrero Hill neighborhood – one that reflects both Potrero Hill’s and the property site’s industrial
past.  

- The elimination of the water tower now facing 16th Street (one of the property’s signature
industrial features). 

- The elimination of existing windows along the 17th Street side of the property. 

- The proposed (purple) color treatment of the buildings should be revised to better align the
project’s aesthetic with the neighborhood.
 Again, we love the Flower Market and can’t wait for its flowers to blossom in our neighborhood. We
would just like to see more time permitted to resolve design issues that we believe would
meaningfully improve the project. Thank you for your consideration. 
 Best,
Rodney Minott, on behalf of Save The Hill
 
 
 
 
 
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: SFBCTC Letter of Support - Wholesale Flower Market
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 9:07:57 AM
Attachments: Planning Commission letter of support - Wholesale Flower Market.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: Sandra Duarte <sandra@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org>
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 8:59 AM
To: Joel Koppel <jkoppel@ibew6.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Tim Paulson <tim@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org>, "'Larry Jr.'" <Larryjr@ualocal38.org>
Subject: SFBCTC Letter of Support - Wholesale Flower Market
 

 

Sent on behalf of Tim Paulson
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:
 
Please see attached letter of support on behalf of the affiliated unions and members of San
Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council.
 
Sincerely,
 
Tim Paulson
Secretary-Treasurer
San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council
1188 Franklin Street, Suite 203
San Francisco, California  94109
tim@sfbuildingtradescouncil.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: 901 16th St. Request for Continuance (Flower Market)
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:34:54 AM
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From: peter linenthal <ppotrero@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 8:54 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, 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: 901 16th St. Request for Continuance (Flower Market)
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel ,Vice President Moore, and Commissioners,
 
   I’m writing about the proposed remodel of the Corovan Building, once the home of Pacific Rolling Mill Co, a business which led the transformation
of Potrero Point into a the west coast’s preeminent industrial center. I could not be more pleased that the SF Flower Mart is coming to our
neighborhood, and the fact that remodel plans intend to preserve the building’s historic industrial character is terrific. However several features of
the remodeling plans are at odds with this intention:
 
—-The stripes in a variety of shades of purple along the 17th St facade are incongruous on an industrial building, and diminish rather than enhance
its character. I’m not at all against a contemporary approach to painted graphics. The Minnesota Street Project shows how successful a
sophisticated paint job can be. But both the colors and stripes on the proposal need rethinking. 
 
—-The vertical window slots along 17th St are insufficient, and create an unwelcoming expanse. This facade is where the building will meet our
neighborhood so the 17th St ‘face' really concerns me. A better plan would be to use, replicate, expand or artfully alter the long rows of horizontal
windows on the existing building which are a distinctive feature of industrial architecture.  
 
—The water tower seen from 16th St should be repaired and retained, possibly moved to an equally visible position. Both sculptural and evocative,
it would be a real shame to loose it. 
 
 This building is prominent, situated at he crossroads of several neighborhoods. The Corovan building began as a cluster of separate buildings in the
early 1900s, which were remodeled but still maintain their industrial character. I hope the Flower Mart will become as active a part of the
neighborhood, as the Pacific Rolling Mills (seen in this circa 1910 photo of the site) once was.  Let’s make sure the Flower Mart, itself a venerable SF
institution, is given the home it deserves, one that reflects Potrero Hill’s history. 
 
 Proposed remodel plans should not be rushed but presented to a wide variety of community groups before decisions are made. 
 
 
 
       All the very best,     Peter Linenthal                                 director, Potrero Hill Archives Project 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: Flower Mart project on Potrero Hill
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:34:11 AM
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From: Philip Anasovich <panasovich5@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 5:40 PM
To: Alison Heath <alisonheath@sbcglobal.net>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, 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>;
alisonheath@alisonheath.com
Subject: Flower Mart project on Potrero Hill
 

 

Dear Commissioners, President Koppel and Vice President Moore:
 
As a member of the Development Committee of the Potrero Boosters Neighborhood
Association, I'm writing to request to request a continuance of the Large Project Authorization
and Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project to house the San Francisco Flower
Mart. I support for the Flower Mart in the neighborhood, and with my neighbors and friends, I
truly anticipate welcoming them to the Hill.
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However, the review process with the developer has not gone as smoothly as it could have.
We have not been allowed to circulate the plans and drawings to our neighbors, and thus gain
their backing. At our last meeting the developer told us that the plans had not been shown to
the Flower Mart itself. This seems odd and counterproductive.
 
One of the key sticking points has been the 17th Street facade design. This a critical interface
with the Hill, its architecture and inhabitants. Each meeting has elicited comments of
disapproval on matters of lack of scale,  lack of architectural elements like fenestration, and
general indifference to what is happening just across the street. Restoring one portion of the
facade, planting trees, and planning a bike path is not enough. They have most recently shown
us a facade which seems like a billboard with shocking colors in large stripes. There is a
general feeling the the historical essence of the building, its industrial past, has been forgotten.
 
I urge you to grant a continuance in the review process to give us a chance to further discuss
and address these issues before the formal presentation of the project. We all want this project
to succeed.
 
 
Your very truly,
 
Philip Anasovich, A.I.A.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Condo Development
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:33:53 AM
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From: John Tinnon <jtinnon1776@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 12:17 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: Proposed Condo Development
 

 

Dear SF Planning Commissioners:
 

Please protect Juri Commons park. The new owner/investor at 350 San Jose Ave only
seems interested in making money and destroying our park & community. Please don’t let this
happen. Reject SIA’s oversized plan. Make the new building smaller with affordable units (not
so tall). 
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We enjoy the park space, the sunlight and the green benches near the park’s central
area. We don’t want to see (or hear) rich people sitting out on condo decks looking down on
us. That would spoil the park.
 
 
Please, don’t let them cut-off any of the sunlight in Juri Commons Park!

  
Thank you,
 
Jeff Goodman
John Tinnon
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Commission hearing - 9/24/20
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From: laurel winzler <flaurel1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 11:29 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Taupier, Anne (ECN) <anne.taupier@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>;
Sunny Angulo <sunny.angulo@gmail.com>
Subject: Comments for Planning Commission hearing - 9/24/20
 

 

Please see my attached comments for the meeting on
9/24/20 regarding the new San Francisco Wholesale
Flower Market.
 
Many thanks,
 
Laurel Ann Winzler
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September 22, 2020



Hearing date:   9/24/20

Project:   New San Francisco Wholesale Flower Market



Dear Commissioners:



I write to you as a San Francisco florist and long-time customer of the SF 
Wholesale Flower Market.  I’ve appeared before you at past hearings to advocate 
for a sensible new location for the Flower Market. I write to you now to urge your 
approval for our proposed new location at 901 16th Street/1200 17th Street.



I also urge you to allow the variances being requested, most particularly the 
option of including a two-story parking structure on the site with two FULL decks 
of parking.  A structure with only a partial upper deck is not feasible from a 
customer perspective, since we need the maximum possible number of customer 
parking spaces in order to make this new venue functional.



We know that the city wishes to limit the amount of parking at all new venues, in 
order to encourage alternative types of transportation.  Unfortunately, our industry 
is very auto- and truck-intensive, due to the need to transport large quantities of 
bulky and fragile materials, and does not lend itself in any way to other transit 
options.  And due to the nature of our work, on a regular basis large numbers of 
customers will all be trying to access the Market at exactly the same time, with no 
option to stagger our visits (since flowers need to be purchased very close to the 
time of use, not in advance).  We want to be good neighbors, but the reality is 
that, without adequate Market parking, we will be lining up at the entrance and 
around the block waiting to get in, to the detriment of the entire neighborhood. 



For these reasons, we need to have the maximum amount of parking that is 
physically possible at the new location.  We ask that you consider the unique 
needs of our Flower Market and our industry, and approve the parking garage 
design with the full second deck.

									

Thank you very much.



Sincerely,



Laurel Ann Winzler

Laurel Designs

415-386-8360





























Laurel Designs
www.flaurel.com
415.386.8360

http://www.flaurel.com/
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Demolition versus Alteration? Alteration versus Demolition?
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From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 11:21 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Merlone, Audrey (CPC) <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>
Subject: Demolition versus Alteration? Alteration versus Demolition?
 

 

 
Dear President Koppel, Vice President Moore and Fellow Commissioners:
Good morning.
Below are five screenshots of a project underway in Noe Valley.  It is RH-2
It is an Alteration project per the Site Permit.   
There was no Request for Discretionary Review.
It is altering a smaller, naturally affordable, financially accessible single family home into a larger, less financial accessible, less relatively affordable single family home.  According to the Housing Element and Section 317 this is housing that should be preserved from speculative fever.
The third and fourth photo were taken in June and September respectively.  The little remnants of the original house, which is shown completely intact in the second photo, are visible.  
(The first and last photo show the sale of the entitlement and a rendering of the project when it was for sale in 2019 showing a profit of $700K for the plans with an issued Site Permit that is valued at $550K).
This method of construction for this project with little pieces remaining, looks just like other projects from six years ago when 40% of the projects were found by Staff to be Demos and should have been reviewed as Demolitions.  
Frankly it looks like all these projects detailed during General Public Comment starting in 2014.
Segments of the original structure remain and are removed as new construction is completed as can be seen in the difference from the June photo to the September photo.  The entire interior is obliterated.   This is the pattern for these projects.
There were no published Demo Calcs on the SFPIM for this project.  For some projects they are available and for other they are not.  It just depends.
Actually there are two other projects that are under construction right now that look similar to this project during their construction and there are no published Demo Calcs on the PIM for these projects either.  
And there are a few other projects awaiting their permits that have published Demo Calcs that are more than squishy....they are downright close to the Thresholds.
Please revise the Demo Calcs and adjust them per Section 317 (b) (2) (D).  Again, the Calcs have never been adjusted since Section 317 was added to the Planning Code In 2008.
Thank you very much and take good care.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
 
Sales History from Redfin.
Entitlement sold one year after 311 Notification Expired in Sept. 2018.
Addenda issued Oct.2019

House prior to Alteration Permit.  Sold Oct. 2016.  Permit Application filed Jun.2017

Under construction June 2020.  Please note original structure visible 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@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

9:36 AM Tue Sep 22

Sep 13,2019
Date

Sep 11,2019
Date

Aug 12,2019
Date

Aug 7,2019
Date
Aug1,2019
Date

Jul 8,2019
Date

Sold (MLS) (Closed)
San Francisco MLS #486880

Pending
San Francisco MLS #486880

Contingent (Contingent -
Show)
San Francisco MLS #486880

Relisted (Active)
San Francisco MLS #486880

Contingent (Contingent -
Show)
San Francisco MLS #486880

Listed (Active)
San Francisco MLS #486880

Oct 2016, Sold for $1,250,000

Oct 20, 2016
Date

Oct, 2016

Oct 20, 2016
Date

Oct 12,2016
Date

Sep 8,2016

Sold (Public Records)

Public Records

Sold (MLS) (Closed)
San Francisco MLS #450067

Pending
San Francisco MLS #450067

Listed (Active)

@ redfin.com

$1,925,000

Price

Price

Price

Price

Price

$1,795,000

Price

$1,250,000

Price

$1,250,000

Price

Price

$999,000

= @ 83% @m)




583 Clipper St
San Francisco, California

2 Google





9:39 AM Tue Sep 22 & Unlocked = @ 82% @m)
& redfin.com






























Under construction Sept 2020. Please note change from June 2020 photo

Rendering from Redfin when Entitlement Sold in 2019



 

Sent from my iPad
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services here. 
 

From: Harry Breaux <hbreaux94114@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:47 PM
To: Breaux Harry <hbreaux94114@yahoo.com>
Subject: Opposition to 350 San Jose Avenue
 

 

﻿
﻿ Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
The current plan for 350 San Jose Avenue is INSULTING in many ways.
 
In 2018, the builder proposed an oversized condo building, but tried to skirt around
Rent Control issues.
 
At the same time, they said they wanted to build twelve new condos, but skirted around
the 10 to 1 affordable housing requirement.
 
Next, they tried to leverage square footage and increase the size of the building. 
 
The current plan would have negative impacts on Juri Commons Park, the next door
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tenants who live at 330-340 San Jose Avenue, 374-378 San Jose Avenue and hundreds of
people who live nearby.
 
I want a smaller building with less negative impacts on our community.
 
Thank you for your attention,
 
Harry Breaux

We do not inherit the earth from our ancestors; we borrow it from our children. Chief Seattle
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
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Subject: FW: 901 - 16th Street (Flower Mart) Request for Continuance
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services here. 
 

From: Katherine Doumani <president@dogpatchna.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:10 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>
Subject: 901 - 16th Street (Flower Mart) Request for Continuance
 

 

Dear Commission President Koppel and Vice President Moore,
I am writing on behalf of the Dogpatch Neighborhood Association in regards to the Flower Mart
facility being built by Kilroy Development at 901 16th Street.
 
Since February of this year Taylor Jordan, working on behalf of Kilroy Development Corporation's
Mike Grisso, has been seeking formal support for the project from the DNA membership. Though
our community had been led to believe the Flower Mart was about to choose a site in Dogpatch
proper along Ceasar Chavez street, we were still thrilled to find out that 601 16th was to be the
Flower Mart's new home. This is a gateway location to the Eastern neighborhoods accessed daily by
all due to the convergence of Mississippi, 16th and 7th street--all main arteries into and out of

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Ella.Samonsky@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


























Dogpatch.  
 
We waited until key community concerns were satisfactorily resolved by Kilroy to have the Flower
Mart team present at a DNA membership meeting. Their first presentation was therefore on Sept.
14, a few weeks ago. Unfortunately the design for the facility led to many questions that remained
open following that meeting. It has also noted that the Flower Mart team--as the very subject of this
project, appears to have been left out of the design process. Normally the tenant of a facility would
be the first line for review, if not full collaborators.
 
After the Sept. 14th presentation, the DNA membership chose to delay any approval until new
designs were presented the following week to the combined Boosters DNA Design Committee.
Though we had hoped we might utilize technology to allow our full membership to see the revised
designs via an email dispatch,this mode of project review and vetting is not ideal for a marquis
community gateway building such as this, when we will be living with the results for years to come.
We therefore request a continuance so that all remaining issues with the site can be property
considered and vetted.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
Katherine

KATHERINE DOUMANI  President
e. president@dogpatchna.org  w. www.dogpatchna.org
a. 1459 18th Street #227 | San Francisco CA 94107
p. 415.713.4561 Join us to Create a Stronger Community
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The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Dolores Joblon <djoblon@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 7:01 PM
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Marstaff (BOS) <marstaff@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2018-012648CUA St. Ignatius lights and antennas
 

 

Dear Planner Horn, Planning Commissioners and Supervisor Mar,

﻿ ﻿I am appalled about the decision that was made concerning the stadium lights and I
wholeheartedly support the appeal that is being made by the citizens who live in the
neighborhood and whose lives will be directly affected by that decision. Please
reconsider and refuse SI permission to install these lights that will change the quality
and safety of life in the neighborhoods surrounding the 

I have written earlier in protest and I am enclosing my first email below:
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5/13/2020

I am writing to protest the proposed
installations of the stadium lights and
the Verizon 5G cell antennas at Saint
Ignatius High School.
I have spent much time at my two
young grandsons home which is right
around the corner from the stadium
and I know how much disruption the
S I students at the high school can
cause. Having them at events that
can light up the skies around the
school 3 nights a week till 10 pm is
very disruptive and unfair to the
neighborhood. It changes the
character of the neighborhood from
a quiet residential one to a carnival
setting, with activities and traffic till
late into the night.

x-apple-data-detectors://6/


Very disruptive for young children
and their parents who need to rise
up early in the morning for a
productive days work.
 
I am especially worried about the 24
hour 5G technology and its effect on
the growing children. the health
hazards of 5G are unknown at this
point. They will be affecting the
young children who attend the many
preschool schools, elementary
schools and the middle school in the
neighborhood, as well as those who
use the public library nearby these
giant towers.  No only will these
children be potentially effected, but
also the young men and women who
attend Saint Ignatius. They too will



be subjected to unknown damage
from 5G radiation.
Please take this all in to
consideration and do not allow the
installation of these stadium lights
and towers.
Thank you
Dolores Joblon
 
 

Sent from my iPad
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From: Greg Clayton <gclayt6@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 5:56 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:
 

 

9/21/20
 
SF Planning Department & Commissioners:
1650 Mission Street; Rm. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
To Whom It May Concern,
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The proposal for 350 San Jose Avenue is too big. The individual units should be  scaled
down in square footage. The back of the building should be shorter and have NO NEGATIVE
IMPACTS on Juri Commons Park. Juri Commons is the only green space within blocks of
here.
 
The new owners have acted like parasites. They displaced long-term tenants and are trying to
get rid of four, rent controlled apartments. Keep the rental units and make the new owner build
smaller, affordable apartments; NOT luxury condos!
 
Gregory Clayton
U.S. Army Veteran
gclayt6@gmail.com
 
 

mailto:gclayt6@gmail.com
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From: Ann Jastrab <annjastrab@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 12:34 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: Building Proposal for 350 San Jose Avenue
 

 

9/21/20
 
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street; Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Dear Planning Commissioners:
 
The building proposal for 350 San Jose Avenue is too large! Also, the project looks like a
complete “tear down” of an 1800’s historic building. Isn’t that illegal?
 
Their proposal shows large, expensive condo units. I have a good job, but I could never afford
to purchase one of these units. They’re too big and too fancy. Also, the current size of the
condo proposal would shade 15% of our public park, Juri Commons. The plan doesn’t fit our
neighborhood. We need affordable units.
 
1-Please make the building smaller and make the units smaller (more affordable).
 
2-Keep the mid-block open space, OPEN!
 
3-Maintain the rental apartments (that have been there for 50 years).
 
4-Don’t shade Juri Commons (or our neighbors)!
 
Thank you,
Ann Jastrab



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Protect Juri Commons and neighborhood housing
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From: Anita Kline <kline.anita@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:59 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>;
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>
Cc: friendsofjuricommons@gmail.com
Subject: Protect Juri Commons and neighborhood housing
 

 

Planning Commissioners and Staff:
 
Juri Commons Park is a cherished place of refuge in our densely-populated
neighborhood. Everyone’s enjoyment of the park would be grossly
diminished by a building that towers over our tiny strip of green space,
and even more so by putting in balconies or terraces that would stare
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down on everyone’s shared space and create an outrageous amount of
noise. Our Commons is to be shared in common, not commandeered
by a speculator who will never have to live alongside the results of this
assault on all the neighbors and park-goers here.
 
Taking out affordable rental housing and putting in condos that are out of
reach of working San Franciscans does the opposite of solving the housing
crisis. Don’t fall for it. Don’t approve it.
 
Please protect our neighborhood,
Anita Kline, Neighbor
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350-52 San Jose Avenue
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services here. 
 

From: Adda Fleiner <dada37@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2020 10:53 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>;
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: RE: 350-52 San Jose Avenue
 

 

re: 350-52 San Jose Avenue
 
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,
 
Please do not approve this oversized building plan. The building for 350-52 San Jose Avenue
is supposed to be 40 feet tall, and our park is only half that wide. There are so many seniors in
this neighborhood who rely on the park as our only place to sit and get fresh air and sun.
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Besides Juri Commons, the nearest green space is almost a mile away. Too far for many of us
to walk.
 
The construction plans I saw would take away almost all of the sunshine in Juri Commons
during the winter months and a great deal of it during the rest of the year. Please don’t allow
this selfish plan. Approve something more modest and civil.
 
Sincerely,
 
Adda Fleiner
San Francisco
 
 
 
 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW:
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:17:35 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Tony Harkins <tony@towerrents.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 5:40 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
Cc: Tony Harkins <tony@towerrents.com>
Subject:

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

SF Planning Dept.
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 350 San Jose Ave: #2017-011500390DRP

Dear Commissioners,

I own a rental agency in San Francisco. We all need affordable housing in this city. Taking away rental units and
adding big, fancy, condos is only of benefit for the developer and a few new owners and makes the neighborhood
and the city less and less affordable. How can you let the new owners of 350 San Jose Avenue remove rental units
when there’s woefully little affordable housing in this city? Isn’t that against the mandates of the SF Planning
Department?

This particular real estate developer is known as a bully and is trying to force something on our neighborhood for his
own profit.
Please don’t let that happen. It’s obvious if you stand in Juri Commons and imagine this oversized monstrosity

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


beside our little park that it’s just plain wrong. Stop the harm before it’s done.

San Francisco is already one of the most densely populated cities in the country. With all the people who will be
working from home during and after COVID.  Why create elite residences, destroy rental units, and ruin this
neighborhood’s peace?

Respectfully,

Tony Harkins
Tower Rents
660 Clipper;  Ste. 317
San Francisco

Tony Harkins
Founder & Broker, CCRM
Mobile 415.377.7571
Fax 877.529.6719
Tony@TowerRents.com
TowerRents.com



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350-52 San Jose
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:17:22 AM
Attachments: Oppose building project at 350-52 San Jose Avenue, to be built on the backs of tenants.pdf
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Marc Norton <nortonsf@ix.netcom.com> 
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 7:03 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350-52 San Jose
 

 

Commissioners,
 
Attached please find a letter opposing the 350-52 project which I put in the mail today.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Marc Norton
45-year San Francisco resident
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MAR(  NORTON


468 - 29th Street
San  Francisco,  CA 94131


Telephone:   (415) 648-2535
E-mail:   nortonsfi@ix.netcom.com


September 19, 2020


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


FIE:   350-352 San Jose Avenue


Dear Commissioners:


I made the following comments during the public comment period of the September
17, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, but I want to reiterate them again.


I grew up in the Bay Area and have been a San Francisco resident for 45 years.
Sadly,  I have been witness to the increasing gentrificatjon of our City, because
homes and condos now cost multiple millions of dollars.


I am lucky to be a homeowner, having bought my home back in  1984 when homes
were much more affordable.   But it is working-class Zenanfs who are the biggest
losers today.


Tenant-occupied properties are snatched up by developers only to be emptied out
to make room for luxury condos or TIC units, making astronomical profits for the
speculators.  A few years ago, San Francisco made international news when Carl
Jensen, a 93-year-old man who had lived in his apartment for 63 years was found
dead after it was revealed to him that a new owner was planning on getting rid of
him to remodel the building.   Unfortunately, this is just one of many such stories.


A case in point is the project at 35b-352 San Jose Avenue, which I believe will be
before you on Thursday, September 24.  This is a 4-unit building that was emptied
out so that a developer can expand it into a 12-unit luxury condo complex.   One
tenant, a retired AIDS nurse, a/.edduring the djsp[acement process.  Another
tenant was forced out under the threat of jacking up her rent from $800 per month to
$4,500 per month.  Other tenants were made the proverbial offers that they could
not refuse.







The assigned planner in this case was made aware of these facts, but moved the
project along to approval as if these victims did not exist.


I urge the planning Commission to stop rewarding the bad behavior of the
speculators and reject the proposed project at 350-352 San Jose Avenue.


Thank you for your consideration.


I:_:_-__=_:_::i:__-i:-_=-¥
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Development Plan for 350 San Jose Avenue
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:16:53 AM
Attachments: image007.png
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Kim Shuck <poetkimshuck@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2020 3:52 PM
To: 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>;
friendsofjuricommons@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Jo Babcock
<babcock.jo@gmail.com>; Kitty Costello <kittycostello@earthlink.net>
Subject: Re: Opposition to Development Plan for 350 San Jose Avenue
 

 

Members of the SF Planning Department and Concerned People
 
I am the current Poet Laureate of San Francisco. Having been born
and raised in San Francisco has given me a very particular view of how
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precious this place has been. San Francisco has been a place where a
multicultural population with varied socio-economic status has a had big
impact on the culture of the country.  Aggressive development and its
corrosive effect has been a core issue in my writing and activism since
before I became Poet Laureate.
 
It is a source of despair to see how duplicitous developers can be. They use
the language of the housing crisis while creating a worse housing crisis.
Working class people need a place to live while risking their lives as
essential workers. Housing cannot be all for the wealthy. 
 

These particular developers have acted in bad faith. In reading the record of
this particular project it's clear that points were made previously by the
Planning Department that the developers not only ignored, but that they
expanded upon. This developer is someone to keep an eye on, not to
reward.
 
So many things are changing in our city in ways we can’t predict – changes
for small business, for large business and for individual lives. It is a time to
let caution and care guide us. Do not approve this plan.
 
Kim Shuck
7th Poet Laureate of San Francisco



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: San Francisco Flower Mart
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:23:07 PM

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 at 3:05 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: San Francisco Flower Mart
 
I don’t see your name
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>
Date: September 22, 2020 at 3:00:24 PM PDT
To: Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>
Subject: Fwd:  San Francisco Flower Mart

 

Kathrin Moore, FAICP Assoc. AIA
MooreUrban Design
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Vance Yoshida <vance@vanceyoshida.com>
Date: September 22, 2020 at 11:30:16 AM PDT
To: "Koppel, Joel (CPC)" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
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mailto:richard.sucre@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or
attachments from untrusted sources.

<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>
Cc: "jeanne@sfflowermart.com" <jeanne@sfflowermart.com>, "Grisso,
Mike" <MGrisso@kilroyrealty.com>, Brian Liles <brian@jacksonliles.com>,
Taylor Jordan <Taylor@lh-pa.com>
Subject: San Francisco Flower Mart

 

Dear Commission President Koppel, Vice President Moore and
Commissioners,
 
Thank you in advance for your attention to a matter that is schedule to
come before the Planning Commission this Thursday, the plan to build a
permanent home for the San Francisco Flower Market in Potrero Hill. The
plan requires Commission action on the Large Project Authorization and
Conditional Use Authorization. In addition, we understand from the email
thread below that there is a request for a continuance. The San Francisco
Flower Market supports the most recent version of the design and looks
forward to moving into the new facility as soon as possible. This new
facility will stabilize the Flower Market in what has been a very
tumultuous time. While the Flower Market has not attended every
meeting with the neighborhood (we keep early hours), we believe the
design as currently conceived represents the organization and its venders
well.
 
It was heartening to hear in the e-mail below that there is broad and deep
support for the Flower Market in Potrero Hill. This long-term home will
provide the Flower Market a wholesale marketplace which functions in a
contemporary and forward looking manner, while bringing a vibrant
marketplace to Potrero Hill.  Locating the SF Flower Market at this site has
the added benefit of restoring a historic resource (the former brick office
structure), continuing the legacy of PDR at this site, and bringing a much
need renovation to the existing degraded metal siding structure.
 
Through the project team’s meetings with the Potrero Boosters, the
Boosters Development Committee, and the Dogpatch Neighborhood
Association the design has evolved in a number of significant ways. We
feel the interaction has been productive and meaningful. The alterations
that have been provided as a result of this community engagement are
summarized below:



 
Development of a comprehensive public realm plan, which
examines local precedents, analyzes and capitalizes on the
opportunities of the site, and develops a comprehensive set of
public realm enhancements, including:

16th Street
Planting buffers adjacent to building w/ street trees
along the curb

17th Street
Planting buffer adjacent to building w/ street trees
along the curb
Contrasting paving integrated into architectural
language at openings and entries with opportunities
for historical markers in pavement
Provide plantings and specialty paving to highlight
entry at historic brick building, but no trees obscuring
the historic façade from Texas Street

Mississippi Street
New protected bike lanes will be provided on each
side of the street
Bike lanes will be 6.5’ wide with a 2’ buffer
between bike and traffic lanes
There will be three total traffic lanes

Mississippi Street at Market Building
Planting strips with integrated trees adjacent to the
bike lane

Mississippi Street at Garage and corner
Planting Strips with integrated trees adjacent to bike
lane
Pull back the building from the property line edge at

the Mississippi and 16th by rounding the corner to
provide a physical and visual easing of the corner and
a more generous space for pedestrian circulation

Provide a corner entry gate at Mississippi and 16th

Street to provide access from the corner during
special events

 
Refinements in garage design to:

Provide more color and vitality to the screen
Reconfigure corner to provide enhancements at the ground
level, pulling the wall back from the corner to afford a
curved edge and additional space for pedestrians waiting at
the cross walk
The curved form of ramp plays off of the language of the

neighboring building across 16th Street, providing



complementary design expressions across the street
Design participates in developing a family of entries with
screen inset from the garage structure and highlighted by
the use of accent paving
Garage design remains true to the scale of structure and the
PDR function of the facility while establishing and reinforcing
a clear design expression
Discussed the use of the Garage for special events such as a
farmer’s market, holiday market, craft fair, etc. and the
ability to access the event area from a corner entry gate that
would be opened during these events

 

Activation of the 17th Street design expression:
The design enhances the read of the historic brick building,

centering it within the 17th Street facade and accenting the
historic building as a primary design element
The project program has been altered to provide an entry
point through the historic building during the public hours
of the SF Flower Market
The design both activates and modulates the facade, while
bringing a human scale to the elevation though the use of
translucent glazing panels. These translucent elements 2’6”
in width and of varying heights provide rhythm to the
elevation, while transmitting from inside to out the internal
activity in the form of light and shadow. Further
emphasizing the human scale these elements are echoed in
bands of accent paving and landscaping which provides a
corresponding pattern in the horizontal plane as one walks

down 17th Street.

Recognizing that while the interior 17th Street portion of
the wholesale market is predominately the “back-of-house”
area for the wholesale market, and thus provides a number
of vital functions necessary for the success of the vendors,
it can play a role in reflecting the vibrance and spirit of the
market. Color, rhythm, variety, and identity are all keys to
the success of the businesses within and are all expressed
in the articulation of the facade.  This facade provides a
lively backdrop for neighborhoods activity, is a visual cue to
the vibrancy and beauty contained within, and resets the
identity of the building for the function of a new PDR use
for the future.
Integrates building graphics to play with the meanings and
associations within the “San Francisco Wholesale Flower
Market”. The graphics can be seen as “San Francisco”,



“Flower Market” or read from the corner of Mississippi and

17th Street as “San Francisco Wholesale Flower Market”
 

Alterations to the Main Entry:
Dialogue with the Committee has pushed the main public
entry forward significantly. It now incorporates:

A large framing element of concrete with a green wall
trellis element on each side of the entry. These green
walls “frame” both literally and figurative what is
within
An expanded entrance canopy which will shelter
pedestrians and provide overhead lighting at the
entry, while acting to integrate the pedestrian and
vehicular entries.
Develops greenery at the base of the entry both on
the building and curb sides
Steps to the garage screen to the back of the concrete
frame providing  ample space for entry functions

 
In addition to the revisions and refinements outlined
above. A few additional comments might be helpful.

The metal building as it exists today is expressed as
a single building (which wraps around the brick
structure) clad with a uniform expression of basic
metal siding with no delineation between sections. 
 The siding has been patched and added to over
the years, and as would be expected of a building
of this age, and can be generally described as
corrugated metal siding with a 1” deep section.
This siding has been painted a variety of colors and
is in varying states of disrepair. Some of the metal
siding is salvageable and some is not. From the
interior, there are visibly different construction
techniques due to years of alteration and addition,
however all portions of the building (with the
exception of the brick building) are open to one
another as a single interior space and the building
has no mezzanines or second story spaces.
While direct southern light is ideal for growing
flowers, cut flowers and wholesale flower vendors
require spaces that do not allow for direct southern
sunlight.  Direct sunlight causes significant product
degradation and loss, which translates directly to
loss of product, loss of revenue, and an
unnecessary increase in compost volume. The



existing horizontal windows on the south facade
are not compatible with the functional use as a
wholesale flower market and have been
significantly altered from the original building
design.
The loading docks and coiling doors that exist on

the 17th Street facade are not compatible with the
proposed reuse of the building as a wholesale
flower market. The doors and curb cuts for these
doors should be removed and replaced with a curb,
 sidewalk and landscaping, increasing safety and
providing an enhanced public realm for pedestrians
and bicyclists alike.
We appreciate that the Committee’s sense of
appropriate neighborhood precedents aligns with
those shown in our most recent presentation (2 of
the 3 precedents below were also included in our
analysis, however for different reasons). While
precedent example each treats the surface of the
building in an interesting way and takes advantage
of color and graphics, none of these examples are
for wholesale marketplace (examples shown
include an office, an art gallery, and a small coffee
purveyor). None of the precedent examples are of
buildings constructed with metal siding (examples
are all masonry buildings).  Our use of these
precedents recognizes the use of color, pattern and
graphics to create interest and identity for a
building.   The design concept is engaged in a
recognition of the vitality and spirit expressing the
re-use of the building as a Flower Market, an
appropriate response to the existing architectural

conditions, recognizing the importance of the 17th

Street façade with the historic brick building
highlighted at the center, and a forward looking
design which re-purposes this site for a new PDR
use.

 
We appreciate the ongoing depth and breadth of opinions shared by the
Committee and enjoyed the opportunity to engage in this conversation.
We believe the design has improved in no small part due to this
community input. While there may be some things that the Flower
Market cannot offer the community, we believe and strive for it to be one
of the most unique spaces open to the public in San Francisco and a
highlight for the Potrero Hill neighborhood to enjoy and be proud of.



 
 
Vance Yoshida
President
Board of Directors
SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART
640 Brannan Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
415.392.7944
415.412.3893 cell
 



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Flower Market Project at 901 16th St.
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 10:31:39 AM
Attachments: Letter of Support Kilroy.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: Desi Danganan <desi@kultivatelabs.org>
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 at 10:29 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland
(CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>
Subject: Letter of Support for Flower Market Project at 901 16th St.
 

 

Attached
 
Desi Danganan
Executive Director

415-215-4689
desi@kultivatelabs.org

Book an appointment:
https://desi.as.me/
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Kultivate Labs 
1010 Mission St. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T 415-215-4689 
kultivatelabs.com 
desi@kultivatelabs.com 


9/21/20


 


LETTER OF SUPPORT:  
KILROY REAL ESTATE /  
FLOWER MARKET PROJECT 


Planning Commission  
1650 Mission St UNIT 400,  
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Dear Commissioners, 


My name is Desi Danganan. I am a SoMa resident, business owner, and Executive Director of 
Kultivate Labs a non-profit economic development and arts organization known for the 
UNDSCVRD SF Night Markets. I am writing this letter in support of Kilroy’s Flower Market 
Project at 901 16th St project. 


Over the past 4 years, Kilroy has tirelessly supported our economic development plans for 
SOMA Pilipinas. Every year their level of support and the depth of our partnership has grown. 
With Kilroy’s help we’ve been able to add another mini music stage to our popular night 
market. Last year, their support allowed us to hire an artists to paint a beautiful mural around 
flowers and resilience on Stevenson Alley, an area neglected in our cultural district for 
decades. The program areas we’ve been able to add to UNDSCVRD thru the help of Kilroy 
have proven to be one of the more popular aspects of our event. 


Kilroy is a dependable community advocate and they go out of their way to listen, learn, and 
provide help when they can. 


Sincerely, 


Desi Danganan 
Executive Director 
Kultivate Labs 



http://kultivatelabs.com

mailto:desi@kultivatelabs.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY SECURES $45 MILLION IN STATE PROJECT HOMEKEY FUNDING TO

ACQUIRE HOTEL FOR HOMELESS HOUSING
Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 1:44:32 PM
Attachments: 09.21.20 Project Homekey_Permanent Supportive Housing.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 at 1:36 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** CITY SECURES $45 MILLION IN STATE PROJECT
HOMEKEY FUNDING TO ACQUIRE HOTEL FOR HOMELESS HOUSING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, September 21, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
CITY SECURES $45 MILLION IN STATE PROJECT

HOMEKEY FUNDING TO ACQUIRE HOTEL FOR HOMELESS
HOUSING

Funding from the State will allow the City to purchase the Granada Hotel for Permanent
Supportive Housing, part of the next phase of Mayor Breed’s Homelessness Recovery Plan

 
San Francisco, CA — Today San Francisco was awarded nearly $45 million in capital and
operating costs from the State’s Project Homekey for the purchase of the Granada Hotel as
Permanent Supportive Housing. The San Francisco Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing and Episcopal Community Services, with support from Supervisor Aaron
Peskin, applied for $44.8 million in funding to purchase and refurbish the 232-room Lower
Nob Hill hotel. The purchase of the hotel is part of Mayor Breed’s Homelessness Recovery
Plan, which includes the largest one-time expansion of Permanent Supportive Housing in 20
years.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, September 21, 2020 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


CITY SECURES $45 MILLION IN STATE PROJECT 


HOMEKEY FUNDING TO ACQUIRE HOTEL FOR HOMELESS 


HOUSING 
Funding from the State will allow the City to purchase the Granada Hotel for Permanent 


Supportive Housing, part of the next phase of Mayor Breed’s Homelessness Recovery Plan 


 


San Francisco, CA — Today San Francisco was awarded nearly $45 million in capital and 


operating costs from the State’s Project Homekey for the purchase of the Granada Hotel as 


Permanent Supportive Housing. The San Francisco Department of Homelessness and Supportive 


Housing and Episcopal Community Services, with support from Supervisor Aaron Peskin, 


applied for $44.8 million in funding to purchase and refurbish the 232-room Lower Nob Hill 


hotel. The purchase of the hotel is part of Mayor Breed’s Homelessness Recovery Plan, which 


includes the largest one-time expansion of Permanent Supportive Housing in 20 years. 


 


“We know that housing is the solution to homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout this 


public health crisis, we have provided emergency housing for thousands of unsheltered people 


but we have also developed a long-term Homelessness Recovery Plan to provide shelter and 


housing for thousands of people for years to come. Homekey funding will help our transition 


from response to recovery.” 


 


Governor Newsom made the announcement today at his midday press conference for $236 


million in Homekey funding for 20 projects statewide. Homekey, backed by $1.3 billion in 


newly available and eligible funding through the State budget, will allow for the largest 


expansion of housing for people experiencing homelessness in recent history, while addressing 


the continuing health and social service needs of this vulnerable population from the COVID-19 


pandemic. 


 


Under the Homekey program, funding will be applied to the purchase and rehabilitation of The 


Granada Hotel, a 232-unit Single Room Occupancy building at 1000 Sutter Street with vacant 


units and existing tenants, including low-income senior residents, who are at-risk of potential 


displacement due to unrestricted rents. The Granada Project will both protect existing tenants at 


risk of homelessness and create new units of Permanent Supportive Housing for people 


experiencing chronic homelessness. Supervisor Aaron Peskin pushed for the Granada to be 


submitted as a Project Homekey applicant. 


 


“My office has been working hard to create permanently affordable housing throughout District 


3, and Lower Polk is one neighborhood we’ve spent a lot of time organizing in,” said Supervisor 


Aaron Peskin. “I proposed the Granada Hotel as a potential City acquisition site so we could 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


preserve 232 units and keep existing tenants in their homes, and I hope the hard work of the past 


year to flesh out the details will pay off with this fortuitous Homekey Grant opportunity.”  


 


In July, Mayor Breed announced her Homelessness Recovery Plan, with planned investments in 


the upcoming two-year budget and continued delivery of funded projects and programs, will 


expand the City’s capacity in the Homelessness Response System. The Homelessness Recovery 


Plan will make 6,000 placements available for people experiencing homelessness through 


Coordinated Entry, including 4,500 placements in Permanent Supportive Housing. This includes 


acquiring or leasing 1,500 new units of Permanent Supportive Housing over the next two years, 


the largest one-time expansion in the City in 20 years. 


 


“The Mayor and Governor believe that housing is not only the solution to homelessness, but is 


basic fundamental healthcare,” said Abigail Stewart-Kahn, Interim Director of the Department of 


Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “It is critical that we provide more housing, shelter, 


prevention and diversion for those experiencing homeless to realize our goal of not exiting 


anyone who came inside during this crisis to the street while preventing thousands more from 


becoming homeless during this pandemic.” 


 


“Increasing our Permanent Supportive Housing portfolio is critical to our efforts to prevent and 


end homelessness,” said Episcopal Community Services (ECS) Executive Director Beth Stokes. 


“ECS is proud to partner with the City of San Francisco and State to purchase the Granada Hotel, 


which will allow us to provide stable housing opportunities for 232 San Franciscans.” 


 


As of July 2020, San Francisco has approximately 8,000 units of Permanent Supportive Housing 


that provide permanent homes and services to approximately 10,000 San Franciscans. 
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“We know that housing is the solution to homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout this
public health crisis, we have provided emergency housing for thousands of unsheltered people
but we have also developed a long-term Homelessness Recovery Plan to provide shelter and
housing for thousands of people for years to come. Homekey funding will help our transition
from response to recovery.”
 
Governor Newsom made the announcement today at his midday press conference for $236
million in Homekey funding for 20 projects statewide. Homekey, backed by $1.3 billion in
newly available and eligible funding through the State budget, will allow for the largest
expansion of housing for people experiencing homelessness in recent history, while addressing
the continuing health and social service needs of this vulnerable population from the COVID-
19 pandemic.
 
Under the Homekey program, funding will be applied to the purchase and rehabilitation of
The Granada Hotel, a 232-unit Single Room Occupancy building at 1000 Sutter Street with
vacant units and existing tenants, including low-income senior residents, who are at-risk of
potential displacement due to unrestricted rents. The Granada Project will both protect existing
tenants at risk of homelessness and create new units of Permanent Supportive Housing for
people experiencing chronic homelessness. Supervisor Aaron Peskin pushed for the Granada
to be submitted as a Project Homekey applicant.
 
“My office has been working hard to create permanently affordable housing throughout
District 3, and Lower Polk is one neighborhood we’ve spent a lot of time organizing in,” said
Supervisor Aaron Peskin. “I proposed the Granada Hotel as a potential City acquisition site so
we could preserve 232 units and keep existing tenants in their homes, and I hope the hard
work of the past year to flesh out the details will pay off with this fortuitous Homekey Grant
opportunity.” 
 
In July, Mayor Breed announced her Homelessness Recovery Plan, with planned investments
in the upcoming two-year budget and continued delivery of funded projects and programs, will
expand the City’s capacity in the Homelessness Response System. The Homelessness
Recovery Plan will make 6,000 placements available for people experiencing homelessness
through Coordinated Entry, including 4,500 placements in Permanent Supportive Housing.
This includes acquiring or leasing 1,500 new units of Permanent Supportive Housing over the
next two years, the largest one-time expansion in the City in 20 years.
 
“The Mayor and Governor believe that housing is not only the solution to homelessness, but is
basic fundamental healthcare,” said Abigail Stewart-Kahn, Interim Director of the Department
of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “It is critical that we provide more housing, shelter,
prevention and diversion for those experiencing homeless to realize our goal of not exiting
anyone who came inside during this crisis to the street while preventing thousands more from
becoming homeless during this pandemic.”
 
“Increasing our Permanent Supportive Housing portfolio is critical to our efforts to prevent
and end homelessness,” said Episcopal Community Services (ECS) Executive Director Beth
Stokes. “ECS is proud to partner with the City of San Francisco and State to purchase the
Granada Hotel, which will allow us to provide stable housing opportunities for 232 San
Franciscans.”
 
As of July 2020, San Francisco has approximately 8,000 units of Permanent Supportive



Housing that provide permanent homes and services to approximately 10,000 San Franciscans.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 350 San Jose Rent Board Documents
Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 11:24:28 AM
Attachments: Rent Board docs.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 at 10:23 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
<CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: 350 San Jose Rent Board Documents
 
Jonas,
Please forward these documents to the Planning Commissioners. These are additional documents
obtained from the Rent Board regarding tenants at 350 San Jose.
Thanks
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (628) 652-7335
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19#permit-anchor-7
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
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San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board


INSTRUCTIONS L.!.


(1) The landlord must provide all of the requested information and file (:/17 3 PH .3: I 9this Declaration at the Rent Board pflor to commencing Buyout r’ r -Negotiations with the tenant. ‘H
(2) Dny one rental unit may be included on each Declaration form, but A;


more than one tenant in the unit can be listed on the same form.
Rent Board Date Stamp


Declaration &g ordRçgdjpg crvicc of
Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Fcrm


(1) The address of the rental unit that may be the subject of Buyout Negotiations:


—. ‘-di L,L_r7j% I - San Francisco - CA - 94fij
Tenant’s Address: Street Number Street Name Unit Number city State Zip code


(2) The landlord’s name, business address, business email address and business telephone number:


fljttha ia± ±d ?inJ(cc ]jz&r*Landlord’s Name


hobo El- 4usi4iIo Vi*J/ea 44 12-7A1Busine5s Address: Street Number Street Name Unit Number city State Zip Code


2-J tn4u/,envC- -


__


Business Phone Number Busines Email Address 0


(3) The name of each tenant with whom the landlord intends to enter into Buyout Negotiations at the
above address:


__ ___


-__
-


Tenant) nitial


First Name (Tenant) Middle Initial Last Name


First Name (Tenant) Middle Initial Last Name


DECLARATION OF LANDLORD
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the landlord
provided each tenant listed above with the Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Form required
by Ordinance Section 37.9E(d) prior to commencing Buyout Negotiations.


-
--


_____


Print Landlords Name Here Landlord s Signature Date


1001 LL Dect re Buyout Disclosure 3/2115 ®Pdnted on 100% post-consumer recycled paper


25 Van Ness Avenue #320 Phone 415.252.4602
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033 www.sfrb.org FAX 415.252.4699







B171216


Buyouts


Property Address


Buyout ID


6/24/2020B171216


Related Files Documents ActionsPlayers


Faubel 7148654086 LandlordMarialice (714) 865-4086 Yes No3350Marialice Faubel 1 1
7148654086 LandlordFaubel


Family
(714) 865-4086 Yes No3350Faubel Family Trust 1 1


Kozubal 415-864-6962 Landlord's Agent/Atty/RepJoanna (415) 864-6962 Yes No3350Joanna Kozubal 1 1
Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role ActiveStrt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


350 San Jose 3Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


# of Tenants in Buyout Agreement


Tenant Senior / Disabled / Catastrophicaly Ill


Buyout Agreement: Tenant Information


5/8/17 1
Date Filed


Declaration re Service
of Disclosure Form


Note


Buyout  Agreement -
Entire Tenancy


1
Date Filed


Total Amount of Buyout Agreement


Filed


Filed


Buyout  Agreement -
Parking / Storage Only


1
Date Filed


Buyout Amount for Parking/Storage


Filed







350-352 San Jose Avenue


Date ByAction


Action Log


Buyout #  B171215


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco


 


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed 5/ 8/17 Candy Cheung


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed. A prior Declaration filed for this
unit on 5/8/17 in B171215 names a different landlord. Per Cathy, review of online
recordation information shows property changed hands.  Based on the foregoing
ownership change, a new Rent Board case was opened (B180575).


 2/21/18 Candy Cheung


Mailed copy of the files(B171215, B171216, B180575 and B180576) for Chandni
Mistry


 5/ 7/20 Kyle Dang


Mailed copy of the file to Joan Wasielewski, 3733 23rd St., San Francisco, CA
94114


 5/13/20 Kyle Dang


6/24/20Page 1







B171215


Buyouts


Property Address


Buyout ID


6/24/2020B171215


Related Files Documents ActionsPlayers


Faubel 7148654086 LandlordMarialice (714) 865-4086 Yes No1350Marialice Faubel 1 1
7148654086 LandlordFaubel


Family
(714) 865-4086 Yes No1350Faubel Family Trust 1 1


Kozubal 415-864-6962 Landlord's Agent/Atty/RepJoanna (415) 864-6962 Yes No1350Joanna Kozubal 1 1
Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role ActiveStrt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


350 San Jose 1Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


# of Tenants in Buyout Agreement


Tenant Senior / Disabled / Catastrophicaly Ill


Buyout Agreement: Tenant Information


5/8/17 1
Date Filed


Declaration re Service
of Disclosure Form


Note


Buyout  Agreement -
Entire Tenancy


1
Date Filed


Total Amount of Buyout Agreement


Filed


Filed


Buyout  Agreement -
Parking / Storage Only


1
Date Filed


Buyout Amount for Parking/Storage


Filed







350-352 San Jose Avenue


Date ByAction


Action Log


Buyout #  B180575


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco


 


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed. A prior Declaration filed for this
unit on 5/8/17 in B171215 names a different landlord. Per Cathy, review of online
recordation information shows property changed hands.  Based on the foregoing
ownership change, a new Rent Board case was opened (B180575).


 2/21/18 Candy Cheung


Mailed copy of the files(B171215, B171216, B180575 and B180576) for Chandni
Mistry


 5/ 7/20 Kyle Dang


Mailed copy of the file to Joan Wasielewski, 3733 23rd St., San Francisco, CA
94114


 5/13/20 Kyle Dang


6/24/20Page 1







350-352 San Jose Avenue


Date ByAction


Action Log


Buyout #  B171216


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco


 


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed 5/ 8/17 Candy Cheung


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed. A prior Declaration filed for this
unit on 5/8/17 in B171216 names a different landlord. Per Cathy, review of online
recordation information shows property changed hands.  Based on the foregoing
ownership change, a new Rent Board case was opened (B180576).


 2/21/18 Candy Cheung


Mailed copy of the files(B171215, B171216, B180575 and B180576) for Chandni
Mistry


 5/ 7/20 Kyle Dang


Mailed copy of the file to Joan Wasielewski, 3733 23rd St., San Francisco, CA
94114


 5/13/20 Kyle Dang


6/24/20Page 1







350-352 San Jose Avenue


Date ByAction


Action Log


Buyout #  B180576


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco


 


Declaration re Service of Disclosure Form filed. A prior Declaration filed for this
unit on 5/8/17 in B171216 names a different landlord. Per Cathy, review of online
recordation information shows property changed hands.  Based on the foregoing
ownership change, a new Rent Board case was opened (B180576).


 2/21/18 Candy Cheung


Mailed copy of the files(B171215, B171216, B180575 and B180576) for Chandni
Mistry


 5/ 7/20 Kyle Dang


Mailed copy of the file to Joan Wasielewski, 3733 23rd St., San Francisco, CA
94114


 5/13/20 Kyle Dang


6/24/20Page 1







INSTRUCTIONS
(1) The landlord must provide all of the requested information and file


this Declaration at the Rent Board prior to commencing Buyout
Negotiations with the tenant.


(2) Only one rental unit may be included on each Declaration form, but
more than one tenant in the unit can be listed on the same form.


Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Form


(1) The address of the rental unit that may be the subject of &iyout Negotiations:


350 San Jose Avenue, Unit I
Tenant’s Address: Street Number Street Name Unit Number


San Francisco CA 94110
City Slate Zip Code


(2) The landlord’s name, business address, business email address and business telephone number:


350 San Jose Ave LLC


Business Address: Street Number Street Name unit Number City state Zip Code


415-956-8100 az@zfplaw.com
Business Phone Number Business Email Address


DECLARATION OF LANDLORD


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the landlord
provided each tenant listed above with the Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Form required
by Ordinance SectIon 37.9E(d) prior to co mencing Buyout Negotiations.


Andrew M. Zacks, on behalf of Landlord
Print Landlord’s Name Here


1001 LL Dod Fe Buyout Disclosure 312115


25 Van Ness Avenue #320
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033


®Pdnted on 100% posi’consumer recycled paper


Phone 415.252.4602
FAX 415.252.4699


. .
San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board


__ni nul71;
L i1l’


Rent Board Date Stamp


Declaration of Landlord Regarding Service of


P.
Landlord’s Name


do Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC, 235 Montgomery Street, SuIte 400, San Francisco, CA 94104


(3) The name of each tenant with whom the landlord intends to enter into Buyout Negotiations at the
above address:


(Tenant) e


First Name (Tenant) Middle Name Last Name


First Name (Tenant) Middle Name Last Name


Landlord’s Signature Date


www.sfrb.org







San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board


INSTRUCTIONS


(1) The landlord must provide all of the requested information and file
this Declaration at the Rent Board pijir to commencing Buyout r p- .—Negotiations with the tenant. ‘-1 V


(2) Only one rental unit may be included on each Declaration form, but 617 hr —amore than one tenant in the unit can be listed on the same form. Pr;Rent Board Date Stamp


k


Declarafion of Landlord Regdiqg Service of
Fr-yp.fNfgotiations Disclosure Form


(1) The address of the rental unit that may be the subject of Buyout Negotiations:


- -


___ ___


-


- San Francisco - CA 941ITenant’s Address: Street Number Street Name Unit Number City State Zip Code


(2) The landlord’s name, business address, business email address and business telephone number:


&LLâLthJ fi2th4Lfi3iuIq AY?L5fr —-Landlord’s Name


jIp& iI LflaD
- 4L7Business Address: Street Number Street Name Unit Number City State Zip code


__


__


Business Phone Number Business Email Address


(3) The name of each tenant with whom the landlord intends to enter into Buyout Negotiations at the
above address:


Name ant) Middle Initial


First Name (Tenant) Middle Initial Last Name


First Name (Tenant) — Middle Initial Last Name


DECLARATION OF LANDLORD
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the landlord
provided each tenant listed above with the Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Form required
by Ordinance Section 37.9E(d) prior to commencing Buyout Negotiations.


lliMiALkflEiUSatA
- - %flp/w’ “r-%ji.i#/ -


Print Landlord’s Name Here Landlord’s Signature Date


1001 LL Dad re Buyout Disclosure 3/2115 ®Printedon 100% posl-consumer recycled paper
25 Van Ness Avenue #320 Phone 415.252.4602
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033 www.sfrb.org FAX 415.252.4699







.
San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board


rrt i En I-LI
INSTRUCTIONS


4 L


(1) The landlord must provide all of the requested information and file ,. I
this Declaration at the Rent Board prior to commencIng Buyout A -. I; I A 7 ON 0 . 0


Negotiations with the tenant.


(2) Only one rental unit may be included on each Declaration form, but
more than one tenant in the unit can be listed on the same form. Rent Board Date Stamp


Declaration of Landlord Regarding Service of
Pre-Buyout Negotiations Disclosure Form


(1) The address of the rental unit that may be the subject of Buyout Negotiations:


350 San Jose Avenue, Unit 3 San Francisco CA 94110
Tenants Address: Street Number Street Name unit Number city State ZIP Code


(2) The landlord’s name, business address, business email address and business telephone number


3SOSanJoseAveLLC
Landlord’s Name


do Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC, 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94104
Business Address: Street Number Street Name unit Number CIty —— state Zip code


415-956-8100 az@zfplaw.com
Business Phone Number Business Email Address


(3) The name of each tenant with whom the landlord intends to enter into Buyout Negotiations at the
above address;


First Name (Tenant) Middle Name Lest Name


First Name (Tenant) Middle Name Lest Name


First Name (Tenant) Middle Name Last Name


DECLARATION OF LANDLORD


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of CalIfornia that the landlord
provided each tenant listed above with the Pre-Buyout NegotIations Disclosure Form required
by Ordinance Section 37.9E(d) prior to confne,Jng-giyut Negotiations.


Andrew M. Zacks, on behalf of Landlord 9L_/c3—’i / I S
Print Landlord’s Name Here Landlords signature Date


1001 LL Dad re Buyout DIsclosure 3/2/15 ®Pdnted on 100% post-con sumer recycled paper


25 Van Ness Avenue #320 Phone 415.252.4602
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033 www.sfrb.org FAX 415.252.4699







B180575


Buyouts


Property Address


Buyout ID


6/24/2020B180575


Related Files Documents ActionsPlayers


Landlord350 San
Jose Ave


Yes No1350350 San Jose Ave LLC 1 1
9568100 Landlord's Agent/Atty/RepZacks,


Freedman
(415) 956-8100 Yes No1350Zacks, Freedman &


Patterson, P.C.
1 1


Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role ActiveStrt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


350 San Jose 1Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


# of Tenants in Buyout Agreement


Tenant Senior / Disabled / Catastrophicaly Ill


Buyout Agreement: Tenant Information


2/21/18 1
Date Filed


Declaration re Service
of Disclosure Form


Note


Buyout  Agreement -
Entire Tenancy


1
Date Filed


Total Amount of Buyout Agreement


Filed


Filed


Buyout  Agreement -
Parking / Storage Only


1
Date Filed


Buyout Amount for Parking/Storage


Filed







B180576


Buyouts


Property Address


Buyout ID


6/24/2020B180576


Related Files Documents ActionsPlayers


Landlord350 San
Jose Ave


Yes No3350350 San Jose Ave LLC 1 1
9568100 Landlord's Agent/Atty/RepZacks,


Freedman
(415) 956-8100 Yes No3350Zacks, Freedman &


Patterson, P.C.
1 1


Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role ActiveStrt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


350 San Jose 3Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


# of Tenants in Buyout Agreement


Tenant Senior / Disabled / Catastrophicaly Ill


Buyout Agreement: Tenant Information


2/21/18 1
Date Filed


Declaration re Service
of Disclosure Form


Note


Buyout  Agreement -
Entire Tenancy


1
Date Filed


Total Amount of Buyout Agreement


Filed


Filed


Buyout  Agreement -
Parking / Storage Only


1
Date Filed


Buyout Amount for Parking/Storage


Filed







S000751 11/06/97


1


OMI Constraints UntilYe
s


 Eviction Notice


Property Address


Rent Paid


Date:


Eviction_ID File Date


OMI 37.9(i) or (j) Estoppel Filed


1Additional 37.9C Relocation Claimed


6/24/2020S000751


Related Files Documents ActionsPlayers


D’Alessandro TenantDiva Yes No352Diva D’Alessandro 1 1
E.Rubke Landlord's Agent/Atty/RepMark Yes No352Mark E. Rubke 1 1


Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role ActiveStrt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


352 San Jose Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


Non-payment of Rent


Denial of Access to Unit
Substantial Rehabilitation


1


1


1
1


1


Habitual Late Payment of Rent
Unapproved Subtenant


Ellis Act Withdrawal


1
1


1
Breach of Lease Agreement


Owner Move In


Roommate Living in Same UnitNuisance1
1


11
1


1


Condo Conversion


OtherIllegal Use of Unit
Demolition


Lead Remediation


1
1


Failure to Sign Lease Renewal
Capital Improvement


1Development Agreement


1


1Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends


Cause For Eviction


1Severance of Housing Service







Law construed:
1 Ordinance Sections: 37.2(r); 37.8(0(1)


Index Code: A71, A72.1
2


3 RESIDENTIAL RENT STABILIZATION AND ARBITRATION BOARD
4 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO


IN RE: 350 SAN JOSE AVENUE, #2 CASE NO. L151690
6 FAUBEL FAMILY TRUST, HEARING: NOVEMBER 3, 2015


LANDLORD PETITIONER,
8


and DECISION
9


MARTA AYALA and IRMA YESENIA MARTINEZ
10 RODRIGUEZ,


11 TENANT RESPONDENTS.


12
INTRODUCTION


13
This case involves a landlord petition filed on July 29, 2015, seeking a determination of14


whether the landlord is entitled to an unlimited rent increase pursuant to Ordinance Section15
37.3(d)/Civil Code §1954.53(d) (Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act) and/or Rules and16
Regulations Section 1.21.


17
A hearing was held in the case on November 3, 2015. The following people appeared at18


the hearing: David Foran, attorney representative for the landlord; property manager Walter19
Rennet of Laurel Realty, witness for the landlord; Irma Yesenia Martinez Rodriguez, tenant20
respondent; Lucas Solorzano, non-attorney representative for the tenant; and Oscar Arteta,21
interpreter. At the hearing, all parties had full opportunity to present relevant evidence and22
argument. Those who testified did so under oath.


23
FINDINGS OF FACT


24
1. The property is located at 350 San Jose Avenue in San Francisco and has three25


residential units. The landlord has owned the property since approximately 1956, and Laurel26
Realty manages the property.


27
2. Original occupants Marta Ayala and Juan Loega began renting the subject unit in28


® PhnIo3 on 30% post-consumer recycled paper







1 January 1987, There is no evidence of any written rental agreement. Sometime thereafter Juan
2 Loega vacated the premises.


3 3. On May 8, 2010, Marta Ayala completed a tenant questionnaire at the landlords
4 request. (Landlord Exhibit B) The questionnaire states that Marta Ayala moved into the unit in
s January 1987 and Margarita Ramsey resided in the unit since 1990. It further states that Juan
6 Loega no longer resides in the unit.


7 4. Tenant respondent Irma Yesenia Martinez Rodriguez testified that she moved into
8 the subject unit with Evelyn Merino in February 2011. Ms. Rodriguez testified that Marta Ayala


9 has not resided in the unit since February 2011, but Ms. Ayala collected the rent each month from
10 Ms. Rodriguez to pay to the landlord. Ms. Rodriguez further testified that she personally collected


H rent from Evelyn Merino each month to give to Ms. Ayala.


12 5. The property manager further testified that Maria Ayala paid the monthly rent each
13 month with a personal check imprinted with the address of the subject unit.


14 6. The property manager testified that in approximately June 2015, the owner


is informed management that the landlord had not seen Marta Ayala at the property in quite some


16 time, and the owner also saw some mail at the property addressed to Irma Yesenia Martinez


17 Rodriguez.


18 7. In July 2015, the property manager retained private investigator Sam Brown to


19 determine whether Marta Ayala still resided in the subject unit. The landlord submitted a copy of
20 the investigator’s report, which details the investigator’s surveillance of 2209 — 34th Avenue in San
21 Francisco, which is the address determined to be Ms. Ayala’s residential address. (Landlord


22 Exhibit F)


23 8. On July 29, 2015, the landlord filed the instant petition and served tenant


24 respondents Marta Ayala and Irma Yesenia Martinez Rodriguez and all ‘subtenant(s) and/or


25 occupants or guests” a rent increase notice stating that the monthly rent would be increased from


26 $858.00 to $4,500.00 effective October 1, 2015. (Landlord Exhibit E, Attachment to Petition, page


27 2) The notice states that the rent increase is being imposed pursuant to Civil Code


28 -2-
pjk/L1 51 690/DeciSionhi 1/15







I §1954.53(d)(2) and/or Rules and Regulations Section 1.21 because “the landlord is informed and
2 believes that MARTA AVALA the original tenant, no longer resides in the unit” and “the current
3 occupant(s), (if any), are sublessees or assignees who did not reside at the dwelling or unit prior
4 toJanuaryl,1996.”


5 9. On September 3, 2015, Marta Ayala informed the management company that she
6 intended to vacate the unit on September 30, 2015. (Landlord Exhibit A) On or around October 2,


7 2015, Marta Ayala returned to management a copy of a key for the subject unit, with her


8 forwarding address at 2209— 341h Avenue in San Francisco. (Landlord Exhibit C)


9 10. On October 5, 2015, Irma Rodriguez sent management a rent check in the amount
10 of $900.00, which check management has not deposited.


11. By letter dated October 14, 2015, Ms. Rodriguez and Evelyn Merino sent a letter to
12 the property manager stating that they lived in the unit since February 2011, and they intended to


13 continue to reside there. (Landlord Exhibit H) The property manager testified that management
14 was unaware of Ms. Meñno’s occupancy before receiving the October 14, 2015 letter.


is 12. Tenant respondent Rodriguez does not dispute that she and Evelyn Merino are


16 subtenants who moved into the unit after January 1, 1996, and that no original occupant


17 continues to reside in the subject unit. Ms. Rodriguez claimed that she believes she is protected


18 by rent control because the owner saw her at the property numerous times, and the landlord


19 therefore knew she resided in the unit.


20 CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


21 1. At all times relevant to this petition, the subject rental unit is within the jurisdiction
22 of the Rent Board. [Ordinance Section 37.2(r))


23 Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act


24 2. California Civil Code Section 1954.53(d)(2) of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing


25 Act provides in relevant part:


26 If the original occupant or occupants who took possession of the dwellingor unit pursuant to the rental agreement with the owner no longer27 permanently reside there, an owner may increase the rent by any amount
allowed by this section to a lawful sublessee or assignee who did not28
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reside at the dwelling or unit prior to January 1, 1996. [California Civil1 Code §1954.53(d)(2)1


2 3. Based on the undisputed evidence, the undersigned Administrative Law Judge
3 finds that at the time the notice of rent increase was served on July 28, 2015, original occupant
4 Marta Ayala no longer permanently resided in the subject unit, and the remaining subtenants Irma
5 Yesenia Martinez Rodriguez and Evelyn Merino did not reside in the unit prior to January 1, 1996.
6 Therefore, the October 1, 2015 rent increase to $4,500.00 is authorized by Civil Code Section


7 1954.53(d)(2) and is lawful.


8 ORDER


9 1. Petition L151690 is granted. It is determined that the October 1,2015 rent


10 increase to $4,500.00 is authorized by Civil Code Section 1954.53(d)(2) of the Costa-Hawkins


11 Rental Housing Act since, at the time the notice of rent increase was served on July 28, 2015,


12 original occupant Marta Ayala no longer permanently resided in the subject unit, and subtenants
13 Irma Yesenia Martinez Rodriguez and Evelyn Merino did not reside in the unit prior to January 1,
14 1996. The tenants’ lawful base rent beginning October 1,2015 is $4,500.00, and the tenants’


15 anniversary date is October 1.


16 2. This decision is final unless specifically vacated by the Rent Board following


17 appeal to the Board. Appeals must be filed no later than 15 calendar days from the date of the


18 mailing of this decision, on a form available from the Rent Board. [Ordinance Section 37.8(0(1),
19 emphasis added] If the fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or legal holiday, the appeal may
20 be filed with the Board on the next business day.


22 Dated: November 18, 2015


23 Administrative Law Judge
24


25


26


27


28
pjkILi 51690/Decision/i 1/15


e PNW•d iii 30% PO*OPIWUmIr Irycild pail,







1


6/24/2020


Estimator Fee


Property Address


Counselor


L151690 7/29/15
Petition Date Filed Priority


Prop I


R&R 1.21


Greg Miller
Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


350 San Jose 2Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


1


Hearing Date: 11/3/2015


5:00 PM


Peter Kearns


Landlord Record Closed:


2:00 PM
End Time:


Tenant Record Closed:


Start Time:


A L J:


Decision Sent: 11/18/15


7/29/15
Date Assigned


ADR1


Related Files Documents Actions Index Codes Wang Data Cap Imp CalcPlayers


Ayala Tenant Respondent 2350MartaMarta Ayala Yes No1 1
Ayala Tenant Respondent 2350MartaMarta Ayala Yes No1 1


Y
e


Martinez
Rodriguez


Tenant Respondent 2350IrmaIrma Yesenia Martinez
Rodriguez


Yes No1 1
Solorzano 4879203 Tenant Non-Attorney Rep 2350LucasLucas Solorzano (415) 487-9203 Yes No1 1


Landlord Petitioner 2350Faubel
Family
Faubel Family Trust Yes No1 1


J. Foran 7750891 Landlord Attorney 2350DavidDavid J. Foran (415) 775-0891 Yes No1 1
Appenrodt 415-641-1500 Landlord Non-Attorney


Rep
2350JeffJeff Appenrodt (415) 641-1500 Yes No1 1


Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone ActiveRole Strt # Unit #
Other
Phone Email


CI Cost without InterestTenant Requests Re-Rental - Ellis


1CapImp 1Seismic


1Oper & Maint Exp


1Ext of Time


1Intent to Withdraw


1Other Ground


1Comparable Rents
R&R 1.211


Decision Mailed


Costa Hawkins1


1R&R 6.15C(3)


1UPT Petition


1UPT Worksheet


1
Pet Units Interpreter1


1SubRehab


1OMI Rescission


L151690Landlord Petition
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350-352 San Jose Avenue


Date ByAction


Action Log


Petition #  S004-20E


Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco


 


No response received from either party, case closed 9/10/99 Nicole Tate


Historical Data (entered 1/25/2010) - Eviction Documents Sent:
(2) Breach                                                      0612d, 0621d


 1/25/10 SFRB Staff


Historical Data (entered 1/25/2010) - Eviction Documents Status:
OMI.  Defective Notice. In Case R005-54E, the tenants were being evicted for
refusing to pay an illegal rent increase.  Since July, 1997, the landlord has refused
to accepted their rent and is again attempting to evict them for owner move-in.


 1/25/10 SFRB Staff


Historical Data (entered 1/25/2010) - Eviction Documents Irreg Note:
Notice is defective as it does not conform to the requirements of Section 37.9(a)
(8)


 1/25/10 SFRB Staff


Historical Data (entered 1/25/2010) - Eviction Documents Motiv. Note:
See my remarks under status.


 1/25/10 SFRB Staff


Historical Data (entered 1/25/2010) - Eviction Documents Summary Note:
See my remarks under status.


 1/25/10 SFRB Staff
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Just Causes


Case #
File Date Assigned to Status


S004-20E 11/4/97 Roger Levin11/14/97
Assigned on


Case Closed


Diva M. Tenant PetitionerDalessandroDiva M. Dalessandro Yes No1 1
David S. Tenant PetitionerTeneyDavid S. Teney Yes No1 1
Nadeen Landlord RespondentFaubelNadeen Faubel Yes No1 1
Mark E. (510) 834-1935 Landlord AttorneyRubke (510) 834-1935Mark E. Rubke Yes No1 1


Yes No1 1


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone Role
Players


6/24/2020


Attachment Sheet
The tenant alleges that possession is being sought in bad faith.  In addition, the notice is defective and therefore
invalid because it fails to comply with the requirements of, inter alia, § 37.9(a)(8) of the Rent Ordinance and § 12.14
of the Rent Board Rules and Regulations.  Please inform yourself about the requirements of the San Francisco
Ordinance and Rent Board Rules and Regulations.


Non-payment of Rent


Denial of Access to Unit
Substantial Rehabilitation


1
1


1


Habitual Late Payment of Rent


Unapproved Subtenant


Removal from Housing Use
1


1


1


Breach of Lease Agreement


Owner Move In


Master Tenant Living in Same Unit


Nuisance1
1


Condo Conversion


Other


Illegal Use of Unit


Demolition


Lead Remediation


1Failure to Sign Lease Renewal
Capital Improvement


Relative Move In


1Foreclosure
1Owner Living in Same Unit


1Section 8


Ellis Act Withdrawal


Development Agreement


1No Just Cause
1No Advice Clause


1Sale of property


1Retaliation
1Oral Notice


 Eviction Report Tracker


1


1


1
1


1


1


1


1


1


1


Active


1


1Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends


1
1
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Phone Email
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Move-in Date:


Property Address


1
1
1


1


Decrease in Service
Failure to Repair
Passthrough Challenge


Unlawful Rent Increase


Other Ground1


1Summary Petition


Counselor


S004-20E 11/4/97
Petition Date Filed Priority


Prop I


Eviction


Roger Levin
Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


352 San Jose Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


1
Sec 81


Hearing Date:


2:00 AM


Landlord Record Closed:


End Time:


Tenant Record Closed:


Start Time:


A L J:


Decision Sent:


1Res. Hotel Visitor Policy
1R&R 6.15C(3)


11/14/97
Date Assigned


ADR1


 Wrongful Eviction1


Case Closed


# of Kids
1Eviction Date Sept-June


6/24/2020


Related Files Documents Actions Index Codes Wang DataPlayers


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone ActiveRole Strt # Unit #


Dalessandro Tenant Petitioner 352Diva M.Diva M. Dalessandro Yes No1 1
Teney Tenant Petitioner 352David S.David S. Teney Yes No1 1
Faubel Landlord Respondent 352NadeenNadeen Faubel Yes No1 1
Rubke (510) 834-1935 Landlord Attorney 352Mark E.Mark E. Rubke (510) 834-1935 Yes No1 1


Yes No1 1


Other
Phone Email


Eviction Screens


1WRB 1UPT


Interpreter1


1CI


 Wrongful Severance1
1


1O&M
Tenant Hardship App


S004-20ETenant Petition
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Move-in Date:


Property Address


1
1
1


1


Decrease in Service
Failure to Repair
Passthrough Challenge


Unlawful Rent Increase


Other Ground1


1Summary Petition


Counselor


R005-54E 2/25/97
Petition Date Filed Priority


Prop I


Eviction


Zip


Number Street Name Suffix Unit#


Building
350-352 San Jose Avenue350-352 San Jose Avenue 94110


352 San Jose Avenue


1900


4


Yr Built


# of Units


Complex


1
Sec 81


Hearing Date:


Landlord Record Closed:


End Time:


Tenant Record Closed:


Start Time:


A L J:


Decision Sent:


1Res. Hotel Visitor Policy
1R&R 6.15C(3)


Date Assigned
ADR1


 Wrongful Eviction1


T


# of Kids
1Eviction Date Sept-June


6/24/2020


Related Files Documents Actions Index Codes Wang DataPlayers


Name (First, MI, Last) Primary Phone ActiveRole Strt # Unit #


D'alessandro Tenant Petitioner 352DivaDiva D'alessandro Yes No1 1
Faubel Landlord Respondent 352NadeenNadeen Faubel Yes No1 1


Yes No1 1


Other
Phone Email


Eviction Screens


1WRB 1UPT


Interpreter1


1CI


 Wrongful Severance1
1


1O&M
Tenant Hardship App


R005-54ETenant Petition
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2020 9:30 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; 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>; Rich Hillis <rich@fortmason.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: 350-352 San Jose Avenue #2017-015039DRP
 

 

﻿
﻿Dear Mr. Winslow and Commissioners,
Attached are my comments from six months ago for the previous hearing that was continued.
This is a very unique property on a special site, adjacent to and visible from historic Juri Commons.   
My original comment below from last March about the design on the rear is still valid and certainly the DR Requestor’s all have sound arguments.  
Please add this whole email letter to the packet as I did not see my March comments included.  
Please note the earlier comments in my March email below which I have now put in bold concerning the rear facade and the decks overlooking historic Juri Commons and the Common Open Space which has actually increased by 120 square feet according to Sheet A-0.1 and the private open space which also appears to have increased by a similar amount on the latest plans dated September 2020. (and when I wrote back in a March I thought the zoning was RM-1, but I was mistaken as it is RM-2 which requires even less private as well as less common open space per unit).
Additionally here are a couple of new points about tenants and the Demo Calcs.  
They are as follows:
Tenants
The stories heard in testimony from the public about the displaced tenants are very distressing, particularly about the woman who died.  When I took photos of the site last March, I met a young man who was coming out of the front door.  I asked him if he lived there and what was he going to do once the work began?  He shrugged his shoulders and said he did not know.  I asked him if the unit he lived in was nice and he confirmed that it was.
Demo Calcs
Based on the Calcs printed on the plans submitted by the Project Sponsor and reviewed by the Staff, even if the Calcs had been adjusted twice since 2009 as allowed by Section 317 (b) (2) (D) they would still not exceed the threshold allowed by any adjustment.  
However my question is has the lifting of the project to move it towards San Jose Avenue been fully analyzed in light of Staff’s own revision in the June 2020 Code Implementation Document?  
And can it be confirmed that when this entire structure is moved forward over 15 feet it will not be several feet higher (raised) than it is currently when placed back upon the new foundation?  If it turns out that the project is ultimately raised a foot or two what impact would this have on the Demo Calcs?
And again please re-read my comments about the rear decks overlooking Juri Commons and the Open Space Requirements in this new email and the March email below.  The decks can be reduced and the egresses (large glass sliding doors) can be redesigned to better comply with the Code for this historic property and historic site.
Thank you and take care.
Georgia Schuttish
Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Date: July 8, 2020 at 5:03:36 PM PDT
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>, theresa.imperial@sfgov.org, Frank Fung <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, sue.diamond@sfgov.org, Milicent Johnson <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, deland.chan@sfgov.org
Cc: "commissions.secretary@sfgov.org" <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, david.winslow@sfgov.org, jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: 350-352 San Jose Avenue #2017-015039DRP

Dear Commissioners,
Hope all is well and you are all staying safe.
Below is a photo of the rear of this A-rated building as it currently exists from Juri Commons.  There is also a screenshot of the cover sheet from the plans for the project.  

The rear yard will contain 1,400 square feet of common open space which is about 117 square feet of backyard for each of the 12 units.
This almost meets the Code for each unit in the RM-1* but it certainly shows that all the decks on the rear can be reduced in size to be Code compliant.
The other reason the decks on the rear should be reduced is that they will be very visible from the street (Juri Commons which itself is an historic right-of-way) and the decks as proposed do not comply with the description of building components as listed on page 52 of the Residential Design Guidelines, Chapter VII, “Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of Potential Historic or Architectural Merit”, where it says:
“Avoid adding materials or features that were not historically found on the building”.
That sounds like rear decks with sliding glass doors and metal railings which is what is proposed and definitely “were not historically found on the building”.
The rear of this project should be redesigned to look more reminiscent of the typical residential buildings from this era, with porches with real back doors and simple windows, particularly since the rear is visible from a public right-of-way. 
Thank you and take good care.  

* This is in error and the Zoning is RM-2, and is corrected in the current email above.

Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
P.S. Also if you can, please consider requesting a follow-up report within 6 months of the CFC on the occupancy and tenure of the completed project to get info on the outcome of this densification.  Thanks.

Current View of Rear of Structure From Juri Commons (photo taken Mar. 2020)

Previous Plans showing Open Space Square Footage (Feb 2020) Sheet A-1.0

Current Plans showing Open Space Square Footage (Sept 2020) Sheet A-1.0
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 24 Rosewood request from Dr requestor for continuance
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 9:39:34 AM
Attachments: Rosewood24-- Letter to the Planning Commission re continuance.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 at 9:22 AM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 24 Rosewood request from Dr requestor for continuance
 
Jonas,
Please forward this letter to the commissioners requesting a continuance.
Thanks.
 
David Winslow 
Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (628) 652-7335
 
The Planning Department is open for business during the Shelter in Place Order. Most of our staff
are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new
applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning Commission is
convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at
1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.
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September 17, 2020  
 
RE:  Request For Continuance – 24 Rosewood Drive -- Bldg Permit Appl 201911207775, Record 
#2019-022758PRJ—Hearing Date 9/24/2020 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I am respectfully requesting a continuance, on behalf of myself, just as I did last week from the 
project sponsors who flatly and rapidly said “no”.  This, unfortunately, is their ongoing theme.  Thus 
far, their response to everything from my side is, at this point anyway, a predictable “no”, even 
though they, also, have kept consistently asking me for input over a 2-year period, as their closest 
neighbor, on their proposed construction project.  So, now I am asking you, the Commissioners, to 
slow things down here just a little bit in order for me and my architect to come up with solutions that 
would better serve both neighbors rather than just one. 
 
My reason for my continuance request is that the project “does not balance the right to develop the 
property with impacts on near-by properties or occupants”.  “These circumstances arise due to 
irregular lot configuration, unusual context and other conditions not addressed in the design 
standards.”  This project needs modification.  The project sponsors continue to appear unwilling to 
do this, even after asking for my input three times, and then my being ignored three times. 
 
The following are most of my issues of concern, as best I can state them now: 
 


1. Being asked three times for my feedback and solutions regarding the sponsors’ project, 
over a 2-year period, providing my input and then told “no”. 


 
2. Request to sponsors to put up story poles.  It was the simplest and least expensive 


thing I asked for of them.  Although unknown, it might have even solved the need 
for a DR hearing, but has been rejected twice now by sponsors as a potentially 
simple solution.  They state they do not want to spend the money.  If the story 
poles were up for, say, a month’s time maximum (or even 2 weeks), I (and other 
neighbors, if interested) could physically see what they are suggesting for their 
project. 


 
3. A phone meeting on Thursday, 9/3/20, by both architects, myself and the sponsors that 


shows an intractable position versus a solution-oriented one by my neighbors.  My 
side’s attempt was for reasonable solutions, including considering a less expensive 
alternative to their present architectural plans while still meeting both their need for 
space and some of my own needs, as well.  Consistently responded with “no”. 


 
4. Asking for a continuance from sponsors on Friday, 9/11/20, and told “no”. 
 


5. A history of being asked for things over the years (since 2009, when they bought 
24 Rosewood) of concern to me, yet told “no”.  Important things, such as fire 







2 
 


safety, potential damage to my home (from lateral work done with jack-hammers, 
back hoes, front-end loaders, etc. to excavate the site through heavy clay and 
bedrock, generators, cement trucks, etc., including past and present lateral damage 
to me due to their two oversized rear-yard Monterey Pines), and a lack of oversight 
with some of their home projects over the years. 


 
6. Massing too close to my house and not in keeping with the project’s existing massing or 


that in the neighborhood. 
 


7. Articulation needing improvement to provide a design more consistent with the existing 
house design and that of similar houses in the neighborhood. 


 
8. Design details including soundproofing (both external and internal) and smaller 


windows near lot line, facing my house and invading my privacy. 


 


9. Protocols that we have lightly touched upon, but haven’t yet been finalized, will 
need to be put into place, including construction only between 8:00 AM – 5:00 
PM, Monday thru Friday only.  Also, a daily on-site foreman. 


 
10. The stress and lack of sleep caused by the almost-endless construction all around me.  I 


am working from home as an independent contractor and need focus and lack of 
interruption to complete my work so I can receive income.  I have been  having difficulty 
for years regarding loss to my income stream and working in the middle of the night to 
counterbalance the endless onslaught of construction in the neighborhood.  My own goal 
is to live through yet one more major construction right next to me, but the size and mass 
of this project does concern me and colors my own thinking now. 
 


The following relates to the above items in more detail, although not always in the same order: 
 
On Tuesday evening, September 1, 2020, I decided to hire an architect, Larry A. Paul, AIA, to guide 
me, as needed, in representing my side of the issues.  For the most part, and due to the expense of 
both your DR application and his hourly fees, although I’m not skilled at this, you need to know that 
I am mainly representing myself as “the neighbor” who is most impacted by the proposed project.  
The DR application fee is excessively high ($640), along with being forced to hire professionals to 
represent you over and above that. 
 
On Thursday, September 3, 2020, 11:00 AM, Larry skillfully helped guide me/us through a one-hour 
phone meeting, encouraged by David Winslow, with my neighbors and their architect, Jennifer 
Tulley, after which Larry and I found we had come to the same conclusion.  My neighbors were, 
surprisingly, intractable.  They want this project, as it now stands, and do not appear open to any 
input from me or him whatsoever.  This is even though I’ve tried three times now, over a two-year 
period, to let them know my concerns.  During this phone meeting by the 5 of us, Jennifer Tulley did 
kindly offer a few minor things that their side could possibly consider doing, but nothing that my 







3 
 


neighbors stated they agreed to do at that time.  Her solutions related mainly to some minor interior 
and exterior soundproofing.  Regarding project oversight, she initially said the General Contractor 
would do that, but I told her she knows that is not the case.  So, she then said the sponsors could 
potentially hire a foreman to oversee the project once a general contractor is hired. My neighbors did 
not agree verbally to any of her suggestions at that time, however, although Jennifer’s ideas did 
appeal to me and showed a way of everyone moving towards mutual solutions, with more to do still, 
but at least a good start.  The lack of agreement or maybe just the holding back by my neighbors to 
even potentially consider the ideas is concerning to me, and I’ve not heard anything further which 
shows their unwillingness to incorporate even those suggestions into what they would like to do. 
 
I am asking for a continuance so we have time to come up with some solutions and presentation 
material that meet more of the needs of both parties.  Larry Paul and I both require time to prepare, 
and for him to provide an alternate design to present to you that would help mitigate some of the 
problems for myself and my home with this proposed, large and lengthy construction project.  
Presently, the sponsors are unwilling to allow us that additional time, although I asked for a 
continuance, through David Winslow, from them this past Friday, 9/11/2020.  In pretty much all 
respects, as best I know, they’ve not budged an inch regarding my concerns as their neighbor.  They 
want what they want. 
 
I am THE closest neighbor, bar none, to what will be an approximate 12+-month project that 
presently plans to include major excavation through bedrock and clay, and I will be the most 
impacted of all the neighbors.  My home has THE biggest exposure in every way to both the 
upcoming construction, including all the things NOT included on the present plans (such as a new 
roof, painting, repaired landscaping, etc.), plus, my then living with the final results.   
 
I filed for a Discretionary Review on July 1, 2020 in hopes of truly being heard by them for some of 
my concerns, since, thus far, this has fallen on deaf ears, as best I know.  My hope is to possibly find 
some concessions that could be made by them (since it seems I’m the only one with just one ultimate 
concession presently – that I accept their proposed project as it now stands).  Were they to concede a 
bit, it would allow both myself and them to each get a little more of what was needed and wanted for 
each of us.  Thus far, the only one getting anything are the owners of 24 Rosewood, as best I can tell.  
It clearly appears one-sided.  At least to me.  Hence, my DR application. 
 
I’ve worked from a home office for 30 years and lived in my home about 20 years.  Over the last 6 
or 7 years, due to extreme construction all around me, it has significantly damaged both my health 
and my income.  Presently, my home office, bathroom and bedroom overlook the sponsors’ project.   
 
I do understand that my neighbors have the right to improve their home.  Yet, I’m fairly sure I too 
have some rights that should be considered, in order to protect my health, privacy, and the pleasure 
of the use and enjoyment of my own home – without damage to either me or my property.  And, 
especially, as regards lateral support during and after construction.  That, along with the massing and 
articulation of this project, concerns me. 
 
And, so, in conclusion, I ask for a continuance directly from you now so that other solutions can be 
presented to you, the Planning Commissioners, for your consideration.  As I just recently hired Larry 
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Paul, he is not available on Sept. 24, 2020 for the scheduled hearing.  He needs time to make his 
drawing(s) and for us to come up with further solutions to offer you and the sponsors. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Danita Kulp 
Neighbor at 28 Rosewood Drive 
415-637-5823 (cell) 
kulpofca@aol.com 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND FRAMEWORK FOR

REOPENING INDOOR DINING IN SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 9:37:50 AM
Attachments: 09.18.20 Reopening Update_Indoor Dining.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 at 8:28 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
TIMELINE AND FRAMEWORK FOR REOPENING INDOOR DINING IN SAN
FRANCISCO
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, September 18, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND

FRAMEWORK FOR REOPENING INDOOR DINING IN
SAN FRANCISCO

San Francisco is working with the local restaurant industry to develop a standardized health
and safety plan and protocols to help restaurants prepare for reopening

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health, and
Assessor-Recorder Carmen Chu, co-Chair of the City’s Economic Recovery Task Force, today
announced San Francisco’s plan for reopening indoor dining. San Francisco will move
forward with indoor dining at 25% capacity, up to 100 people, once classified as “orange” on
the State’s tiered system, which will occur no sooner than the end of the month. The San
Francisco Department of Public Health is developing health and safety guidelines in
coordination with the local restaurant industry in order to prepare restaurants for the safest
reopening possible.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
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*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES TIMELINE AND 


FRAMEWORK FOR REOPENING INDOOR DINING IN 
SAN FRANCISCO 


San Francisco is working with the local restaurant industry to develop a standardized health and 
safety plan and protocols to help restaurants prepare for reopening 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Dr. Grant Colfax, Director of Health, and 
Assessor-Recorder Carmen Chu, co-Chair of the City’s Economic Recovery Task Force, today 
announced San Francisco’s plan for reopening indoor dining. San Francisco will move forward 
with indoor dining at 25% capacity, up to 100 people, once classified as “orange” on the State’s 
tiered system, which will occur no sooner than the end of the month. The San Francisco 
Department of Public Health is developing health and safety guidelines in coordination with the 
local restaurant industry in order to prepare restaurants for the safest reopening possible. 
 
“Restaurants have been hit hard by COVID-19. Many have adapted with takeout and outdoor 
dining, but they’ve still been barely hanging on and, sadly, some have closed for good,” said 
Mayor Breed. “We are laying out the next steps to make sure restaurants are ready to reopen as 
safely as possible. I want to thank the Golden Gate Restaurant Association for working with us 
to get to this point. Helping our restaurant industry survive this pandemic is a key part of our 
longer-term economic recovery.” 
 
San Francisco is currently assigned to the State’s “red” tier, which provides the City the 
discretion to move forward with reopening some activities and services, including indoor salons 
and gyms. While San Francisco recognizes the State’s thresholds, the City will continue on a 
reopening path based on its local health indicators and unique challenges and successes of our 
local reopening. Based on the State’s tiered system, the earliest that San Francisco will move to 
the less restrictive “orange” tier is at the end of September. However, if local COVID-19 cases 
and hospitalizations do not remain stable, San Francisco may not meet the criteria of the orange 
tier and will remain in the red tier.  
 
“We appreciate our vibrant restaurant community’s sacrifice throughout this pandemic, and we 
want to thank them for their cooperation and patience that has brought us to this point,” said Dr. 
Colfax. “While health officials continue to monitor the virus, we also need San Franciscans to 
continue practicing the health and safety precautions needed for us to reopen our city gradually.” 
 
The City is working with the Golden Gate Restaurant Association to develop a self-certification 
process for reopening indoor dining in San Francisco. This process will provide restaurants the 
information and tools they need to prepare to safely reopen indoor dining with limited capacity 
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and other modifications in place. Before restaurants can reopen, they will need to complete a 
self-certification documenting their ability to comply with minimum standards for operating 
indoor dining in San Francisco. 
 
“Our measured approach to reopening is grounded in science and facts, and science clearly tells 
us that indoor activities come with additional risk,” said Dr. Tomás Aragón. “We must work with 
the restaurants and business owners to implement strong safety protocols that help mitigate this 
additional risk and protect the safety of our employees, customers, and the community.” 
 
“I grew up waiting tables at my parent’s family restaurant. Knowing first-hand what it takes to 
keep a business going, it’s been my priority to find pathways for businesses to reopen and stay in 
San Francisco,” said Assessor Carmen Chu, Co-Chair of the Economic Recovery Task Force. 
“The next step will be to work in the coming week with public health and restaurants to ensure 
we have clear guidelines for how we can more safely operate indoors for workers and 
customers.” 
 
“Today’s announcement brings hope to our San Francisco restaurants and the thousands of 
workers who need these jobs,” said Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate Restaurant 
Association. “The past six months have caused so much pain and financial hardship for many. 
Having a clear and safe path to move forward with indoor dining, even at a limited capacity, will 
mean restaurants have the chance to reopen and/or see a way to not have to close. We thank the 
Mayor and her staff, and Dr. Aragón and Dr. Colfax for working with us to make this possible.” 
 
“For restaurants on Larkin Street in Little Saigon, the news that we may be able to begin 
reopening indoors again in weeks rather than months is really hopeful,” said Rene Colorado, 
Executive Director of the Tenderloin Merchants Association. “Outdoor dining has been 
important but it’s not enough alone, especially as we approach the wetter, colder months. 
Today’s news offers some hope there really may be a light at the end of the tunnel.” 
 
“We’re very happy Mayor Breed is being proactive in helping small businesses by listening to 
them and taking action,” said Small Business Commissioner William Ortiz-Cartagena.  
“Restaurants are telling us what they need and reopening indoors is the next step to saving these 
businesses and all the jobs they support. We commend the Mayor and appreciate her for standing 
with us and all our small businesses in these challenging times.” 
 
“It’s great to hear that we will be allowed to have indoor dining again, especially after having to 
close our busting dining room on Larkin Street in Little Saigon for six months,” said Thao Pham, 
owner of Turtle Tower Restaurant. “We are very excited to welcome guests back into our 
restaurant and its helpful to have more notice this time, so we can begin planning how best to do 
so responsibly and safely.” 
 
Reopening Next Week  
In-classroom learning with limited capacity for TK-6th grade will begin to resume September 
21st for schools that have submitted a safety plan and have received approval. Indoor museums 
and galleries may submit health and safety plans this week and will be able to open as early as 
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Monday, September 21st. Additionally, San Francisco continues to evaluate ways to bring other 
activities, including indoor movies, bars, nightlife, and offices back safely. 
 
Prior Reopening 
Earlier this week, San Francisco’s reopening continued with additional outdoor and indoor 
activities. The businesses and services that resumed indoors with limited capacity include hair 
salons, barber shops, massage services, nail salons, gyms and fitness centers. Only those services 
where face coverings can be worn at all times by everyone involved will reopen at this time. 
Hotels, outdoor family entertainment centers, drive-in entertainment such as outdoor movies, and 
outdoor tour buses and boats also reopened on Monday under rules for outdoor gatherings.  
 
The reopening of businesses and activities will increase travel and interaction throughout the 
city, which means increasing community spread of the virus and an increase in cases. Public 
health officials will regularly assess the Key Public Health Indicators, particularly new positive 
case counts and hospitalizations to ensure San Francisco has the necessary resources available 
for those that are infected. 
 
San Francisco’s reopening plan is available online at SF.gov/reopening. Reopening is dependent 
upon San Francisco’s Health indicators remaining stable or improving, and the plan is subject to 
change. All San Franciscans must do their part to limit the spread of COVID-19, including face 
masking, social distancing and handwashing. 
 
 


### 



https://data.sfgov.org/stories/s/epem-wyzb

https://sf.gov/reopening





 
“Restaurants have been hit hard by COVID-19. Many have adapted with takeout and outdoor
dining, but they’ve still been barely hanging on and, sadly, some have closed for good,” said
Mayor Breed. “We are laying out the next steps to make sure restaurants are ready to reopen
as safely as possible. I want to thank the Golden Gate Restaurant Association for working with
us to get to this point. Helping our restaurant industry survive this pandemic is a key part of
our longer-term economic recovery.”
 
San Francisco is currently assigned to the State’s “red” tier, which provides the City the
discretion to move forward with reopening some activities and services, including indoor
salons and gyms. While San Francisco recognizes the State’s thresholds, the City will continue
on a reopening path based on its local health indicators and unique challenges and successes of
our local reopening. Based on the State’s tiered system, the earliest that San Francisco will
move to the less restrictive “orange” tier is at the end of September. However, if local
COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations do not remain stable, San Francisco may not meet the
criteria of the orange tier and will remain in the red tier.
 
“We appreciate our vibrant restaurant community’s sacrifice throughout this pandemic, and
we want to thank them for their cooperation and patience that has brought us to this point,”
said Dr. Colfax. “While health officials continue to monitor the virus, we also need San
Franciscans to continue practicing the health and safety precautions needed for us to reopen
our city gradually.”
 
The City is working with the Golden Gate Restaurant Association to develop a self-
certification process for reopening indoor dining in San Francisco. This process will provide
restaurants the information and tools they need to prepare to safely reopen indoor dining with
limited capacity and other modifications in place. Before restaurants can reopen, they will
need to complete a self-certification documenting their ability to comply with minimum
standards for operating indoor dining in San Francisco.
 
“Our measured approach to reopening is grounded in science and facts, and science clearly
tells us that indoor activities come with additional risk,” said Dr. Tomás Aragón. “We must
work with the restaurants and business owners to implement strong safety protocols that help
mitigate this additional risk and protect the safety of our employees, customers, and the
community.”
 
“I grew up waiting tables at my parent’s family restaurant. Knowing first-hand what it takes to
keep a business going, it’s been my priority to find pathways for businesses to reopen and stay
in San Francisco,” said Assessor Carmen Chu, Co-Chair of the Economic Recovery Task
Force. “The next step will be to work in the coming week with public health and restaurants to
ensure we have clear guidelines for how we can more safely operate indoors for workers and
customers.”
 
“Today’s announcement brings hope to our San Francisco restaurants and the thousands of
workers who need these jobs,” said Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate
Restaurant Association. “The past six months have caused so much pain and financial
hardship for many. Having a clear and safe path to move forward with indoor dining, even at a
limited capacity, will mean restaurants have the chance to reopen and/or see a way to not have
to close. We thank the Mayor and her staff, and Dr. Aragón and Dr. Colfax for working with
us to make this possible.”



 
“For restaurants on Larkin Street in Little Saigon, the news that we may be able to begin
reopening indoors again in weeks rather than months is really hopeful,” said Rene Colorado,
Executive Director of the Tenderloin Merchants Association. “Outdoor dining has been
important but it’s not enough alone, especially as we approach the wetter, colder months.
Today’s news offers some hope there really may be a light at the end of the tunnel.”
 
“We’re very happy Mayor Breed is being proactive in helping small businesses by listening to
them and taking action,” said Small Business Commissioner William Ortiz-Cartagena. 
“Restaurants are telling us what they need and reopening indoors is the next step to saving
these businesses and all the jobs they support. We commend the Mayor and appreciate her for
standing with us and all our small businesses in these challenging times.”
 
“It’s great to hear that we will be allowed to have indoor dining again, especially after having
to close our busting dining room on Larkin Street in Little Saigon for six months,” said Thao
Pham, owner of Turtle Tower Restaurant. “We are very excited to welcome guests back into
our restaurant and its helpful to have more notice this time, so we can begin planning how best
to do so responsibly and safely.”
 
Reopening Next Week
In-classroom learning with limited capacity for TK-6th grade will begin to resume September
21st for schools that have submitted a safety plan and have received approval. Indoor
museums and galleries may submit health and safety plans this week and will be able to open
as early as Monday, September 21st. Additionally, San Francisco continues to evaluate ways
to bring other activities, including indoor movies, bars, nightlife, and offices back safely.
 
Prior Reopening
Earlier this week, San Francisco’s reopening continued with additional outdoor and indoor
activities. The businesses and services that resumed indoors with limited capacity include hair
salons, barber shops, massage services, nail salons, gyms and fitness centers. Only those
services where face coverings can be worn at all times by everyone involved will reopen at
this time. Hotels, outdoor family entertainment centers, drive-in entertainment such as outdoor
movies, and outdoor tour buses and boats also reopened on Monday under rules for outdoor
gatherings.
 
The reopening of businesses and activities will increase travel and interaction throughout the
city, which means increasing community spread of the virus and an increase in cases. Public
health officials will regularly assess the Key Public Health Indicators, particularly new
positive case counts and hospitalizations to ensure San Francisco has the necessary resources
available for those that are infected.
 
San Francisco’s reopening plan is available online at SF.gov/reopening. Reopening is
dependent upon San Francisco’s Health indicators remaining stable or improving, and the plan
is subject to change. All San Franciscans must do their part to limit the spread of COVID-19,
including face masking, social distancing and handwashing.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES GROUNDBREAKING OF FIRST 100%

AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPLEX ON TREASURE ISLAND
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 9:37:40 AM
Attachments: 09.18.20 Maceo May Groundbreaking.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 at 9:31 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES
GROUNDBREAKING OF FIRST 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPLEX ON
TREASURE ISLAND
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, September 18, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES GROUNDBREAKING

OF FIRST 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPLEX ON
TREASURE ISLAND

Maceo May Apartments -- part of 8,000 new homes under development on Treasure Island --
will provide housing for 104 homeless and formerly homeless veterans once complete

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the groundbreaking of the
Maceo May Apartment complex, which will provide 100% affordable housing for 104
formerly homeless veterans on Treasure Island. The redevelopment of Treasure Island will
ultimately include 8,000 new homes, over 27% of which will be affordable, 550,000 square
feet of retail and commercial space, 300 hotel rooms, and 290 acres of public open space.
“The vision for a revitalized Treasure Island is to create an equitable and thriving new
community that serves the needs of people at all income levels,” said Mayor Breed. “I’m glad
we’re able to move this project move forward even with all the current challenges we’re

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, September 18, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES GROUNDBREAKING 


OF FIRST 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMPLEX ON 
TREASURE ISLAND 


Maceo May Apartments -- part of 8,000 new homes under development on Treasure Island -- 
will provide housing for 104 homeless and formerly homeless veterans once complete 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the groundbreaking of the 
Maceo May Apartment complex, which will provide 100% affordable housing for 104 formerly 
homeless veterans on Treasure Island. The redevelopment of Treasure Island will ultimately 
include 8,000 new homes, over 27% of which will be affordable, 550,000 square feet of retail 
and commercial space, 300 hotel rooms, and 290 acres of public open space. 
  
“The vision for a revitalized Treasure Island is to create an equitable and thriving new 
community that serves the needs of people at all income levels,” said Mayor Breed. “I’m glad 
we’re able to move this project move forward even with all the current challenges we’re 
experiencing with COVID-19. It’s crucial that we continue to build safe, affordable places to live 
for our most vulnerable residents.” 
 
The 104-unit Maceo May Apartment complex is co-developed by Swords to Plowshares (STP) 
and the Chinatown Community Development Center (Chinatown CDC), with 39 of the total 
units set aside for formerly homeless veterans currently living on Treasure Island and the 
remaining 65 units for currently homeless veterans. The Maceo May Apartment project is one of 
up to 20 buildings that will be 100 percent affordable on Treasure Island. Of the 8,000 units on 
Treasure Island, 2,176 will be affordable. 
 
STP supports nearly 3,000 homeless, low-income and at-risk veterans in the Bay Area every year 
through employment and job training, supportive housing programs, permanent housing 
placement, counseling and case management, and legal services. Chinatown CDC serves as 
neighborhood advocates, organizers and planners, and as developers and managers of affordable 
housing in San Francisco. 
 
The new apartment building is named in recognition of the dedication and advocacy of Maceo 
May, a Vietnam War veteran who worked at STP for 12 years and subsequently served as a 
board member for 14 years, until his passing in 2014. May’s advocacy played a crucial role in 
ensuring homeless veterans would be recognized and served on Treasure Island. 
 
“The groundbreaking of Maceo May is a huge milestone in Treasure Island’s redevelopment that 
will provide critical replacement units for current residents, and house additional formerly 
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homeless and low-income veterans,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “The Island is one the most 
diverse communities in San Francisco, and it’s fitting that it will be home to this project.” 
 
“Having a home is a critical way to end poverty among veterans, and to restore hope, dignity and 
self-sufficiency,” said Michael Blecker, Executive Director, Swords to Plowshares. “This 
housing site, in memory of our first-ever Housing Director Maceo May, is critical to overcoming 
obstacles some veterans face.” 
 
“This project is a step towards ending homelessness in San Francisco, and it will build 
community along the way through its commitment to hiring veterans during the construction 
process,” said Malcolm Yeung, Executive Director, Chinatown CDC.  
 
Mike Bartell, who served in the United States Marine Corps from 1969-1973 and currently lives 
on Treasure Island, will be moving into a Maceo May apartment when the structure is completed 
in 2022. “Having housing on Treasure Island has provided a brand-new life for me. After being 
homeless for five years, it feels great to now have a home and a new community on a former 
military base,” he said. 
 
The six-story modular construction building, designed by Mithun, includes studios, one-
bedroom, and two-bedroom units with spaces designed to serve veterans. Current plans include a 
meal program and common open space with a forested “healing garden,” playground, solar-
powered community room and other amenities. 
 
Maceo May is being constructed upon infrastructure built by Treasure Island Community 
Development (TICD), the master developer responsible for all utilities, site improvements, and 
other public facilities on Treasure Island. In addition to producing new, state-of-the-art 
infrastructure, TICD will oversee the development of nearly 6,000 market rate housing units. 
TICD’s first new residential project on adjacent Yerba Buena Island will be completed in 2021.  
The construction team for the Maceo May project will include several contractors and suppliers 
that are certified Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises. Veterans participating in a construction 
job training program developed by One Treasure Island (One TI) are also being hired to build 
Maceo May Apartments.  
 
“This program provides pathways from poverty to lasting financial self-sufficiency and 
progress,” said Sherry Williams, Executive Director, One Treasure Island. 
 
One TI is a collaboration of community-based nonprofit organizations, including Swords to 
Plowshares and Chinatown CDC, overseeing affordable housing and economic development 
opportunities for formerly homeless and low-income San Franciscans. The training program 
culminates in real jobs hires by EcoBay Services and by other construction industry contractors. 
 
“The timing of this training program was amazing,” said Neil Putzer, a 22-year old Navy 
veteran, who completed One TI’s construction training program and will be working for 
San Francisco-based Cahill Contractors on the Maceo May project. “I left the Navy right before 
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the COVID crisis, so I feel lucky that I went through the job training through Swords to 
Plowshares, which led to a great paying job in the construction industry.” 
 
In May, Mayor Breed announced a $43.7 million construction loan that allowed the $75 million 
project to move ahead. Maceo May Apartments financing support comes from the Mayor’s 
Office of Housing and Community Development, TIDA, the State of California Veterans 
Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program, Raymond James, Silicon Valley Bank, and the 
California Community Reinvestment Corporation. Operating subsidies will be delivered through 
the City’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing Continuum of Care program 
and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Veterans Affairs Supportive 
Housing program. 
 
Community Driven Partners 
Founded in 1994, One Treasure Island’s charter was to ensure that supportive housing and 
employment programs for formerly homeless households were an integral component of the 
reuse plan. Maceo May was One TI’s first Board President. Since 1999 both market rate and 
formerly homeless households have been living in former Navy housing on an interim basis. 
Well over 10,000 homeless and low-income San Franciscans have been served on Treasure 
Island in housing, employment and financial services provided by One TI and its members, 
including Swords to Plowshares and Chinatown Community Development Center who are co-
developers of Maceo May Apartments. Other One TI members include Catholic Charities, 
Community Housing Partnership, Mercy Housing California, Health Right360, Rubicon 
Programs, and Toolworks. 
 
Historic Treasure Island  
Treasure Island was activated as a United States Naval Base in 1940 and played a substantial role 
in World War II and the Korean War. In 1993, the Federal Government placed the Treasure 
Island Naval Station on its Base Realignment and Closure list and it was formally 
decommissioned in 1997. In 1994, the City began to conduct hearings and community meetings 
that informed the redevelopment plan that will result in a new San Francisco neighborhood 
incorporating residents of various socio-economic backgrounds. The Treasure Island 
Development Authority was also formed in 1997 as a non-profit, public benefit agency dedicated 
to the economic development of the former Naval Station and the administration of municipal 
services. 
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experiencing with COVID-19. It’s crucial that we continue to build safe, affordable places to
live for our most vulnerable residents.”
 
The 104-unit Maceo May Apartment complex is co-developed by Swords to Plowshares (STP)
and the Chinatown Community Development Center (Chinatown CDC), with 39 of the total
units set aside for formerly homeless veterans currently living on Treasure Island and the
remaining 65 units for currently homeless veterans. The Maceo May Apartment project is one
of up to 20 buildings that will be 100 percent affordable on Treasure Island. Of the 8,000 units
on Treasure Island, 2,176 will be affordable.
 
STP supports nearly 3,000 homeless, low-income and at-risk veterans in the Bay Area every
year through employment and job training, supportive housing programs, permanent housing
placement, counseling and case management, and legal services. Chinatown CDC serves as
neighborhood advocates, organizers and planners, and as developers and managers of
affordable housing in San Francisco.
 
The new apartment building is named in recognition of the dedication and advocacy of Maceo
May, a Vietnam War veteran who worked at STP for 12 years and subsequently served as a
board member for 14 years, until his passing in 2014. May’s advocacy played a crucial role in
ensuring homeless veterans would be recognized and served on Treasure Island.
 
“The groundbreaking of Maceo May is a huge milestone in Treasure Island’s redevelopment
that will provide critical replacement units for current residents, and house additional formerly
homeless and low-income veterans,” said Supervisor Matt Haney. “The Island is one the most
diverse communities in San Francisco, and it’s fitting that it will be home to this project.”
 
“Having a home is a critical way to end poverty among veterans, and to restore hope, dignity
and self-sufficiency,” said Michael Blecker, Executive Director, Swords to Plowshares. “This
housing site, in memory of our first-ever Housing Director Maceo May, is critical to
overcoming obstacles some veterans face.”
 
“This project is a step towards ending homelessness in San Francisco, and it will build
community along the way through its commitment to hiring veterans during the construction
process,” said Malcolm Yeung, Executive Director, Chinatown CDC.
 
Mike Bartell, who served in the United States Marine Corps from 1969-1973 and currently
lives on Treasure Island, will be moving into a Maceo May apartment when the structure is
completed in 2022. “Having housing on Treasure Island has provided a brand-new life for me.
After being homeless for five years, it feels great to now have a home and a new community
on a former military base,” he said.
 
The six-story modular construction building, designed by Mithun, includes studios, one-
bedroom, and two-bedroom units with spaces designed to serve veterans. Current plans
include a meal program and common open space with a forested “healing garden,”
playground, solar-powered community room and other amenities.
 
Maceo May is being constructed upon infrastructure built by Treasure Island Community
Development (TICD), the master developer responsible for all utilities, site improvements, and
other public facilities on Treasure Island. In addition to producing new, state-of-the-art
infrastructure, TICD will oversee the development of nearly 6,000 market rate housing units.



TICD’s first new residential project on adjacent Yerba Buena Island will be completed in
2021.
The construction team for the Maceo May project will include several contractors and
suppliers that are certified Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises. Veterans participating in a
construction job training program developed by One Treasure Island (One TI) are also being
hired to build Maceo May Apartments.
 
“This program provides pathways from poverty to lasting financial self-sufficiency and
progress,” said Sherry Williams, Executive Director, One Treasure Island.
 
One TI is a collaboration of community-based nonprofit organizations, including Swords to
Plowshares and Chinatown CDC, overseeing affordable housing and economic development
opportunities for formerly homeless and low-income San Franciscans. The training program
culminates in real jobs hires by EcoBay Services and by other construction industry
contractors.
 
“The timing of this training program was amazing,” said Neil Putzer, a 22-year old Navy
veteran, who completed One TI’s construction training program and will be working for
San Francisco-based Cahill Contractors on the Maceo May project. “I left the Navy right
before the COVID crisis, so I feel lucky that I went through the job training through Swords to
Plowshares, which led to a great paying job in the construction industry.”
 
In May, Mayor Breed announced a $43.7 million construction loan that allowed the $75
million project to move ahead. Maceo May Apartments financing support comes from the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, TIDA, the State of California
Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention Program, Raymond James, Silicon Valley
Bank, and the California Community Reinvestment Corporation. Operating subsidies will be
delivered through the City’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing Continuum
of Care program and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Veterans
Affairs Supportive Housing program.
 
Community Driven Partners
Founded in 1994, One Treasure Island’s charter was to ensure that supportive housing and
employment programs for formerly homeless households were an integral component of the
reuse plan. Maceo May was One TI’s first Board President. Since 1999 both market rate and
formerly homeless households have been living in former Navy housing on an interim basis.
Well over 10,000 homeless and low-income San Franciscans have been served on Treasure
Island in housing, employment and financial services provided by One TI and its members,
including Swords to Plowshares and Chinatown Community Development Center who are co-
developers of Maceo May Apartments. Other One TI members include Catholic Charities,
Community Housing Partnership, Mercy Housing California, Health Right360, Rubicon
Programs, and Toolworks.
 
Historic Treasure Island
Treasure Island was activated as a United States Naval Base in 1940 and played a substantial
role in World War II and the Korean War. In 1993, the Federal Government placed the
Treasure Island Naval Station on its Base Realignment and Closure list and it was formally
decommissioned in 1997. In 1994, the City began to conduct hearings and community
meetings that informed the redevelopment plan that will result in a new San Francisco
neighborhood incorporating residents of various socio-economic backgrounds. The Treasure



Island Development Authority was also formed in 1997 as a non-profit, public benefit agency
dedicated to the economic development of the former Naval Station and the administration of
municipal services.
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Nancy Kohn Hsieh <nkohnhsieh@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 4:47 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: ILO prohibitions
 

 

Hello,
 
I'm emailing to this address in your department so that you will forward it to the appropriate
person/people. 
 
I just found out about the Board of Supervisor and Mayor approved change to the Planning Code
and creation of an Intermediate Length Occupancy ILO category in the city. 
 
From searching the web, it looks like buildings with 1-3 units are prohibited from renting out to ILO
tenants. I am very angry about this. Properties with 1-3 units are probably much more likely owned
by individuals not corporations. You are punishing the wrong group of people. 
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We plan to build an ADU in our single family home and then have my sister stay in the ADU during
the harsh Toronto winters - or any other time actually - and rent it out for mid-length (ILO) when
shes not there. It seems like we won't be "allowed" to do this. 
 
Am I correct? That we won't be "allowed" to do this? 
 
This is the family home we grew up in. My sister should be able to stay there when she wants to and
we should be able to recoup some costs by renting to students, professors, and others with shorter
term needs to reside in the city. 
 
I look forward to a response. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy 
 
Nancy Kohn Hsieh, MSW

mobile 510-932-8400
 
 

Sent from my iPhone
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sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: 717 California Street (2019-02101CUA)
Date: Thursday, September 17, 2020 4:01:19 PM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
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: Raquel Redondiez <raquel@somapilipinas.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 10:27 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>;
susan.diamond@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>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>
Cc: David Woo <david@somapilipinas.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: 717 California Street (2019-02101CUA)
 

 

 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,
 
SOMA Pilipinas opposes the CUA Application for 717 California Street. We stand in
solidarity with the concerns of our community allies in Chinatown regarding the
encroachment of larger office uses into Chinatown. We ask the Commission to follow
Planning Code Section 810 which outlines the Chinatown Community Business
District, and explicitly states “The size of individual professional or business office use
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is limited in order to prevent these areas from being used to accommodate larger
office uses spilling over from the financial district.”
 
In the South of Market we are all too familiar with the “spilling over” of office uses from
the financial district, and the tremendous negative impacts that such spill over causes
for our community. Illegal use of space, as is the case of 717 California Street, is also
a very familiar occurrence in the South of Market. The Planning Commission must
uphold community based planning, and respect the balance of existing uses
especially as they are spelled out in the Planning Code.
 
We again ask that the Commission deny the CUA Application for this project.
 

Thank you,
 
Raquel Redondiez
Director, SOMA Pilipinas
 
 
--
Raquel R. Redondiez
SOMA Pilipinas Director
Filipino Cultural Heritage District
Filipino-American Development Foundation
 
 



From: SooHoo, Candace (CPC)
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Thomas - EP; Chui, Samuel (DPW); Contreras, Andrea (MTA); CTYPLN - CITY PLANNING EVERYONE;
dianematsuda; Foley, Chris (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Gallegos, Jason (MTA); Gordon, Rachel (DPW); Hamilton,
Jeff (ADM); Helen Pierson - Former 2019 Intern; Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Pearlman,
Jonathan (CPC); Jones, Sarah (MTA); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Lisa Chen; Magary, Kerstin (MTA); Margaret Yuen;
Marta Polovin - SFMTA Intern; McCarthy, Shannon - Intern; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Michael, Kristin (MTA); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Munowitch, Monica (MTA); Paine, Carli (MTA); Rabalais, Rafe (MTA); RSEJohns; Sheeter, Daniel
(MTA); So, Lydia (CPC); Steve Wertheim; Victor Tran - Former 2019 Intern; Wheeler, Frank (MTA)

Subject: The Click List - 9/17
Date: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:20:40 AM

 

September 17, 2020
City Hopes to Convert Granada Hotel to Supportive Housing
SF Examiner
San Francisco is moving to turn a Lower Nob Hill hotel into permanent supportive housing
using a rare state grant that could yield up to $45 million.
 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin introduced a resolution on Tuesday to authorize the Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing to execute an agreement to buy the Granada Hotel for
supportive housing. The grant would come from California’s $600 million HomeKey program
to buy and rehab housing.
 
Residents of the 232-unit single-room-occupancy building on Sutter Street, many of them
seniors, sounded the alarm when the building was sold last year, fearing they were at risk of
displacement. Their concern led Peskin to seek a potential city acquisition, which the grant
would make possible.
 
“Ultimately the fortuitous Homekey offer only drew 20 applications in the Bay Area —
including one here in San Francisco, which I am proud to say is in my district and a site that
our office has been working to preserve for over a year,” Peskin said Tuesday. “That hard
work and investment on the front end has paid off in this application today — we were
ready.”
 
The grant is being sought on behalf of Episcopal Community Services, which would buy the
building from the current owner. The City would commit up to $23 million over five years for
operational subsidies as part of the required local match, delivered to Episcopal Community
Services.
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SF Could Ban ‘No-Faulty’ Evictions Through March 2021 (full article provided below)
SF Business Times
Legislation introduced Tuesday seeks to bar so-called no-fault evictions — such as when a
landlord wants to move into a unit — through March 31, 2021, as thousands of San
Franciscans continue to struggle with unemployment and hardship during the Covid-19
pandemic.
 
The legislation builds on an order issued in April by Mayor London Breed that bans no-fault
evictions for as long as the city’s state of emergency declaration is active. Breed has also
issued a temporary moratorium on pandemic-related evictions that is due to expire on Sept.
30.  
 
District 5 Supervisor Dean Preston, a former tenants rights attorney who is spearheading the
new legislation, said in a statement that “no one should lose their home during a pandemic.”
 
No-fault evictions include legal evictions such as owner move-in (OMI), capital improvement
and demolition evictions. Under current law, tenants facing these circumstances are eligible
for relocation payments and cannot be displaced until the term of their lease expires.
 
An annual report on evictions released by the Rent Board in August shows 1,442 eviction
notices were filed between March 1, 2019, and Feb. 29, 2020, down 9% from the previous
year. A total of 88 of the notices were filed of nonpayment of rent, 87 for capital
improvements and 107 for Ellis Act evictions, down from 154 in the previous year.
 
Legislation passed permanently bans evictions for nonpayment of rent during the city’s state
of emergency declaration, but tenant advocates say that vulnerable renters are still at risk of
losing their homes if a landlord chooses to pursue legal avenues such as moving into a unit
previously occupied by their tenant.
 
“We have been fighting to protect tenants against evictions from unnecessary repairs,” said
Brad Hirn, a tenant organizer with the Housing Rights Committee. “Taking ‘no fault’ evictions
like these off the table is crucial to making sure tenants have secure and stable homes
throughout and after the pandemic.”
 
At the state level, Gov. Gavin Newsroom has signed AB 3088, which protects tenants from
eviction for nonpayment of rent due to the pandemic for the period between March 31 and
Aug. 31.  
 
Starting in September, tenants who pay at least 25% of rents due for that period of time are
eligible for continued eviction protections through March 1. The new law, which was
spearheaded by Assemblymember David Chiu, also comes with foreclosure protection for
landlords.
 
"As we work at the state level to protect struggling renters across California from eviction
during the pandemic, I am glad to see San Francisco exercise its authority to push for stronger

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2020/09/16/sf-moves-to-ban-no-fault-evictions.html


local protections in line with the parameters and intent of AB 3088," said Chiu. "Other cities in
California can look to this proposal as an example of how to give renters greater protections
in accordance with state law."
 


