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INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board
of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Plahning Commission’s (“Commission”) approval of
the application for Conditional Use Authorization/Planned Unit Development ("PUD") under
Planning Code Sections ("Section”) 303 (Conditional Use Authorization) and 304 (Plan_ned‘ Unit
Development) to demolish the existing Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club and the existing
surface parking lot on Seawall 351, and construct a new health club, residential buildings ranging
from four to twelve stores in height containing 134 dwelling units, ground-floor retail uses
totaling approximately 20,000 square feet, and 382 off-street parking spaces ("Project”).

This response addresses the appeal to the Board ‘filed on April 17, 2012 by Sue Hestor,
representing the Friends of Golden Gateway ("FOGG), referencing the proposed project in Case
No. 2007.0030C. The decision before the Board is whether to uphold or overturn the Planning

Commission’s ("Commission") approval of a Conditional Use Authorization to allow the
construction of the Project. '
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Board of Supervisors Condituonal Use Authorization Appeal CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May.15, 2012 8 Washington Street

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE ,

The majority of the Project Site is occupied by the Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club, which
includes nine outdoor tennis courts, two outdoor pools, a seventeen-space surface parking lot,
and seven temporary and permanent structures housing a clubhouse, pro shop, dressing rooms,
lockers, showers, and other facilities. The southeasterly portion of the Project Site is comprised of
Seawall Lot 351, owned by the Port of San Francisco, which is developed with a 105-space public
surface parking lot. The site is irregular, but roughly uiangﬂar in shape. The widest portion of
the lot fronts along Washington Street, between Drumm Street and the Embarcadero. The site
' tapers to a narrow point at its northernmost portion, which fronts along the Embarcadero. The
Project Site measures approximat'ely 138,681 square feet in total.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES ANDNEIGHBORHOOD

The property is located within the Northeastern Waterfront and within the former Golden
Gateway Redevelopment Area, which expired in 2009. The existing buildings in the Golden
Gateway Center are comprised of predominantly residential uses, within towers and low-rise
buildings. Commercial uses, including a full-service grocery store, are situated at the ground
floors of some of the buildings within the Center. The Financial District is situated to the south
and southwest of the project site, and is characterized by an intense, highly urbanized mix of
office, retail, residential, hotel uses, primarily within mid- to high-rise structures. Further to the
west is the Jackson Square Historic District, a collection of low-rise structures that survived the
1906 Earthquake and Fire, which are now primarily occupied by office and retail uses. The
waterfront extends along the Embarcadero across from the project site, and is characterized by
the Ferry Building, along with a series of numbered piers and bulkhead buildings. These
structures house a wide variety of maritime, tourism, and transportation functions, retail and
office spaces, and public pathways and recreational areas. A number of significant parks and
open spaces are located in the vicinity of the project, including Sue Bierman Park, Justin Herman
- Plaza, and Harry Bridges Plaza to the south, Maritime Plaza to the southwest, the Drumm Street
Walkway and Sydney Walton Square to the west, Levi Plaza to the northwest, and Herb Caen
Way, a linear pedestrian and bicycle path the runs aiong the waterfront side of the Embarcadero.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION _
The proposal is to demolish the existing Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club and the existing -
surface parking lot on Seawall 351, and construct a new health club, residential buildings ranging-
from four to twelve stores in height containing 134 dwelling units, ground-floor retail uses
totaling approximately 20,000 square feet, and 382 off-street parking spaces. The health club
would be situated in the northern portion of the site, between the ends of the Jackson Street and
Pacific Avenue rights-of-way. The enclosed portion of the club would front along the
Embarcadero, hosting gym and studio spaces, changing rooms, a cafe, a reception area, and
" mechanical and support spaces. The undulating roofline would reach a maximum height of
approximately 35 feet, and would be planted as a non-occupied green roof. Green "living walls"
are also proposed for pof’cions of the Embarcadero elevation of the building. The exterior portion
of the club includes a large rectangular lap pool, a Jacuzzi, deck and seating areas, and other
recreational amenities.

SAN FRANCISCO ' _ 9
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Board of Shpervisoré Condiuonal Use Authorization Appeal . CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

The residential portion of the Project would be constructed within two buildings situated on the
southerly portion of the site, with frontage along the Embarcadero, as well as Washington and
Drumm Streets. The westerly building fronts along Drumm Street and a portion of Washington
Street, reaching a height of eight stories (92-foot roof height) near the intersection of Jackson
Street, stepping up to a height of twelve stories (136-foot roof height) at the corner of Washington
Street. The easterly building is primarily at a height of six stories (70-foot roof height), stepping
down to a height of five stories (59-foot roof height) near the health club building.

The project would include a three level subterranean parking garage, accessed from a driveway
on Washington Street. The garage holds a total of 382 vehicular spaces and 81 bicycle parking
spaces. A total of 127 parking spaces would serve the residential units. A total of 255 parking
spaces would operate as general public parking, to serve the health club and other commercial
uses on-site, as well as other uses in the vicinity. These spaces are intended, in part, to fulfill
coritractual obligations of the Port to provide parking to serve the uses in the vicinity of the Ferry
Building. Several other parking facilities near the Ferry Building have been recently' removed, or

“are planned for future removal.

The Project includes several new and renovated open space areas. These open space areas consist
of areas currently under Port jurisdiction, and areas of private property to be conveyed to the
Port pursuant to a public trust exchange authorized under existing state legislation. An area
known as "fackson Commons" would be located between the residential buildings and the health
club, aligned with the existing terminus of Jackson Street. This area includes a meandering
pathway, landscaping, and seating areas, serving as a visual and physical linkage through the site
to the Embarcadero. The existing Drumm Street walkway, which is aligned north-south between
Jackson Street and the Embarcadero, would be re-landscaped and widened by approximately
seven feet. A new open space known as "Pacific Park" would be situated at the triangular
northerly portion of the Project Site. The park would measure approximately 11,500 square feet,
and is proposed to include grass seating areas, a play fountain and other children's play areas,
and seating for the adjacent cafe. This park would be accessible from a mid-block pedestrian
network that includes the Drumm Street walkway to the south, as well as a pedestrian extension
of the Pacific Avenue right-of-way to the west. ' '

Immediately adjacent to Pacific Park to the south would be a new retail building to be developéd
on Port property under a Disposition and Development Agreement and Ground Lease between
the Port and the pioject sponsor, and would include a restaurant and/or other commercial
recreation amenities compatible with the Pacific Park use. '

BACKGROUND
2012 — Conditional Use Authorization hearing

_ At the March 22, 2012 public hearing, the Commission 1) Certified the Environmental Impact
Report prepared for the project; 2) Adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality

SAN FRANEISCO . 3
PLANNING DEPARTIVIENT . 6 3 2 L



Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal ) CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 ' : 8 Washington Street

Act, including findings rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of
Overriding Considerations and Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Programs; 3) Approved
the Conditional Use Authorization for review of a building exceeding 50 feet in an RC District, to
allow a non-accessory off-street parking garage, to allow non-residential uses exceeding 6,000
square feet, to allow commercial uses above the ground floor, and to approve a Planned Unit
Development with specific modifications of Planning Code regulations regarding bulk
limitations, rear yard, and off-street parking quantities; 4) Recommend approval to the Board: of
Supervisors of an amendment of the Zoning Map HTO1 to reclassify two portions of the
southwestern area of the Project Site from the existing 84-E Height and Bulk District to the 92-E
Height and Bulk District in one portion, and the 136-E Height and Bulk District in another
- portion; 5) Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of an amendment to Map 2 ("Height
and Bulk Plan") within the Northeastern Waterfront Plan of the General Plan (Planning Code
Section 340) to reclassify two portions of the southwestern area of the Project Site from the
existing 84-E Height and Bulk District to the 92-E Height and Bulk District in one portion, and the
136-E Height and Bulk District in another portion; 6) Adopted the Findings of the General Plan
Referral for the project; 7) Jointly -with the Recreation and Park Commission, established a
Cumulative Shadow Limit for Sue Bierman Park, and; 8) Following a recommendation by the
Recreation and Park Commission, found that the new shadow cast by the Project on Sue Bierman
Park will not be adverse, and allocated the cumulative shadow limit for Sue Bierman Park to the
Project. v

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS
e Section 303 states that the following criteria must be met in order for the Commission to
grant approval of an application for Conditional Use Authorizatior:

1. That 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 for; and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community; and

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with
respect to aspects including but not limited to the following:

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed.

_ size, shape and arrangement of structures;

b. The accessibility and traffic pattemns for persons and vehicles, the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and
loading and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions
of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this Code.

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO . 4
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this
Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan..

e Section 157 states that the following criteria must be considered by the Commission when
reviewing applications for parking exceeding accessory amounts:

' 1. Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent demand for
additional parking, cannot be'-s;atisfied by the amount of parking classified by this Code
as accessory, by transit service which exists or is likely to be provided in the foreseeable
future, by car pool arrangements, by more efficient use of existing on-street and off-street
parking available in the area, and by other means.

2. Demonstration that the apparent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied by
the provision by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to
those that may already be required by Section 166 of this Code..

3. The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the
surrounding area, especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures,
contribution to traffic congestion, or disruption of or conflict with transit services. \

4. 1In the case of uses other than housing, limitation of the proposed parking to short—term
occupancy by visitors rather than long-term occupancy by employees

5. Availability of the proposed parking to the general public at times when such parking is
not needed to serve the use or uses for which it is primarily intended.

«  Section 253 states that, for developments which exceed 50 feet in height within an RC District,
the Commission shall consider the expressed purposes of the Code, of the RC Districts, and
of the height and bulk districts.

e Section 304 establishes criteria and limitations for the authorization of PUD's over and above
those applicable to Conditional Uses in general and contained in Section 303 and elsewhere
in the Code. In cases of projects that exhibit outstanding overall design and are
complementary to the design and values of the surrounding area, such projects may merit
modification of certain Code requirements. The Project includes requests for specific PUD
modifications of Planning Code requirements regarding rear yard (Section 134), off-street
parking quantity (Section 151), bulk limitations (Section 270), and off-street loading (Section
152). The Commission must consider whether the development:

1. Affirmatively promotes applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan.

2. Provides off-street parking adequate for the occupancy proposed.

3. Provides open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate, by the general
public, at least equal to the open space required by this Code.

4. Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed by
Article 2 of the Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the Planned Unit

- Development will not be substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property.

5. Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit established by Article 2.5 of

this Code, unless such exception is explicitly authorized by the terms of this Code. In the

BUERIGRE peparrmen | -8
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absence of such an explicit authorization, exceptions from the provisions of this Code
with respect to height shall be confined to minor deviations from the provisions for
measurement of height in Sections 260 and 261 of this Code, and no such deviation shall
depart from the purposes or intent of those sections.

If a proposed Project meets the criteria outlined in Sections 303, 157, 253, and 304 of the Code,
then the Commission may grant Conditional Use Authorization, apf)rove off-street parking that
exceeds accessory amounts, approve development over 50 feet within an RC District, and
approve a Planned Unit Development with requested modifications of Planning Code
requirements. '

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letters are cited in a summary below and are followed by the
Department’s response. A number of the issues raised do not concern the conditional use
approval but instead concern environmental issues and the adequacy of environmental review or
other aspects of the project that were raised during the public comment period on the Draft EIR
or have been raised in separate appeals on the certification of the EIR. For those issues that are
beyond the scope of the conditional use permit, this response refers to elsewhere in the record
where those issues have been addressed.

Issue #1: Concern regarding increased building heights along the Embarcadero, and setting a
precedent for future height increases along the waterfront.

Response #1: The project height provides a graceful transition from the Downtown to the
adjacent lower height districts and the Embarcadero. The westerly (but not easterly) residential
building would reach roof heights of 92 feet to 136 feet, exceeding the existing height limit of 84
feet that applies to the Project Site. The limited westerly portion of the site proposed for height
reclassification is situated along Drumm and Wasfxington Streets, and does not front on the
Embarcadero. The Project massing is arranged to locate the tallest portions of the project at the
southwestern corner, relating to the background of taller existing buildings within the
Embarcadero Center and the Golden Gateway Center immediately southwebt and west of the
site. Buildings within the Project step down in height toward the north and to the east, with the
eastern residential building and the health club relating to the Embarcadero at a height lower
than the permitted 84-foot height limit. Along the Embarcadero;, the easterly residential building‘
is between 70 and 59 stories high, stepping down toward the health club, and the health club is a
maximum of 35 feet high. The northernmost portion of the Project Site, one side of which runs
along the Embarcadero, is left as a new public open space area ('Pacific Park"), further reinforcing
the stepped massing of the overall project. This transition in height sculpts the form of the Project
in a manner that is sympathetic to the shorter residential, commercial, and bulkhead buildings
situated along the Embarcadero, and preserves the legibility of the progression of taller buildings
within the Financial District to the southwest. The Northeast Embarcadero Study, published by
the Planning Department in June 2010 following an extensive public outreach process,
recommended an approach to heights at this site generally consistent with the Project proposal

)
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal . CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

because such a height approach would achieve a desirable stepped massing toward the Port
properties, consistent with policies in the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan.

The Project does not set a precedent for other projects along the waterfront. Any request for
height reclassification on another parcel near the waterfront would be evaluated separately on its
own merits, considering the site-specific character of the built-and natural context within the
larger urban form of the City as the Planning Department has done for this Project.

Issue #2: Concern that the residential buildings exceed bulk limitations.

Response #2: The Code provides avenues where certain exceptions to the bulk limits may
approved. As a Planned Unit Development, this project qualifiés for such a modification.
Buildings within "-E" Bulk Districts are limited to a maximum horizontal dimension of 110 feet,
and a maximum diagonal dimension of 140 feet above a height of 65 feet. These quantitative
limits are fixed and absolute, and do not scale in proportion to the size of the property proposed
for development. Acknowledging that it may be difficult for a project to comply with these
quantitative bulk limitations in all situations, the Planning Code establishes processes that allow
a project to seek exceptions from these bulk limitations, provided that the intent of the bulk
regulations-is met, In this case, the sponsor is requesting to modify the bulk limitations through
the Planned Unit Development process.

The Project meets the intent of the bulk limitations by arranging the residential portion within
two separate buildings separated by a wide, oval-shaped courtyard. The buildings are articulated
as-a series of vertical masses of approximately 35 feet in width, each divided by a recess
measuring approximately eleven feet wide and eight feet deep. The pedestrian realm is defined
by a tall ground floor with extensive glazing providing views into active retail spaces along street
frontages, framed by a procession of awnings. The uppermost floors of the residential buildings
are set back in a penthouse configuration, finished with curtain wall glazing that is distinct from
the grid of solid walls at lower floors. These three elements create a tripartite arrangernent that
visually breaks the massmg of the Project into discrete, legible elements.

Issue #3: Concern over the visual and shadow impacts of the project to Sue Bierman Park.

- Response #3: Development adjacent to parks within urban settings can be beautiful and
visually exciting. Sue Bierman Park is situated within an existing urban context, framed by office
and residential towers within the Financial District and the Golden Gateway Center. The existihg
zoning on the subject property allows for development up to 84 feet in height, therefore,
development at a relatively intense scale has already been contemplated for the site. The mere
‘presence of development within sight of a park does not constitute a negative visual impact to the .
park; rather, the visual effect is dependent on the design characteristics of the development. For
example, the urban fabric of buildings surrounding Union Square (varied in style, period, and
height) contributes strongly to the "sense of place” within that park. The Project residential
buildings would be articulated by rhythmfcally spaced recessed bays, breaking down the

SAN FRANCISCO . 7
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Board of Supervisors Condiuonal Use Authorization Appeal - CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15,2012 8 Washington Street

horizontal scale of the development by creating vertically oriented sub-volumes along the street
facades from four to five bays across. Views of buildings from Sue Bierman Park would. be
softened and screened by sidewalk street trees planted as part of the proposed project.

As to the shadow effect of the Project, it would cast approximately 4,425 square-foot-hours of
new shadow, equal to approximately 0.00067% of the theoretically available annual sunlight on
Sue Bierman Park. The Planning Commission found that the Projecf would not adversely affect
Sue Bierman Park because the new shadow would be cast on small areas at the northwest and
northeast portions of the park, with a maximum area of 670 square feet shadowed at a single
time, the areas to be shaded consisting primarily of lawn situated at the outer fringes of the Park
ilnrﬁediately adjacent to the Washington street sidewalk and net new shadows would be cast for
a short duration of approximately 15 minutes during the early-morning and late-evening hours
from early June through mid-July. - o

Finally, visual and shadow impacts of the projects were thoroughly examined in the EIR. See
Draft FIR, Section IV.B and Section IV.G and Comrhents and Responses document, C&R Section
TI.E and Section MLL. Planning has further addressed the issue of the adequacy .of the EIR
analysis of visual impacts in Planning Department's response to the Appeal of the EIR
Certification for the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project, Issue 2.8.

Issue #4: Concern that the development contains luxury housing units.

Response #4: The project satisfies the Code requirements for Inclusionary Affordable Housing
and will contribute Affordable Housing Fees. The Housing Element of the General Plan
emphasizes the need to provide housing at all income levels in a variety of sizes and
configurations, particularly at infill locations well-served by transit and within walking distance
of retail amenities and employment opportunities. Policies within the Housing Element
specifically emphasize the importance of retaining existing affordable dwelling units, and
constructing new affordable housing. However, these Policies are set at a Citywide level, and do
not mandate that each individual project deliver dwelling units across a spectrum of
affordability. The Project will be required to comply with the City's Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program (Section 415) through the payment of substantial Affordable Housing Fees,
which would be used toward the development of affordable units at other locations.

Issue #5: "Failure to condition approval on improvement of Washington Street concrete canyon
connecting the waterfront to Chinatown..." '

Response #5: The existing pedestrian connections to the waterfront will be strengthened,
expanded by the project. Staff is unsure of the specific recommendation or proposed
. improvement to Washington Street that in appellant's view the Planning Commission should
have required. The project includes several features that would enhance physical and visual
linkages between the waterfront and neighborhoods to the east, including Chinatown. These
features include widened sidewalks and improved streetscapes, an expanded Drumm Street

SAN FRANCISCO : 8
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" Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal o CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

walkway, a new linear open space extending through the site from the Jackson Street terminus to
the Embarcadero, and a new park at the northerly portion of the site. Collectively, these spaces
strengthen and expand an existing network of richly landscaped pedestrian connections that link
other important open spaces in the vicinity, including Sydney Walton Square, Sue Bierman Park,
and Justin Herman Plaza. '

Issue #6: Concerns over excessive residential parking and questions over the application of C-
3 parking standards to the project.

Response #6: As a Planned Unit Development, this project qualifies to request a modification
of the allowable parking standards for residential uses. Based on Planning Code Section 151,
for the RC-4 District, the Project is required to provide 34 off-street parking spaces to serve the
residential uses, and the Planning Code would allow a maximum of 51 accessory spaces.
Through the PUD process, the sponsor is requesting a modification of the limitations for
residential accessory parking. Initially, the sponsor requested one parking space for each of the
134 dwelling units. However, in its approval of the Conditional Use authorization, the
Commission reduced the amount of residential parking to 127 spaces, in order to provide a
sufficient but not excessive amount of off-street parking. This parking ratio coincides with the
residential parking allowed in the neighboring C-3 District, which is comparable in character to
the subject property in terms of transit service and pedestrian orientation. However, the
mechanism to allow this quantity of parking is the PUD modification process and the Planning
Comumission has not "misapplied” C-3 zoning standards to the site in authorizing a modification
of the accessory parking allowance for the PUD. ‘

Issue #7: Questioning the adequacy of environmental review with respect to excavation and
truck traffic during construction, and impacts of sea level rise. ‘ '

Responsé #7: Adequacy of the EIR prepared for the Project will be addressed as part of a
separate appeal hearing. Issues regarding the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA")
are beyond the scope of this appeal. Transportation impacts and impacts related to sea level rise
are addressed in the EIR prepared for the Project and sin response to separate appeals filed on the
certification of the EIR. See Draft EIR, Section IV.D. (Transportation) and Section IV.I (Sea Level
Rise), Comments and Responses document, C&R Section IIL.G (Transportation) and Section IILN
(Sea Level Rise) and Planning Department's response to the Appeal of the EIR Certification for
the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project, Issue 1.39 (construction traffic trips) and Issues
1.44 and 2.6 (sea level rise).

Issue #8: Concerns over the loss of the existing tennis courts.
Response #8: The existing tennis courts at the Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club are

privately owned and operated. The Project will include the construction of a new health club
that does not include tennis courts. However, the elimination of privately-owned tennis courts is

SAN FRANCISCD g
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal B CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

not regulated by the Planning Code, and is an operational decision that is within the purview of
the operators of the health club. '

The appellant's concerns that elimination of all tennis courts and relocation of the swimming
pools was proposed after the comment period on the Draft EIR is addressed in Planning
Department's response to the Appeal of the EIR Certification for the 8 Washington Street/Seawall
Lot 351 Project, Issues 1.5 and 2.13. Appellant's statement that recreational facilities were
required as a condition of the approval of the prior redevelopment project is addressed in the
Comments and Responses document, C&R pp. 10.B.19-I1.B.21.

Issue #9: Concerns over pedestrian/vehicular conflicts at the garage entry to the Project on
Washington Street. :

Response #9: The potential number of curb cuts and potential conflict points for vehicles and
pedesﬁians would be reduced. As with any point where vehicles cross a sidewalk, the presence
of the garage entry on Washington Street could theoretically create moments of interference
between vehicles and pedestrians. However, there is nothing unique about the design or
placement of the garage entry for the Project to suggest that this entry would create exceptional
hazards for pedestrians. The sidewalk along Washington Street would be widened as part of the
Project, improving Sightlihes for drivers to view approaching pedestrians prior to exiting the
garage. The Project would close several existing, active curb cuts along the frontage of the subject
property, reducing the number of potential conflict points between vehicles and pedestrians. As
previously noted; the Project would also provide new mid-block pedestrian linkages, creating a
more permeable, porous site that offers walking routes for pedestrians that are completely free of

‘ vehicular fraffic.

The conditional use permit incorporates as conditions on the Project all mitigation measures and
improvement measures identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Project. Included in these measures is Improvement Measure TR-3, which requires the
installation of an audible and visual device at the garage entrance to automatically alert
pedestrians when a vehicle is exiting the facility and the installation of a sign at the top of the
garage ramp facing exiting vehicles with the words "Caution — Watch for Pedestrians” to warn
motorists to be observant of pedestrians on fhe sidewalk. Further, Improvement Measure TR-1
requires signage to indicate when the ‘parking garage is full and where alternative parking is
located, to avoid queuing on Washington Street. ‘

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, the issue of pedestrian and bicycle safety at project
garage entrances and on sidewalks was addressed thoroughly in the Comments and Responses
document, C&R pp. IILG.32 - IL.G.37.

Issue #10: Concern that proposed uses on Seawall Lot 351 do not comply with the Public Trust
doctrine and are based on the ad hoc Northeast Embarcadero Study.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 8 Washington Street

Response #10: The Public Trust Jimitations may be transferred to other waterfront properties
as long as the transfer results in at least equal or greater public value, as will be the case here.
The proposed uses have been developéd by the Project Sponsor and the Port, the entities that
own the property upon which the Projeét would be located. The Port considered Planning
Department "principles and recommendations” for new development in the area contained in the
Northeast Embarcadero Study in working with the Project Spo‘ns‘oi/' to develop the proposed
project. The Northeast Embarcadero Study has no other bearing on the Project. To address public
trust issues related to the site, The Project Sponsor and the Port propose to enter a Public Trust
‘Exchange Agreement to remove the public trust use limitations from the portions of Seawall Lot
351 proposed for residential and health club uses, and to impose the public trust use limitations
on the portions of the Project Site that are prdposed for open space use. The Project Sponsor and
the Port also propose to enter into a Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Port to convey a
portion of Seawall Lot 351 to the Project Sponsor for residential and health club development,
and for the Project Sponsor to convey to the Port portions of the Project Site for open space uses.
This exchange would be subject to future review and approval by the State Lands Commission. In
order for State Lands to approve this swap, it must find that the Jands transferred into the Public
Trust are at least equal to, or of greater value, than the lands transferred out of Public Trust; and
also that no substantial interference with trust uses and purposes would result.

See also Planning Department's response to the Appeal of the EIR Certification. for the 8
Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project, Issue 2.4, concerning a further discussion of the
Northeast Embarcadero Study and its relationship to the Final EIR and the Project.

Issue #11: In 1973, a similar probosal was found to have a significant environmental impact
because of its incompatibility with the scale of small buildings that predominate to northwest
and north of Golden Gateway.

Response #11: Appellant states that the height and bulk of high-rise portions of Golden
Gateway Phase III were found in 1973 to be incompatible with nearby uses and, therefore,
would cause a significant effect on the environment. This issue concerns whether the project
would have an environmental impact and not an issue pertaining to the appropriateness of the
épproval of the conditional use permit. This issue is addressed by Planning Department's
response to the Appeal of the EIR Certification for the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351
Project in the response to Issue 2.3. ’

CONCLUSION :

For the reasons stated above, the Planning Department recommends that the Board uphold the
Planning Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use authorization and Planned
" Unit Development to demolish the existing Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club and the

existing surface parking lot on Seawall 351, and construct a new health club, residential buildings
ranging from four to twelve stores in height containing 134 dwelling units, ground-floor retail

uses totaling approximately 20,000 square feet, and 382 off-street parking spaces, subject to the

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPAHRTMENT 6 4 0
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal CASE NO. 2007.0030C
Hearing Date: May 15, 2012 - 8 Washington Street

conditions of approval contained within Exhibit A of Planning Commission Motion No. 18567,
and deny the appeal.

SAN FRANCISCO ) 1
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'8 Washington Street project - SFBC position
Joy Lamug, Carmen Chu, David
Board of Supervisors to: Campos, David Chiu, Eric L Mar, John 05/02/2012 04:03 PM
- Avalos, Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen,

v

From: Andy Thomley <andy@stbike.org>

To: David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, Board.of supervisors@sfgov.org, Judson.True@sfgov.org,
Date: 05/02/2012 12:19 PM

Subject: Fwd: 8 Washington Street project - SFBC position

Sent by: andy.sfbike@gmail.com

Pardon the reduﬁdancy, I'm re-sending this to make sure it's back near the top of the pile for the
Board's packet, see attached letter . . . ‘

Thanks,

' —-Andy--

e Forwarded message --—---—--
From: Andy Thdrnley <andy@sibike.org>
Date: Tue, Mar 6,2012 at 11:45 AM
Subject: 8 Washington Street project - SEBC position
To: David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, Rodney Fong <rodney@waxmuseum.com>
Cc: Linda Avery <Linda.Avery@sfgov.chg>,'Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.-o;g, John Rahaim <
John.Rahaim@sfgov.org>, Monique Moyer <monique.moyer@sfport.com>, Ed Reiskin <
Ed_ Reiskin@sfmta.com>, Simon Snellgrove <ssnellerove@pacificwaterfront.com>, Alicia
Esterkamp Allbin <aallbin@pacificwaterfront.com>, Judson True <Judson.True@sfgov.org>, '
Leah Shahum <leah@sfbike.org>

Hello President Chiu and President Fong --

Attached is the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition's letter on the 8 Washington Street project for
consideration by the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission, please circulate to
members 0f those bodies and other interested parties.

Thank you,

Andy Thornley
Policy Director
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
833 Market St. 10th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103
415-431-BIKE x307
http://sibike.org

12,000 Members Strong
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation

8 Washington_SFBC_Mar_2012.pdf
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
833 Market Street, 10" Floor

BICYB LE San Francisco CA 94103

. ’ T 415.431.BIKE
COAUTION F 415.431.2468
sfbike.org »
5 March 2012
David Chiu, President Rodney Fong, President ,
San Francisco Board of Supervisors San Francisco Planning Commission
Room 244, City Hall ' 1650 Mission Street
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco, CA 94103
San Francisco CA S4102

~ RE: 8 Washington Street project

Dear President Chiu and President Fong:

On behalf of the 12,000 members of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, 1 hereby express our
qualified support for the 8 Washington Street project coming before the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for your deliberation and legislative action. The 8 Washington project would
provide numerous benefits to the bicycling environment and public realm in the city's northeastern
waterfront district through its bicycle parking features and streetscape enhancements. However, the
vehicle parking features of the project, and the overall grasp and engagement of vehicle parking
supply by the City's agencies, give us significant cause for concern.

We appreciate the project's commitment to eliminate the only curb cut on the eastern side of the
Embarcadero between King and Bay Streets, which presently exists to serve the surface parking lot
at Seawall Lot 351. The Embarcadero is a major City bicycle route (SF Bicycle Route 5) and a key
segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, and the elimination of the curb cut and related vehicle
movements would improve the comfort and safety of pedestrians and bicycle riders on the
Embarcadero. - : ’

We support and applaud the pfoject's proposed secure bicycle parking supply, which would provide
at least 134 bike spaces to serve residents (at nearly a 1:1 ratio) and 27 public bike parking spaces
for non-resident users. . ,

The project includes many features that would enhance pedestrian and view corridors and improve
the connection between the city and the waterfront by creating active, pedestrian-oriented uses at
street level. We support and applaud the project's commitment to widen sidewalks along its Drumm
and Washington Street frontages, open a pedestrian way along Pacific Avenue, and restore Jackson
Street as a public right-of-way and view corridor.

We appreciate that the parking garage would locate all vehicle parking underground (and eliminate
surface parking presently occupying Seawall Lot 351), and are pleased that two existing curb cuts
on the Washington Street frontage of the project would be combined into a single curb cut,
lessening conflicts and hazards for pedestrian and bicycle riders on Washington Street. And we
appreciate that five of the project garage's vehicle parking stalls would be dedicated to car share
use. '

Nevertheless we must express our strong concern with the amount of vehicle parking proposed for
the project, and our dismay at the City's engagement of the broader issues of transportation and
land use planning in which this project and its vehicle parking must be considered. The project
would construct an underground garage with 400 parking stalls, replacing a 105-stall surface
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8 Washington Street project — SF Bicycle Coalition — 5 March 2012 Page 2

parking lot presently on the site. On its face, this represents a near-quadrupling of vehicle parking
on the project site, and a significant excess of vehicle parking under the City's Planning Code
controls. In documents prepared by Planning staff for their Commission's deliberation and action on
the project, parking excesses are inventoried and forgiven by various rationales:

The project proposes 145 parking spaces to serve the residential uses, exceeding the maximum

of 54 accessory residential spaces permitted within the RC-4 District. The conditions of
approval would reduce the amount of residential parking in the project from the proposed 145
spaces (a 1 space per unit ratio) to 131 spaces (an approximately .90 space per unit ratio). This

reduced ratio is compatible with the parking ratios permitted within C-3 Districts nearby, and

would therefore be appropriate to the fransit-rich, pedestrian-friendly context of the Project
Site. _

The logic of this argument seems contorted — by utilizing the limits of a different nearby zoning
district (and reducing the proposed parking from nearly triple to more than double the maximum
permitted) this project's excess parking might be compatible with that different nearby district, of
course, but why do we have a distinct RC-4 district and when will we respect its limits? And how

can such forgiveness of excess parking in the RC-4 zone be "appropriate to the transit-rich,

pedestrian-friendly context of the Project Site?" And isn't this sort of ad-hoc intensification
"substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property," a proscribed condition of the Planned
Unit Development (PUD) pfocess which is proposed to formalize forgiveness of the project's parking
excess? '

As for the balance of 255 parking spaces proposed for this project, Planning staff note that
proposed non-residential commetcial uses (restaurant, health club) should be provided a minimum
of 90 and maximum of 135 parking spaces, and the project's proposed 80 non-residential accessory
spaces are fherefore deficient, but the PUD process will take that up along with the residential
parking excess, and anyhow there are another 175 vehicle parking spaces proposed "to serve as
general public parking for the various uses in the vicinity," and the aggregate supply of 255 non-
residential spaces in the project garage would serve as parking available to the general public asa °
desirable public good: ‘ ' :

The Project also includes 255 spaces within the garage that would be accessible 1o the general

public, in order to serve the uses on-site, and to provide parking to serve the uses in the vicinity
of the Ferry Building. Several other parking facilities near the Ferry Building have been recently

removed, or are planned for future removal. Therefore, the amount of non-residential parking
proposed is appropriate for the Project.

Staff's recommendations for Planning Commission certification / approval / entitlement assert that
"tlhe parking garage will bolster the commercial viability of the Ferry Building and enable broader
access fo the recreational amenities of the waterfront," and repeat elsewhere that "[t]hese parking
spaces are necessary to support the continued viability of the Ferry Building, the Ferry Plaza
Farmer's Market, Piers 1.5 - 5, and the Ferry Building waterfront area." This may be so, if we limit
our concern for commercial viability and access {o recreational amenities to users traveling by
private automobile. But this argument neglects the many expenses that private automobile trips levy
on public health and safety and mobility (transit, walking, and bicycling) and the real and
significant interest the City has in nurturing and prioritizing access to commercial and recreational
activities by transit, walking and bicycling (see Transit First Policy, General Plan, etc.). Each
parking space in San Francisco has a factor of auto trip induction associated with it, and each of
those auto trips have associated quanta of localized and generalized costs to public health, public
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8 Washington Street project — SF Bicycle Coalition — 5 March 2012 ' Page 3

safety, and transit performance and availability. Planning's parking analysis begins and ends on
concern for the convenience and comfort of some users while omitting the many significant shared
costs of that parking, in the vicinity and across the city, region, and planet.

Throughout the documents prepared for their Commission's deliberation and action on the 8
Washington project, Planning staff refer to, and defer to, a parking study conducted for the Port of
San Francisco in 2008, developed to a draft state, but never brought forward to the Port
Commission for adoption as part of a parking and transportation management plan ot policy. The
draft 2008 study undoubtedly contains interesting information and may be a valuable tool in
formulating a coherent policy or plan, but in itself the study does not constitute an adequate policy
basis for establishing a 255-stall public garage at 8 Washington Street.

We are concerned that a draft parking study prepared for one agency would have the power to
outweigh and confound adopted City code and policy. We are concerned that an important series of
legistative actions affecting transportation and mobility and access in the city's northeast might be
taken on the basis of such informal and incomplete information, without proper consultation and
adoption of a coherent and intentional vehicle parking plan that respects and advances the City's
transit-first policy goals.

We believe that it is essential to substantiate this project's parking needs and the Port's parking
needs as separate and discrete things. There may be a policy-defensible case made for this project's
parking garage, and for a new public parking facility to address a perceived deficit in vehicle.
parking supply for the Port's domain of property interest. But without proper substantiation for each
as separate concerns, and formal deliberation and adoption of a plan for the Port's transportation
needs (with vehicle parking as a harmonious element of such a plan, regarding and conforming with
the interests of the city's northeastern waterfront and city as a whole), a responsible evaluation of
“the "right amount” of vehicle parking for this project cannot be made. :

Sincerely,

Andy Thornley
Policy Director
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition , }
: cc: Monique Moyer, Port of San Francisco
John Rahaim, SF Planning
Ed Reiskin, SF Municipal Transportation Authority -
Simon Snellgrove, Pacific Waterfront Partners '
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ETY No. 544-5227
April 19, 2012

Sue Hestor, Esq. -
870 Market Street, #1128
San Francisco, CA 84102

File No. 120397, Planning Case No. 2007.0030ECKMRZ
8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Conditional Use Appeal

Dear Ms. Hestor:

This office is in receipt of your appeal filed on April 17, 2012, on behalf of the Friends of
Golden Gateway, from the decision of the Planning Commiission by its Motion No. 18567,
Case No. 2007.0030ECKMRZ, dated March 22, 2012, approval of a Conditional Use
Authorization for a Planned Unit Development, including specific modifications of Planning
Code requirements regarding bulk limitations, rear yard, ofi-street loading, and off-street .
parking,.and to allow development exceeding 50 feet in height within an RC District, to

- allow a non-accessory off-street parking garage to allow commercial uses above the
ground floor, and to allow non-residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet pursuant to -

" Planning Code Sections 209.7(d), 209.8(c), 209.8(f), 253, 303, and 304, with respect to a
proposal to demolish an existing surface parking lot and health club, and to construct a new
health club, residential buildings ranging from four to twelve stories in. height containing 134
dwelling units, ground floor retail uses totaling approximately 20,000 square feet, and 382
off-street parking spaces within the RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) District,
and the 84-E Height and Bulk District, and adopting findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act, on property located at: ' |

'8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351, Asséssor’s Block Nos. 0168, 0171, 0201
Lot Nos. 058, 068, 012-013 . :

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 121-01, Supervisors David Chiu, David Campos, John Avalos,
Eric Mar, and Jane Kim subscribed to this conditional use appeal as an alternative to
obtaining the signatures of 20% of the property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property. -

A hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, May 15, 2012, at 4:00 p.m,, at .the

meeting of the Board of Supervisors to be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room
250, located at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 84102.
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8 Washington Street/Sea Lot 351 Conditional Use Appeal
April 19, 2012 ; :
Page 2

Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:

8 days prior to the hearing:  any documentation which you may want available to the
- Board members prior to the hearing;

11 days prior to the héaring: hénﬁes of interested parties to be netified of the hearing.

Provide 18 copies of the documentation' for distribution, and, if possible, names of
interested parties to be notified in label format. o

if you have any questions; please feel free to CQn{ac’t LegislatiVé'D.epdty Diréc:tdr, Rick
Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or Legislative Clerk, Joy Lamug.at (415) 554-7712.

Sincerely,

Ao Cudu

Angeta Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c: -
Cheryt Adams, Deputy City Attorney, w/ copy of appeal
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney, w/ copy of appeal
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney, w/ copy of appeal
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, w/ copy of appeal
‘AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department, w/ copy of appeal
Tina Tam, Planning Department, w/ copy of appeal
Kevin Guy, Planning Department, w/ copy of appeal
Phil Williamson, Port, w/ copy of appeal
Trisha Prashad, Port, w/ copy of appeal
Byron Rhett, Port, w/ copy of appeal
Jonathan Stern, Port, w/ copy of appeal
Brad Benson, Port, w/ copy of appeal
Appellant, Zane O. Gresham, Esq., Morrison & Foerster, LLP, 425 Market Street, San Francisco,
CA 94105, w/ copy of appeal ' ‘
Project Sponsor, Monique Moyer, Port Executive Director, Pier 1, The Embarcadero, San
Francisco, CA 94111, w/ copy of appeal _ ‘
Project Sponsor, San Francisco Waterfront Partners, LLC, Pier 1, Bay 2, The Embarcadero, San
Francisco, CA 94111, Attn: Simon Snellgrove, w/ copy of appeal '
3\
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NOTICE TO BOARD OF‘SI‘JPEH-VISORS OF APPEAL
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

| .
Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following action of the City
Planning Commission.

('\ . . , .
The property is located at ZV (WAS & O / SwL 35

@
' SR~ S
G- ] = oxn
3‘2:2’\ 20 (v I o= o
Date of City Planning Commission Action 2 fom
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision) i — ;
: o : k - S.Lm
' | Eo<
= :G,_ M
| = Gz
: B SR =
Appeal Filing Date o~ ©8

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of
property, Case No. . '

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for establishment,
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

L The Planning Commission a

pproved in whole or in part an application for conditionai use
authorization, Case No.__ 2. 0077, O 26 & CI M 2 2.

The Planning Commission disa

pproved in whole or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No. . :

ViClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process5
August 2011
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Statement of Appeal:

~a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from:

(/Séé g 177 eﬂrcu-ea

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal:

| [5‘@2 AN %qéﬂ)

Person to Whom
Notices Shall Be Mailed

SYe .'\—A-QS_{,O(L,

Name and Address of Person Filing Appeat:

g?/fé ueﬁ o

‘Name

Name

Q70 Pacicen :L HR

S Yo

o Htee fiu

174

Address

S a4 0 L

Jdis QYL —lo2|

Address

415 4L —ionl

"Telephone Number

Telephone Number

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals InformatiomCondition Use Appeal Processt

August 2011

Signature of Appeliant or
Authorized Agent



APPEAL OF 8 WASHINGTON STREET/SWL 351 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOP MENT/CONDITIONALUSETO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - 2007.0030 ECKMRZ - Planning Commission Approval March 22,2012

Appellant - FRIENDS OF GOLDEN GATEWAY
Statement of Appeal
a) Parts of the decision the appeal is taken from:

o Increased height limits on the waterfront

e Excessive parking - both residential and commercial

e  Excessive building bulk '

e Elimination of community recreation facility which the Redevelopment Agency required to
as a community space to support residents of middle-income rental housing, over 50% of
the open active recreation area, by total elimination of tennis courts.

¢ Impacts on Sue Bierman Park by adding building mass along and closer to Washlng‘ton Street

" east of Drumm, loss of views from that Park, which is exacerbated by increased shadows in
violation of Proposition K.

e Intrusion of building mass into the open area that runs along the west side of The
Embarcadero and opens up the Bay to the public and to the City.

e Massive underground parking garage constructed by excavating bay fill in area susceptible
to both flooding and sea level rise. 2

e Purporting to “find” that the project meets standards for outstandmg overall deSlgn
complementary to the design and values of the surrounding area, while the CU Motion
deferred review of the design of public areas and of modifications to the public right-of-way
and also deferred review of design of the swimming facility.

e Multiple Planning Code “exceptions” and excedences allowed for the benefit of extreme
luxury housing ($2.5-7.5 million condos) for which is there is no identified need

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal.

e Increasing heights along the Embarcadero for the first time since height limits reducing
allowable heights were adopted 40 years ago. '

e Excessively bulky, both east and west, residential buildings allowing violation of EVERY
length and diagonal limit for those buildings, thereby magnifying the increased heights so
that the project effectively recreates the massing of the demolished Embarcadero Freeway.

e  Excess residential parking at 374% of the amount of parking required. -

e Adverse visual impacts on Sue Bierman Park along its the NORTH BOUNDARY between
Drumm and The Embarcadero, resulting from minimal discussion and no comprehensive
visual renderings of entire Washington Street project frontage of the 8 Washington project.

e Approvalof an extreme luxury housing project for which there is no identified need in the
Housing Element.
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Failure to condition approval on improvement of Washington Street concrete canyon
connecting the waterfront to Chinatown - despite the fact that the northern side between
Battery and Drumm is controlled by Golden Gateway, a stakeholder which owns 80% of 8
Washington site, and that the southern side is controlled by various City entities including
Rec Park (open maintenance yard), the MTA (garage) and PUC (Water Pump Station).
Elimination of all tennis courts and relocation of the swimming pools after the close of all
public comment on the EIR, depriving the public of the ability to comment on the impact of
TOTAL elimination of tennis and of a new pool location/configuration, making it difficuit for
the publicto understand the loss of active recreation facilities REQUIRED as a condition of
the award to Perini-SF of the right to develop 4 middle-income rental housing towers at
Golden Gateway.

Violation of Urban Design.Plan standards, which had been applied in 1973 by the same

" Planning Commission that adopted that Plan when they found that the height and bulk of
high-rise portions of Golden Gateway Phase Ill would be incompatible with the scale or
small buildings which predominate to northwest and north of Golden Gateway from the
SLOPES of Telegraph Hill and other nearby RESIDENTIAL neighborhoods and thereby be a
significant effect on the environment. '

Misapplication of the Planning Code and General Plan by selectively reviewing the project
agajnst the Downtown Commercial C-3 standards, instead of residential standards that

- govern the Golden Gateway RC-4 site in a RESIDENTIALLY ZONED neighborhood.
Misapplication of Downtown Commercial €-3 standards for parkingon a residentially zoned
site in a residential area abutting a transit préferential Street, The Embarcadero. '
Construction of a 3-story underground garage on bay fill in an area subject to flooding
which has been determined to be affected by sea level rise.

Traffic Impacts on The Embarcadero caused by the massive excavation of 100,000 cubic
yards of soil required for a 3-level underground parking garage resulting in 20,000 one-way _
~ dump truck trips over 7 months.

Interference with pedestrians walking to and from Chinatown on Washington by locating
the entrance/exit for a large active garage on Washington near Drumm where traffic
crossing the sidewalk to access the garage will cross their path. ‘
Department failure to require complete plans and renderings for the PUD application, thus
depriving the public of full information of how the length along Washington Street will be
seen by on the south/Sue Bierman Park side of Washington Street, and similarly of Drumm
Street north of Washington - hiding the visual impacts of garage and off-street loading
driveways, and not requiring final design of the pool area that complies with all code
requirements for outdoor pools including surrounding fence. :

This project sets a precedent for other projects along the waterfront, including the
proposed 75 Howard Street project. ‘

Increasing allowable building heights, decreasing open recreation space, and failing to
comply with public trust uses for Seawall Lot 351 based on the ad hoc Northeast
Embarcadero Study that was never subjected to environmental review.
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" Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors
believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No.
los 7. 0020 £ C 1< n P2 a conditional use authorization regarding (address) ¥ asu velow SIAEE7 /-
SEhwb Lo S , District 3 . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date.

SIGNATURE DATE

T el (L a1

e liee 2 /1
sV 4114/ =
= - {/n/iz

QA—— /)Q\-— 4 l/ﬂ / 1/1

] T

(Attach copy of Plann_ing Commission’s Decision)

V:\Clerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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SAN FRANCISCO

Subject to: (Select only if gpplicable)

W Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) . ¥ First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) '
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413} O Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)

00 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 4%2) . @ Other

Planning Commission Motion 18567
- HEARING DATE: MARCH 22, 2012

Date: : March 22, 2012
Case No.: 12007.0030ECKMRZ
Project Address: 8 Washington Street
Zoning: - RC4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) District
: | 84- Height and Bulk District .
" Block/Lot: 0168/058; 0171/069; 0201/012-013 (including Seawall Lot 351)
Project Sponsor:  Simon Snellgrove ' :

San Francisco Waterfront Partners IT, LLC
Pier 1,Bay 2, The Embarcadero '
San Frandisco, CA 94111

Stoff Contact: Kevin Guy — (415) 558-6163
kevin.guy@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE
" AUTHORIZATION FOR A FPLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING
SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS OF PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS
- REGARDING BULK LIMITATIONS, REAR YARD, OFF-STREET LOADING, -AND
. OFF-STREET PARKING, AND TO ALLOW DEVELOPMENT EXCEEDING 50 FEET
IN HEIGHT WITHIN AN RC DISTRICT, TO ALLOW A NON-ACCESSORY OFF-
STREET PARKING GARAGE, TO ALLOW COMMERCIAL USES ABOVE THE
GROUND FLOOR, AND TO ALLOW NON-RESIDENTIAL USES EXCEEDING 6,000
SQUARE FEET, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 209.7(d), 209.8(c),
209.8(f), 253, 303, AND 304, WITH RESPECT TO A PROPOSAL TO DEMOLISH AN
EXISTING SURFACE PARKING LOT AND HEALTH CLUB, AND TO CONSTRUCT
A NEW HEALTH CLUB, RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS RANGING FROM FOUR TO
TWELVE STORIES IN HEIGHT CONTAINING 134 DWELLING UNITS, GROUND-
FLOOR RETAIL USES TOTALING APPROXIMATELY 20,000 SQUARE FEET, AND
382 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES, WITHIN THE RC+4 (RESIDENTIAL-
COMMERCIAL, HIGH DENSITY) DISTRICT AND THE 84-E HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

www.sfplanning.org

' 654

1650 Mission S
Suite 460
San Franetsco,

" CA G4163-2479

Reeption:
415.558.6378

Fax - -
415558 648¢

Planaing -
Information:
#15.558.6377



Motion 18567 o ‘ CASE NO. 2007.0030ECKMRZ
March 22, 2012 - ‘ . * 8 Washingfon Street

PREAMBLE

On April 25, 2011, Neil Sekhri, acting on behalf of San Francisco Waterfront Partners 10, LT;C

("Project Sponsor") filed an application with the Planning Department (“Department”) for

Conditional Use Authorization to allow development exceeding 50 feet in height within an RC

" District, to allow a non-accessory off-sireet parking garage, to allow commercial uses above the
ground floor, and to allow non-residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet, and to approve a
Planned Unit Development, 'pursuant to Planning Code Sections ("Sections") 209.7(d), 209.8(c),
209:8(f), 253, 303, and 304, to allow a project that would demolish an existing surface parking lot

"and health dub and construct a new health club, residenfial buildings ranging from four to
twelve stories in height conteining 145 dwelling units, ground-floor retail uses totaling
approximately 20,000 square feet, and 400 off-street parking spaces, located at 8 Washington
Street, Lot 058 within Assessor's Block 0168, Lot 069 within Assessor's Block 0171, Lot 012 of, "
Asse'sso_r-"s Block 0201, and Seawall Lot 351, which includes Lot 013 of Assessor's Block 0201
("Project Site), within the RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) District and the 84-E
Height and Bulk District. The project requests specific modifications of Planning Code
requirements regarding bulk limitations, rear yard, off-street loading, and off-street parking
quantities through the Planned Unit Development process specified in Section 304 (collectively,
"Project”). On February 17, 2012, the Project Sponsor amended the Pro]ect apphcahon to reduce
the number of dwelling units from 145 to 134, and to reduce the number of residential parkmg

*  spaces from 145 to 134.

On January 3, 2007, the Project Sponsor submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application
‘with the Department, Case No. 2007.0030E. The Department issued a Notice of Preparation of
Environmental Review on December 8, 2007, to owners of propertles within 300 feet, adjacent
tenants, and other potentially interested parties.

'On June 15, 2011, the Department published a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
public review. The draft EIR was available for public comment until August 15, 2011. On July 21,
+ 2011, the Planning Commission ("Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting to solicit comments regarding the draft EIR. On December 22, 2011,
the Department published a Comments and Responses document, responding to comments
made regardmg the draft EIR prepared for the Pro]ect

On March 22,’ 2012, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the’
contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final EIR 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 Frandsco
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31")

The Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the
" independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the
summary of cormments and responses contained no significant revisions to the draft EIR, and
approved the Final EIR for the Project in comphance Wlﬂ’l CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and
Chapter 31.
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The Planning Department, Linda Avery, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2007.0030F, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

DePar’fment staff prepared a Mitigation’ Momtormg and Reporting program ("MMRP ) which
. material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Comimission’s review,

consideration and action.

On March 13, 2007, the Project Sponsor submitted a request for review of a development
"exceeding 40 feet in height, pursuant to Section 295, analyzing the potenttal shadow impacts of
the Project to properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department (Case No.
2007. 0030K). Department staff prepared a shadow fan deplctmg the poten’ﬂal shadow cast by the
" development and concluded that the Project could have a potential impact to properties subject
to Section 295. A techmcal memorandum, prepared by Turnstone Consulting, dated December
13, 2011, concluded that the Project would cast approximately 4,425 square-foot-hours of new
shadow on Sue Bierman Park,, equal to approximately 0. 00067% of the theoretically available
. ,a.nnual sunlight ("TAAS") on Sue Bierman Park. :

Pursuant to Section 295, the Plamu.ng Cormmission and the Recreation and Park Commlssmn, on
February 7, 1989, adopted standards for allowing additional shadows on the greater downtown
parks (Resolution No. 11595). At the time the standards were adopted, Sue Bierman Park did not
exist in its present form and configuration. Therefore, no standards have been adopted
establishing an absolute cumulative limit for Sue Bierman Park, in its present configuration. The
Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission held a duly advertised joint
public hearing on March 22, 2012 and adopted Resolution No. 18562 establishing an absolute
cumulative shadow limit equal to 0.00067 percent of the TAAS for Sue Bierman Patk.

- On March 22, 2012, the Recreation and Park Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and recommended that the Planning Commission find
that the shadows cast by the Project on Sue Bierman Park will not be adverse. On March 22, 2012,
the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting and adopted Motion No. 18563 determining that the shadows cast by the Prdject on Sue
Bierman Park will not be adverse, and allocating the absolute cumulative shadow limit of 0.00067

percent to the Project. -

On August 9, 2011, the Project Sponsor submltted a request to amend Haght Map HTO1 of the
Zoning Maps of the San Francisco Planning Code to reclassify two portions of the southwestern-
area of the development site from the 84-E Height and Bulk District to the 52-E Height and Bulk
District in one portion, and the 136-E Height and Bulk District in another portion (Case No.

© 2007.0030Z). On March 22, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and adopted Resolution No. 18566, recommending that
the Board of Superv1sors approve the requested He1ght Redas'ﬂﬁcatlon

On August 9, 2011, the Project Sponsor submitted a request to amend "Map 2 - Helght and Bulk"
Plan” within the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan of the General Plan, to reclassify two’
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portions of the southwestern portion of the development site from the existing 84-foot height
limit to a height of 92 feet in one portion, and 136 feet in another portion: On December 8, 2011,
the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and
adopted Resolution No. 18501, initiating the requested General Plan Amendment. On March 22,
2012, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting’ and adopted Resolution No. 18564, recommending that the Board of Supervisors
approve the requested General Plan Amendment. '

On December 1, 2011, the Project Sponsor submitted a request for a General Plan Referral, Case
NG. 2007.0030R, regarding the exchange of Public Trust Land, changes in use of various portions
of the property (including the publicly-owned Seawall Lot 351), and subdivision associated with
the Project. On March 22, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and adopted Motion No. 18565 determining that these

* actions are consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and the Priority Policies
of Section 101.1.

On March 27, 2012, the Commission adopted Motion No. 18561, adopting CEQA findings,
‘including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopting the MMRF's, which findings
and adoption of the 1\41\/1RP5 are hereby mcorpora’ted by reference as though fully set forth
herein. :

On March 22, 2012, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2007.0030C.

The Commissiori 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 requested in Application
No. 2007.0030C, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the
following findings: :

FINDINGS

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

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

2. Site D'escription and Present Use. The majority of the Project Site is occupied by the
Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club, which includes nine outdoor tennis courts, two
outdoor pools, a seventeen-space surface parking lot, and seven temporary and
permanent structures housing a clubhouse, pro shop, dressing rooms, lockers, showers,

: and other facilities. The southeasterly portion of the Project Site is comprised of Seawall
Lot 351 (currently owned by the Port of San Francisco), which is developed with a 105-
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space public surface parking lot. The site is jrregular, but roughly triangular in shape.
The widest portion of the lot fronts along Washj.ngtbn Street, between Drurmun Street and
the Embarcadero. The site tapers to a narrow point at its northernmost portion, which
fronts along the Embarcadero. The Project Site measures approximately 138,681 square
feet in total. o :

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The property is located within the
Northeastern Waterfront and within the former Golden Gateway Redevelopment Area,
which expired in 2009. The exis’dng buildings in the Golden Gateway Center are
comprised of predominantly residentiel uses, within towers and low-rise buildings.
Cominercial uses, including a full-service grocery store; are situated at the ground floors
of some of the buildings within the Center. The Financial District is situated to the south
and southwest of the project site, and is dlaracterized by an intense, highly urbanized
mix of office, retail, residential, hotel uses, primarily within mid- to high-rise structures.
Further to the west is the Jackson Square Historic District, a collection of low-rise
structures that survived the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, which are now primarily .
occupied by office and retail uses. The waterfront extends along the Embarcadero across
from the Project Site, and is characterized by the Ferry Building, along with a series of

‘numbered piers and bulkhead buildings. These structures house a wide variety of
maritime, tourism, and transportation functions, retail and office spaces, and public
pathways and recreational areas. A number of significant parks and open spaces are
located in the vicinity of the project, including Sue Bierman Park, Justin Herman Plaza,
and Harry Bridges Plaza to the south, Maritime Plaza to the southwest, the Drumm

. Street Walkway and Sydney Walton Square to the west, Levi Plaza to the northwest, and
Herb Caen Way, a linear pedestrian and bicycle path the runs along the waterfront side
of the Embarcadero. ' ' :

4, Project Description. The proposal is to.demolish the existing Golden Gateway Swim
and Tennis Club and the existing surface parking lot on Seawall 351, and construct a new
health club, residential buildings ranging from four to twelve stores ini height containing
134 dwelling units, ground-floor retail uses totaling approximately 20,000 square feet,
and 400 off-street parking spaces. The health club would be situated in the northern
.portion' of the site, between the ends of the Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue rights-of-
way. The enclosed portion of the club would front along the Embarcadero, hosting gym
and studio spabes, changiﬁg rooms, a cafe, a reception area, and mechanical and support
spacés. The undulating roofline would reach a maximum height of approximately 35
feet, and would be planted as a non-occupied green roof. Green "living Wa_]ls" are also
proposed for portions of the Embarcadero elevation of the building. The exterior portion
of the dub includes a largé rectangular lap pool, a Jacuzzi, deck and seating areas, and
other recreational amenities. :

The residential portion of the Project would be constructed within two buildings situated
on the southerly portion of the site, with frontage along the Embarcadero, as well as
Washington and Drumm Streets. The westerly building fronts along Druimm Street and a
portion of Washington Sireet, reaching a height of eight stories (92-foot roof height) near

San FRENCISER
PLANNING FERRETIFENT

658



" Motion 18567 o ‘ ' CASE NO. 2007.0030ECKMRZ
March 22, 2012 : 8 Washington Street

the intersection of Jackson Street, stepping up to a height of twelve stories (136-foot roof

. height) at the corner of Washington Street. The easterly building is primarily at a height
of six stories (70-foot roof height), stepping down to a height of five stories (59-foot roof
height) near the health club building. The residential buildings are articulated as a series
of vertical masses of approximately 35 feet in width, each.divided by a recess measuring
approximately eleven feet wide and eight feet deep. An oval—shaped prlvate open space
area would be situated be’fween the two buildings.

The project would include a three Jevel subterranean parking garage, accessed from a
driveway on Washington Street. The garage holds a total of 400 vehicular spaces and 81
bicycle parking spaces. A total of 134 parking spaces are proposed serve the residential
units, at a ratio of one space per dwelling unit. Coniditions of approval have been added
to reduce the residential parking to 127 spaces. A total of 255 parking spaces would
operate as general public parking, to serve the health club and other commercdial uses on-

-‘ site, as well as other uses in the vicinity. These spaces are intended, in part, to fulfill
contractual obligations of the Port of San Francisco ("Port") to provide parking to serve

. the uses in the vicinity of the Ferry Building. Several other parking facilities near the .
Ferry Buﬂdif(g have been recently removed, or are planned for future removal.

The Pfoject includes several new and renovated open space areas. These open space

areas consist of areas currently under Port jurisdiction, and areas of private property to

be conveyed to the Port pursuant to. a public trust exchange authorized under existing

state legislation. Shortly after Plé.rming Commission certification of the EIR, the Port

Commission is scheduled to-consider for approval the design for the open space areas as -
described here and transactional documents governing the project sponsor’s obligations

to construct and maintain the public improvements.

An area known as "Jackson Commons” would be located between the residential
buildings and the health club, aligned with the existing terminus of Jackson Street. This
area includes a meandering pathway, landscaping, and seating areas, serving as a visual
and physical linkage through the site to the Embarcadero. The existing Drumm Street
walkway, which is aligned north-south between Jackson Street and the Embarcadero,
would be re-landscaped and widened by approximately seven feet. A new open space
known as "Pacific Park” would be situated at the triangular northerly portion of the -
Project Site. The park would measure approximately 11,500 square feet, and is proposed
to include grass seating areas, a play fountain and other children's play areas, and
seating for the adjacent cafe. This park would be accessible from a mid-block pedestrian
network that includes the Drumm Street walkway to the south, as well as a pedestrian
extension of-the Pacific Avenue right-of-way to the west. Immediately adjacent to Pacific
Park to the south would be a new retail building to be developed on Port property which
would include a restaurant and/or other commercial recreation amenities compatible
with the Pacific Park use.

. 5. Public Comment. The Department has received a number of communications in
support of the Project from individuals, business owners, and non-profit organizations.
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- These communications express support the height and density of the project, the
provision of new open spéces, creation of public parking, and the restoration of an active
streetwall along the Embarcadero. Although the Department has not received any
specific communications in opposition to the requested entitlernents, residents and
organizations ‘have expressed opposition to the Project at various public meetings and in
response to the Project EIR. Specifically, these comments express CONCELNS over topics
such as increased heights near the waterfront, loss of public views, excessive parking,

and changes in Public Trust lands to allow housing.

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is ‘lconsis'tent with
" the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

a Use and Density. Per Section 209.1(0), dwelling units are principally permitted
‘within the RC-4 District at a density of one dwelling unit per 200 square feet of lot"
atea. Per Section 209.8(a), a commercial uses is principally permitted at the ground
floor within the RC~4 District if the use is principally permitted at the ground floor
within the NC-3 District, and a commercial use above, the ground floor may be
permitted through Conditional Use authorization if the use is permitted as a
principal or conditional use at the ground floor within the NC-3 District. Per Section
209.8(f); non-residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet within the RC4 District
may be permitted through Conditional Use authorization. Per Section 209.7(d), a
non-accessory parking garage within the RC-4 District may be permitted through
Conditional Use Authorization, subject to the criteria of Section 157. ’

The Project Site measures 138,681 square feet, therefore, up t0'633 dwelling units would be .
dllowed on the subject property. The 134 dwelling units proposed for the Project complies
with the density limitations for the RC4 District. At the ground floor, the Project includes
2 health club (classified as "Personal Service”, per the definition in section 790.116), 15
principally permitted within the NC-3 District. Therefore, this use is permitted within the
RC-4 District. The Project Spomsor is requesting Conditional Use authorization for that
portion of the health club above the ground floor. The Project includes a variety of other
retail and restaurant spaces, however, no specific uses are proposed at this time. Specific
commercial uses within the proposed retail spaces could require Conditional Use
quthorization, and may seek such authorization in the future as.specific tenanis are
proposed. The Project Spomsor is requesting Conditional Use Authorization for non-
residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet, and for a non-accessory parking garage (see
further discussion under #8 below). - :

b. Height and Bulk. The subject property is located within the 84-FE Height and Bulk
District. Pursuant to Section 253, projects exceeding 50 feet within RC Districts are
subject to Planning Commission review of speciﬁéd criteria. Buildings within "-E"
Bulk Districts are limited to a maximum horizontal dimension of 110 feet, and a
maximum diagonal dimension of 140 feet above a height of 65 feet. The Planning
Commmission may grant modifications to these criteria through the PUD process, or
through the exception process of Section 271
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The health club is proposed at o maximum height of 35 feet, therefore, this building complies
with the height limitation and is not subject to the "-E" bulk limitations. The residential
buildings are stepped in height across the site. The easterly residential building reaches a
maximum voof height of 70 feet, and therefore complies with the height limitation. At 4
height of 65 feet, this building reaches a maximum horizontal dimension of approximately
220 feet, and a maximum diagonal dimension of approximately 238 feet. Therefore, this
building exceeds the "-E” bulk limitations.

The westerly residential building reaches roof height of 92 and 136 feet, with the tallest
portion located near the intersection of Washington and Drumm Streets. This building
exceeds the height limitation, therefore, the Project Sponsor is requesting  height
reclassifications that would allow construction at these heights. At a height of 65 feet, this
building reaches a maximum horizontal dimension of approximately 258 feef, and o

" maximum diagonal dimension of approximately 266 feet. Therefore, this building exceeds
‘the "-E" bulk limitations. The Project Sponsor is requesting a modification of the bulk
limitations of the project through the PUD process, as discussed further under Items #10
and #11.

¢. Floor Area Ratio. In the RC-4 District, Section 124 allows a Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
' of up to 4.8. The project site has an area of 138,681 square feet, therefore the
allowable FAR would permit a bulldmg of up to 665,669 square feet of Gross Floor

" Area as defined in n Section 102. 9

The Project would measure approximately 571,925 square feet, and therefore complies with
the maximum allowable FAR.

d. Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Plarming Code requires a rear yard equal to 25
percent of the lot depth to be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unif,
and at every subsequent level.

The residential portion of the Project is divided into two buildings separated by an oval-
shaped courtyard. distinct masses. The configuration of this courtyard does not meet the
requirements for a rear yard, and thus the Project requires a modification of the rear yard
%equirzment through the PUD process. Compliance with the PUD criteria is discussed
under Item #11.

e. Usable Open Space. Section 135 requires that a minimum -of 36 square feet of
private usable open space, or 47.9 square feet of common usable open space be
provided for dweﬂmg units within the RC~4 District. This Section specifies that the

" area counting as usable open space must meet minimum requirements for area,
horizontal dngnsmns, and exposure. '
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The Project includes private balconies or decks for nearly all of the dwelling units. In

addition, the oval-shaped  courtyard ‘between - the residential buildings contains
approximately 10,000 square feet of common usable open’ space that meets the exposure.
requirements of Section 135. The project complies with the usable open space requirements
of the Planning Code. ' 2

f. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements. Section 138.1 reqﬁires that the Project
include streetscape and pedestrian improvements appropriate to the site in
accordance with the Better Streets Plan, as well as the planting of street trees.

The conceptual plans for the Project show substantial improvements and gmenities proposed

’ for th; public right-of-way, including street trees, landscaping, enhanced paving, benches,
bicyclé racks, and trash receptacles along the entire frontage of the Project Site. In addition,

' the Project includes widened sidewalks along the Washington and Drumm Street frontages.
The conditions of approval require.the future submittal of a streetscape plan. Staff from the .
Planning Department, Port, and other appropriate agencies will coordinate with the Project
Sponsor to refine the details of streefscape improvements during the building permit review
to ensure compliance with Section 138.1. ‘

g Dwelling Unit Exposure. Section 140 requires that at least one room of all dwelling
units face onto a public street, a rear yard, or other open area that meefs minimum
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. ‘

The mﬁjority of the dwelling units have exposure onfo Drumm Street, Washington Street,
or the Embarcadero. A number of units have exposure only on the inferior courtyard.
Section 140 specifies that an .open area (such as the courtyard) must have minimum
horizontal dimensions of 25 feet at the lowest floor containing a dwelling unit and floor -
immediately above, with an increase of five feet in horizontal dimensions for each subsequent
floor above. According to this methodology, the open area above the courtyard would need to
measure at least 30 feet in horizontal dimension_s at the 3rd floor, 35 feet at the 4th floor, 40
feet at the 5th floor, and 45 feet at the 6th floor of the Project. At its narrowest point, the
courtyard measures approximately 60 feet in width at the sixth floor. Therefore, the project
complies with the exposure requirements of Section 140. o

h. Street Frontages. Section 145.1 requires active uses to be located at the ground-
~ floor of the Project, with the exception of space allow for parking, building egress,
and access to mechanical systems. Active uses may include commercial uses with
transparency along the sidewalk, walk-up residential units, and spaces accessory to
residential uses. ' :

Nearly the entire street frontage of the Project is occupied by ground-floor retail spaces, the
health club, or opén spaces would activate and enliven the streetscape. In locations where
there are interruptions in active ground-floor uses (such as the residential entry and garage
entry on Washington Street, or.the loading entries on Drumm Street), art vitrines have been
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 added to the exterior that would create interest for pedestrians. The project complies with

Section 145.1.

Off-Street Parking and Car Sharing. Section 151 establishes the minimum off-street
parking requirements for uses within the RC4 District. Residential uses must

_provide one space for each four dwelling units. Restaurant spaces that exceed 5,000
square feet must provide one parking space for each 200 square feet for floor area.

Parking requirements for the uses within the health club vary based on the type and
area of each use. Sectiori 204.5 specifies a maximum number of accessory parking
spaces equal to 150 percent of the required accessory spaces. Section 166 requires
that the Project provide one car-share parking space based on the quantity of
dwelling units, and five car-share parking spaces based on the quantity of non-
residentiat car-share spaces. :

Based on the requiremenis of Section 151, 34 spaces would be required to serve the
residential uses, and a maximum of 51 accessory spaces would be allowed. One of the retail
spaces (identified in the plans for a restaurant) measures approximately 5,500 square feet,
and therefore requires 28 spaces. The various uses within the health club require 62 spaces.

Therefore, a minimum of 90 spaces would be required to serve the ‘non-residential uses on

the site, and a maximum of 135 accessory spaces would be allowed.

The Project proposes 134-purking spaces to serve the resideﬁﬁfal uses. Therefore, the Project
exceeds the maximum number of permitted accessory spaces, and the Project Spomsor is
requesting a modification of this limitation through the PUD process. The conditions of
approval would reduce the amount of residential parking in the project from the proposed
134 spaces to 127 spaces (ie. a vatio of approximately .95 spaces per unit).

The Project proposes 80 spaces to serve the non-residential uses on-site. Therefore, the
Project does not provide sufficient non-residential parking, and the Project Sponsor is
requesting a4 modification of these requirements through the PUD‘process. See further
discussion of the PUD modifications under Item #11 below. In addition to the accessory
parking for on-site uses, the Project Sponsor proposes an additional 175 spaces within the
garage to serve as general public parking for the oarious uses in the vicinity. 'The Project

* Sponsor is requesting Conditional Use quthorization for these additional spaces as a "non-

accessory parking garage use”, per Section 209.7(d). See further discussion of this use under
Itern #8 below.

The Project provides six car-share parking spaces, and therefore complies with the
. requirements of Section 166.

Off-Street Loading. Section 152 provides a schedule of required off-street freight
loading spaces for all uses in districts other than C-3 or South of Market. Pursuant

" to this Section, residential uses measuring between 200,001 to 500,000 square feet

require two off-street ‘loading spaces. In addition, commercial uses measuring
between 10,001 to 60,000 square feet require one off-street loading space.
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. The Project proposes approximately 30_7,000 square  feet of residential uses, and

approximately than 36,000 square feet of commercial uses. Therefore, three off-street loading
spaces are required for the Projéct. The Project provides two loading spaces accessed via
Drumm Street, as well as fwo "substituted service vehicle spaces” located on the second
level of the parking garage. At the Commission hearing on March 22, 2012, the Project
Sponsor requested an additional PUD modlﬁcat-zon to allow the substitution of two service
vehicle spaces in-liew of providing one of the required standard loading spaces. Conditions of
approval have beeri added to ensure that these service vehicle spaces meet the size
requirements of Planning Code Section 154(b)(3).

Residential Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth

the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program.

Under Planning Code Section 415.3, the current percentage requirements apply to

projects that consist of five or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA)

was applied for on or after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Plarning Code Section 415.5,
the Project must pay: the Affordable Housing Fee (“Fee”). This Fee is made payable
to the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) for use by the Mayor's Office of
Housing for the purpose of increasing affordable housing citywide.

The Project Sponsor has submitted a “Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415, to satisfy the requirements of
the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program through payment of the Fee, in an amount to

be established by the Mayor's Office of Housing at a rafe equivalent to an off-site -

requirement of 20%. The project sponsor has not selected o alternative to payment of the
Fee. The EE application was submitted on January 3, 2007.

7 Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commiséion to consider
‘when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. Projects that proposed a
Planned Unit Development through the Conditional Use authorization: process must

" meet these criteria, in addition to the PUD criteria of Section 304, discussed under “Ttem -

11. On balance, the project complies with the criteria of Sectidn 303, in that:

' S FRACISCO

The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contempla’ced and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for,
and compatible with, the nmghborhood or the community.

The Project would add significant housing opportumhes at i density suitable for an urban
context that is well served by public transit. In addition, the project would add new retail
spaces that would provide employment opportunities, and would serve the residents of the
Project and the larger neighborhood. By targeting infill, mixed-use development at such
locations, residents of the Project would be able to walk, bicycle, or take transit to commute,
shop, and meet other needs without, reliance on private quiomobile use. The retdil uses and
public realm improvements along the streetscape would create a vibrant focal point for the
aren, activating the sidewalks and creating visual interest for pedestrians.
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* The existing development in the area surrounding the Project Site is varied in scale and
intensity. The Project represents a continuation of an urban form that transitions from taller
heights within the Financial District, to lower buildings along the waterfront. The
residential buildings are expressed as a series of vertical modules punctured by voids that
create 'tex/ture and break down the massing of the buildings. . :

The Project is neceéssary and desirable for, and is compatible with the neighborhood.

b. The use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, -

convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or

injurious to property, improvements, or potential development in the vicinity, with
respect to aspects including, but not limited to the following:

i

The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed
size, shape, and arrangement of structures. ‘

" The Project site is an irregularly-shaped, roughly triangular lot that is adequately sized

to accommodate the development. The taller residential program is sttuated in the larger,
- more Tegularly—shaped area at the south of the Project Site. The lower-scaled health club

building and open spaces are focused toward the narrower areas to the north of the site.
In lieu of providing a Code-complying rear yard, the residential buildings are arranged

_. around a central courtyard that establishes a pattern of mid-block open space that is

SR REHCISCD

currently lacking on the subject block. Existing development in the vicinity varies in size

and intensity, and the massing of the Project is compatible with both the taller existing’

development to- the west and south of the Project Site, as well as the lower-scaled
development that exists along the Embarcadero north of the Project Site. The Project is
designed with recesses, as well as varying heights and fenestration patterns to reduce the
ap?arent'scale of the Project. The shape and size of development on the subject property
would not be detrimental to pérsons or adjacent properties in the vicinity.

. 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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions
of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166.

The Project provides three loading spaces and six car-share parking spaces, in accordance
with Planning Code requirements. The conditions of approval would reduce the amount

. of residential parking in the project from the proposed 134 spaces to 127 spaces. This

reduced ratio is compatible with the parking ratios permitted within C-3 Districts
nearby, and would therefore be appropriate fo the transit-rich, pedestrian-friendly
context of the Project Site. The Project also includes 255 spaces within the garage that
would be accessible to the general public, in order to serve the uses on-site, and fo provide
parking to serve the uses in the vicinity of the Ferry Building. Séveral other parking
facilities near the Ferry Building have been recently removed, or are planned for future
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removal, Therefore, the amount of non-residential parking proposéd is appropriate for the
DProject. ' : '

. {ii. The safeguards afforded to prévent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise,
glare, dust, and odor.

The Project includes resf;leniial and commercial uses that are typical of the area, and
should not introduce operational noises or odors that are det_r—imenfal, excessive, Or
atypical for the aren. While some temporary increase in noise can be expected during
construction, this noise is lmited in- duration and would be regulated by the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance which prohibits excessive noise levels from construction
activity and limits the permitted hovrs of work. The building would not utilize mirrored .
' glass or other highly reflective materials, therefore, the Project is not expected to cause
offensive amounts of glare. ' '

iv. Treatiment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting, and signs.

The Project provides open space in the form of private decks, common open space for
residents of the Project, and publicly—acces;sible open spaces within the widened gnd
renovated Drumm Street Walkway, the newly-created Jackson Commons toward the
center of the site, and the newly-created Pacific Park at the northern portion of the site.
In addition, the Project would provide landscaping, furnishings, and other pedéstrian
amenities within the public rights-of-way fronting the Project Site, including widened
sidewnlks along Washington and Drumm Streets. Parking is provided within a
subterranean g}zmge accessed via Washington Street, and would not adversely impact
the quality of the streetscape. Conditions of approval require that, as the Project proceeds
through the review of building permils, the Project. Sponsor will continue to work the
Deparhﬁent staff to refine details of project massing, lighting, signage, materials, street
trees, and other aspects of the design. : Co

. C Such use or feah_lre as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of
- this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan. '

The Project gererally complies with the applicable sections of the Code, with certain
exceptions. The uses contemplated for the Project, and the proposed density are permitted
‘ within the RC4 District. The Project seeks a number of modifications to the
requirements of the Planning Code through the PUD process. The purpose of the PUD
process is fo allow well-designed development on larger sites 10 request modifications
from the strict requirements of the Planning Code, provided that the project generally
meets the intent of these Planning Code requi}'emeﬁfs and would not adversely aﬁ‘ect the
General Plan. The requested modifications, and compliance with the PUD criteria are
discussed under Item #11. ‘

13
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Considered as a whole, the Project would add housing, commercial goods and semic;eé,
and new open space areas, to create an vibrant, active mixed-use node. The Project Site is
well-served by transit and commercial services, allowing residents to commute, shop, ond
reach amfmiiies‘ by walking, transit, and bicycling. The Project conforms with multiple
goals and policies of the General Plan, as described in further detail in Item #12.

8. Planning Code Section 157 establishes criteria for the Cornmission to consider when
reviewing applications for parking exceeding accessory amounts. On balance, and as
modified by conditions of approval, the Project complies with said criteria as follows:

The Project proposes 134 parking spaces to serve the residential uses, exceeding the number of
*(CCessOTY SpAaces permitted within the RC4 District. The conditions of approval would reduce the
amount of residential parking in the project from the proposed 134 spaces to 127 spaces. This
reduced ratio is compatible with- the parkmg ratios permztted within C-3 Districts nearby, and
would therefore be appropriate to the transit-rich, pedestrian-friendly context of the Project Site..
The Project also includes 255 spaces within the garage that would be accessible to the general
public, in order to serve the uses on-site, and to provide parking to serve the uses in the vicinity of
the Ferry Building. Several other parking facilifies-near the Ferry Building have been recently
removed, or are planned for future removal. Therefore, the amount of non-residential parking
proposed is appropriate for the Project. The specific Section 157 findings are set forth below:

(a) Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent dermand
for additional parking, cannot be satisfied by the amount of parking classified by this
Code as accessory, by transit service which exists or is likely to be provided in the
fofeseeable fuiture, by car pool arrangements, by more efficient use of existing on-street
and off-street parking available in the area, and by other means;

Residential Parking: The 51 residential spaces that the proposed project is permitted to provide
under the RC-4 zoning controls, equaling a parking ratio of 0.375 spaces per dwelling unit, would
not adequately accommodate the automobiles of the residents and therefore result in an'increased
demand for the on-street neighborhood parking. The provision of 127 residential parking spaces
for 134 residential units (representing a parking ratio of approximately 0.95) would provide a
sufficient but not excessive amount of off-street parking. Such a parking ratio would also be
comparable to allowed in the neighboring C-3 District. The Project’s transportation study found
no evidence {hat transit, car pooling, or existing parking facilities could accommodate the total
demand for parking.

Public Parking Garage: The 90 spaces to serve the Ferry Building, Piers 1.5 - 5 and Ferry
Building waterfront area will largely replace the surface parking spaces that currently exist on
Seqwall Lot 351, which currently accommodate approximately 105 cars on g valet basis. The 90
spaces for Port uses are a continuation of existing parking that the Port is contractually obligated
to provide. These parking spaces are necessary fo support the continued viability of the Perry
Building, the Ferry Plaza Farmer's Market, Piers 1.5~ 5, and the Ferry Building waterfront area.
While the Ferry Building is well served by transit, the economic vitality of the Ferry Building and
Farmer’s Market depends upon weekday support by local residents and businesses, many of whom
purchase large quantities of goods that require transport by automobile with conveniently located

st saoIC o S CT . 14
PLANNING XEPARTREENT )

667



Motion 18567 - o ~ CASE NO. 2007.0030ECKMRZ
March 22, 2012 oL 8 Washington Street

parking. Adjacent weekday parking is not readily auailable, as parking in the Embarcadero Center
is fullyy occupied by building tenants and visitors, parking on the plaza behind the Ferry Building
is currently prohibited under existing BCDC permits, and Pier Y5 is slated for removal. Limited
on-street parking along The Embarcadero exists, but is unavailable during the hours of 3:00 p.m.-
7:00 p.m. Furthermore, a parking study commissioned by the Port and completed in 2008
concluded that a minimum of 250 —500 new parking spaces would need to be constructed to meet
the future demand of the area.

(b) Demonstration that the aiapafent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied
by the provision by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to
' those that may already be required by Section 166 of this Code.

Residential Parking: The proposed project would provide car-share parking spaces in
compliance with Section 166 of the Planning Code, and other car-share parking spaces are
generally abundant in the area. There 1s no evidence that providing more car-share spaces than
the number required by the Code would satisfy any of the unsatisfied off-street parking demand.

Public Parking Garage: There is no evidence that providing more ‘car-share spaces than the
number required by the Code would satisfy any of the unsatisfied o street p:zrkfng demand for
the Ferry Building, Pier 1.5 — 5 and the Ferry Building waterfront area. Such spaces serve
customers. whose trips originate in the areq, but are traveling else. Additional car-share spaces
would not accommodate "destination” visitors arriving in the area.

" (c) The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the

surrounding area, especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures,
«  contribution to traffic congestion, or disruption of or conflict with tr)ansit services;

Residential Parking: The proposed additional residential parking would not have detrimental

" effects on the surrounding area. The additional residential parking would be accommodated
‘within the below ground garage that is already part of the proposed project, thus no structures
would be demolished in order to provide the additional residential parking. Furthermore, the
additional residential parking spaces above the maximum amount permitted under the RC4
parki'ng controls would have o negligible contribution to traffic congestion and conflict with
fransit services. Given the proposed project’s close proximity to transit, it is anticipated that
residents will generally use transit, walk and ride bicycles fo}" the majority of trips to and from the
project site. The EIR prepared for the proposed project concluded that the proposed project would
not result in significant impacts to transit systems, pedestrians, or bicycles in the vicinity of the
proposed project.

Public Parking Garage: The proposed 175 spaces would not have detrimental effects on the
surroundirzg area because the majorify of those spaces would serve as a continuation of an
existing parking use on Seqwall Lot 351. Furthermore, the proposed parking would be beneficial
by moving the existing surface pa.rking'lot on Seawall Lot 351 and replacing it with an
- underground parking facility. In place of the existing surface parking lot, Seawall Lot 351 would
be developed with new residential, retail, restaurant, and open spaces uses that would enliven and

- activate Washington Street and The Embarcadero. The 175 parking spaces would be
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accommodated within the below ground garage that is already part of the proposed project, thus
no structures would be demolished in order to provide the additional residential parking.

(d) In the case of uses other than hoﬁsing, limitation of the proposed parking to short-
term occupancy by visitors rather than long-term occupancy by employees; and

Residential Parkmg The additional - parking would support residential uses. " Thus, this
criterion is ot applzcable to the Project.

Public Parking Gumge: The 175 spaces will be used to serve visitors to the retail, restaurant,
and waterfront uses of the Ferry Building, Pier 1.5 -5 and Ferry Building waterfront area. The
spaces will not be used for long term occupancy.

. (e). Availability of ‘the proposed parking to the .general -public at times when such
parkmg is not needed to serve the use or uses for which it is primarily intended.

Residential Parking: The tesidential parking spaces will be used on a continuous basis by
residents of the proposed project, and it is not anticipated that there will be times when the general
public could use these spaces. Furthermore, for operational and security reasons, the residentiol
parking will be separate from the public parking garage. The proposed project will also include a
public parking component, which will be available to serve the general public who are visiting the
project’s commercial uses and the Ferry Building waterfront area.

Public Parking Garage: The 175 spaces would be provided primarily to serve-the Ferry

Building, Piers 1.5 - 5 and Ferry Building waterfront ares, including the Ferry Plaza Farmer’s

Market. To the extent that these uses did not require some or all of the 175 spaces, then the space
- could be available for other uses, including the project’s onsite commercial uses. - .

9. Planning Code Section 253 specifies that, becawse the Project exceeds 50 feet in height
' within an RC District, the Commission shall consider the expressed purposes of the
Code, of the RC Districts, and of the height and bulk districts. .

a, RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) District. Section 206.3 describes
that the RC~4 District contains, "...a mixture of high- den51’cy dwellings similar to
those in RM-~4 Districts with supportmg commercial uses.”

The Project would add 134 dwelling uniis, a new health club, and numerous ground- - .
floor retail spaces in a manner that is appropriate for the context of the Project Site. The
retail uses would provide goods and services to residents and visitors in the areq, and
would activate the adjacent public rights-of-way. The Project is compatible with the
dense residential development of the existing complex of buildings within the Golden
Gateway, as well as the urban intensity and mix of uses found in the nearby C-3
District.

b. . 84-E Height and Bulk District. Section 251 establishes that the general purposes
of the height and bulk district are to relate the scale of new development to be
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harmonious with existing development patterns and the overall form of the City,
respect and protect public open spaces and neighborhood resources, and to
synchronize levels of development infensity with an appropriate land use and
transpo)rtaﬁon pattern. '

The Prbject is massed over the Project Sife in @ manner that situates the tallest portions
of the project at the southwestern corner, relating to the background. of taller existing
buildings within the Embarcadero Center and the Golden Gateway Center, Buildings
within the project step down in height toward the north and to the east, with the eastern
residential building and the health club relating to the Embarcadero at a height lower
than the permitted 84-foot height limit. The northernmost portion of the Project Site left
as a new public open space area ("Pacific Park”), further reinforcing the steﬁped massing
of the overall project. This transition in height sculpts the form of the Project in a

manner that is sympathetic to the shorter residential, commercial, and bulkhead -

buildings situated along the Embarcadero, and preserves the legibility of the progression
of taller buildings within the Financial District fo the southwest. The Project Sponsor is

' requesting height reclassifications at the southwestern portion of the Project Site that

would enable this urban form.

10. Planning Code Section 271 identifies a process whereby the Commission may permit
- exceptions to the applicable bulk limitations if a project meets one of the following

reasorns:

SAH FRENCISCD

Achievement of a distinctly better design, in both a public and a private sense,
than would be possible with strict adherence fo the bulk limits, avoiding an
unniecessary prescription of building form while carrying out the intent of the
bulk limits and the principles and pelicies of the General Plan; or '

Development of a building or structure with widespread public service benefits
and significance to the community at large, where ‘compelling functional
requirements of the specific building or structure make necessary such a
deviation.. : ;

Because the Project is a seeking a modification of the bulk limitations through the PUD
process, the process described by Section 271 does not apply. It should be noted,
however, that the project meets both of the -specified reasons for granting bulk
exceptions. : ' ;

Given the size of the Project Site, strict adherence to bulk limitations would artificially
constrain the building forms that could be proposed for the Project. The design of the
Project achieves the intent of the bulk limitations by arranging the residential portion
within two separate buildings separated by a wide, oval-shaped courtyard. The
buildings are articulated as a series of vertical masses of approximately 35 feet in width,
each divided by a recess measuring approximately eleven feet wide and eight feet deep.

The pedestrian realm is defined by a tall ground floor with extensive glazing providing -

views into active retail spaces, framed by a procession of awnings. The uppermost floors
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of the residential buildings are setback in a penthouse canﬁguraﬁon, finished “with
. curtain wall glazing that is distinct from the grid of solid walls at lower floors. These

three elements create a tripartite arrangement that visually breaks the massing of the

Project into discrete, legible elements. ' '

Clustering the residential program of the Project at the southern portion of the site
facilitates an overall site plan that delivers numerous public benefits, including the
provision of new open spaces and pedestrian connections to the waterfront. In addition,
the Project would provide substantial streetscape improvements along all frontages, as
well as a publicly-accessible parking garage that would bolster the commercial viability
of the Ferry Building and enable broader access to the recr eatzomzl amenities of the
waterfront.

11. Planned Unit Developmient. Section 304 estabhshes criteria and hrmtanons for the.
authorzation of PUD's over and above those applicable to Conditional Uses in general
and contained in Section 303 and elsewhere in the Code. In tases of projects that exhibit
outstanding overall design and are complementary to the design and values of the
surrounding area, such projects may merit modification of certain Code requirements,
On balance, the Project complies with said criteria in that it: .

a. Affirmatively promotes applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan;
See discussion ynder Item $12.
b. - Provides off-street parking adequate for the _occupancy propo'sed.

The project proposes 134 parking spaces to serve the residential uses, exceeding the number of
accessory spaces permitted within the RC4 District. The conditions of approval would reduce the
amount of residential parking in the project from the proposed 134 spaces to 127 spaces. This
reduced ratio is compatible with the parking ratios permitted within C-3 Districts nearby, and
would therefore be appropriate to the transit-rich, pedestrian-riendly context of the Project Site.
The Project also includes 255 spaces within the garage that would be accessible to the geneml
public, in order to serve the health club and commercial uses on-site, and to provide parking to
serve the uses in the vicinity of the Ferry Building. Several other parking facilities near the Ferry
Building have been recently removed, or are planned for future removal. Therefore, the amount of
non—residential parking proposed by the Projecf Sponsor is appropriate for the Project. ’

c. Provides open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate, by the general
public, at least equal to the open space required by this Code;

The Project provides open space in the form of private decks, common open space for residents of
the Project, and publicly-accessible open spaces within the widened and renovated Drumm Street
Walkway (adding approximately 2,890 square feet fo this area), the newly-created [ackson
Cormmons (measuring approximately 10,450 square feet) toward the center of the site, and the
newly-created Pacific Park at the northern portion of the site (measuring approximately 11,840
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square feet). In addition, the Project would provide landscaping, furnishings, and other pedestrian
amenities within the public rights-of-way frontage the Project Site, including widened sidewalks
along Washington and Drumm Streets. '

d. Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed by
Article 2 of the Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the Planned Unit
Development will not be substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property.

The proposed residential densify_'is permitted within the RCA4 District.

e. Under no circumstances be excepted from any height lmit established by Article 2.5
of this Code, unless such exception is explicitly authorized by the terms of this Code. In
the absence of such-an explicit authorization, exceptions from the provisions of this Code
with respect to height shall be confined to minor deviations from the provisions for
measurement of height in Sections 260 and 261 of this Code, and no such deviation shall
depart from the purposes or intent of those sections. '

As discussed under Item #6(b) above, the Project Sponsor'is requesting height reclassifications for
the southwestern po}'tion of the site, allowing the westerly residential building to exceed the .

' existing 84-foot height limit. Should these height reclassifications be approved, the Project would
conform to the height limits established by Article 2.5. The Project does not request any deviations
from the provisions for measurement of height. '

Planned Unit Development Modifications. The Project Sponsor requests a number of
modifications from the requirements of the Plarning Code. These modifications are listed
below, along with a reference to the relevant discussion for'each modiﬁéation:

i, Rear Yard Configuration: Item #6(d)
i, Parking Quantities: Items #6(i) and #8
ifi. Bulk Limitations: Items #6(b) and #10]
iv.. Off-Street Loading: Item #6(j)

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT:
- Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 6

MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD- COM_MERCIAL
ARFEAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.4:
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Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that
essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all residents.

Policy 6.10:

Promote.neighborhood commercial revitalization, including community-based and other -
economic development efforts where feasible.

The Project would replace an existing surface parking lot and health club with an intense, mixed-
use development suited to an urban context. The Project includes 134 dwelling units. Residents of
these units would shop for goods and services in the area, bolstering the viability of the existing
businesses. In addition, the Project would provide 20,000 square feet of commercial uses, as well

" us a new health .club that would contribute to the economic vitality of the area, fulfill a
recreqtional needs for residents, and would activate the streetscape.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT:

Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 1

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

Policy 1.1z

Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open
space and water. '

Policy 1.2:

Recognize, protect, and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to
topography. ' .
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 relationship and transitions between new and older
buildings. ' ) '

Policy 3.5:
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Relate the height of buildings to impertant attributes of the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing development . o

The ‘Project massing s armnoed to Zocate the tallest portions of the project at the southwestern
corner, relating to the background of taller existing buildings within the Embarcadero Center- and
the Golden Gateway Center. Buildings within the project step down i height toward the north
and to the east, with the eastern residential building and the health club relating to’ the
Embarcadero at a height lower than the permitted 84-foot height limit. The northernmost portion -
of the Project Site left as a new public open space area ("Pacific Park”), further reinforcing the
stepped massing of the overall project. This transition in height sculpts the form of the Project in a
manner that is sympathetic fo the shorter residentiol, commercial, and bulkhead buildings
situated along the Embarcadero, and preserves the legibility of the progression of taller buzldmgs
-within the Financial District. to the southwest.

. NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT AREA PLAN:
. Objectives and Policies |
OBJECTIVE 2

-

TO DIVERSIFY USES IN THE NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT, TO EXPAND THE
PERIOD OF USE OF EACH SUBAREA, AND TO PROMOTE MAXIMUM PUBLIC:
USE OF THE WATERFRONT WHILE ENHANCING ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY.

Policy 3.1:

Develop uses which generate activity during a variety of tme periods rather than
concentrating activity during the same peak periods.
OBJECTIVE?

!
TO STRENGTHEN AND EXPAND THE RECREATION CHARACTER OF THE
NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT AND TO DEVELOP A SYSTEM OF PUBLIC
OPEN SPACES AND RECREATION FACILITIES THAT RECOGNIZES ITS
RECREATIONAL POTENTIAL, PROVIDES UNITY AND IDENTITY' TO THE
URBAN AREA, AND ESTABLISHES AN OVERALL WATERFRONT CHARACTER
OF OPENNESS AND VIEWS, WATER AND SKY, AND PUBLIC ACCESSIBILITY
TO THE WATER'S EDGE. '

Policy7.1:
Develop recreation facilities attractive to residents and /visitorsg of all ages and income

groups.

Policy 7.2:
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Provide a continuous system of parks, urban plazas, water-related public recreation,
shoreline pedestrian promenades, pedesirian walkways, and street greenways
throughout the entire Northeastern Waterfront. '

OBJECTIVE 10

TO DEVELOP THE FULL POTENTIAL OF THE NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT
IN ACCORD WITH THE UNUSUAL OPPORTUNITIES' PRESENTED BY ITS
RELATION TO THE BAY, TO THE OPERATING PORT, FISHING INDUSTRY, AND .
DOWNTOWN; AND TO ENHANCE ITS UNIQUE AESTHETIC QUALITIES
OFFERED BY WATER, TOPOGRATPHY, VIEWS OF THE CITY AND THE BAY, AND
ITS HISTORIC MARITIME CHARACTER

Policy 10.1:

Preserve the physical form of the waterfront and reinforce San Francisco's distinetive hill

form by maintaining low structures near the water, with an increase in vertical

development near hills or the downtown core area. Larger buildings and structures with
" civic importance may be appropriate at important locations.

Policy 10.2:

Preserve and create view corridors which can link the City and the Béy.

OBJECTIVE 22

TO. DEVELOP A MIXTURE OF USES WHICH WILL PROVIDE A TRANSITION
BETWEEN THE INTENSE CONCENTRATION OF OFFICE ACTIVITY. IN THE
DOWNTOWN AREA AND THE RECREATION ACTIVITIES OF THE
WATERFRONT, WHICH WILL GENERATE ACTIVITY DURING EVENINGS AND
WEEKENDS TO COMPLEMENT THE WEEKDAY OFFICE USES IN THE
ADJACENT DOWNTOWN AREA.

Policy 26.1:

Maintain the Golden Gateway residential community and neighborhood-serving retail
uses. '

The Project incorporates dwelling units, multiple retail and restaurant spaces, and a new health
club, diversifying the mix of land uses in the area and creating new opportunities fobr residents to
satisfy convenience needs in the immediate area: This mix of uses would help to generate
pedestrian activity and aftract visitors from beyond the immediate area fo contribute fo an
environment that is vibrant throughout the day and evening hours. The provision of public -
parking would serve help to broaden access to the recreational amenities of the waterfront, and .
would bolster the viability of the businesses in and around the Ferry Building. The site planning
and heights of the buildings proposed buildings within the Project represent a continuation of an
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urban form that transition from taller heights within the Financial District, to lower buildings
along the waterfront. :

Portions of the project to be approved by the Port Commission would widen and enhance the
existing Drumm Street walkway, and would create @ new linear open space ("Jackson
Commons”) that extends ﬁ'oni the existing terminus of Jackson Street. These spaces strengthen
and expand an existing network of richly landscaped pedestrian connections that Tink important
open spaces, including Sydney Walton Square, Sue Bierman Park, and Justin Herman Plaza. In
addition, Jackson Commons would create a new visual and physical linkage through the site to the
waterfront. The project also contributes to the variety of recreational opportunities through the '
creation of Pacific Park at the northerly portion of the site. This Park is proposed to include
passive recreational areas, as well as a play fountain and other play equipment for children,
fulfilling a recreational need that is lacking in the areq.

HOUSING ELEMENT:
Objectives and Poiicigs _
OBJECTIVE 1

: TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE

' HOUSING, IN APPROPRIATE - LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED
HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY EMPLOYMENT DEMAND. '

Policy 1L.1: : :

Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to downtown, in underutilized
* commercial and industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing and in

neighborhood commercial districts where higher density will not have harmful effects,

especially if the higher density provides a significant number of units that are affordable
" to lower income households. 4

Policy 1.3 _ .
Identify opportunities for housing and mixed-use districts near downtown and former
. industrial portions of the City. '

Policy 1.4: . . _
Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods.

The Project would add residential units to an area that is well-served by transit, services, and
shopping opportunities. The site is suited for dense, mixed-use development, where residents can .
commute and satisfy. convenience needs without frequent use of a private automobile. The Project
Site is located immediately adjacent to employment opporfunities within the Financial District,
and is in an area with abundant local- and region-serving transit options. ‘
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13. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires -

review of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply
with said policies in that: :

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and emhanced and

ShH FRENGISCY

future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses

be enhanced.

The new residents in the Project would patronize area businesses, bolstering the viability of
surrounding commercial establishments. In addition, the Project would include retail spaces
to pramde goods and services to residents in the area, contribute to the economic vitality of
the area, and would define and activate the streetscape.

" That existing ho'ﬁsing and neighborhood character be conserved and proteeted in

order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The project would not diminish existing hoﬁsing stock, and would add dwelling units i a

- manner that enhances the vitality of the neighborhood.

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

No housing is  removed for thzs Project. The Project Sponsor wauld be requmad b0 contribute
to the City's Incluswnary Affordable Housing Program.

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

A wide variety of goods and services are available within walking distance of the Project Site
without reliance on private automobile use. In addition, the area is well served by.public

- transit, providing connections to all areas of the City and to the larger regiongl

transportation network.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecﬁhg our industrial and service

" sectors from displacement due to cornmercial office development and that future

opportunmes for resident employment and ownersl'up in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would demolish the existing health club on the site, however, a new health club

" would be constructed. In addition, the project would include retail spaces that would provide

employment and ownership opportunities for areq residents.

That the Clty achieve the greatest possﬂJIe preparedness to protect against i mjury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

The Project is designed and would be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic
safety requirements of the City Building Code.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Apphéant, 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 pai‘t'[es, the Commission hereby APPROVES:

Conditional Use Application No. 2007.0030C subject to the following conditions attached hereto
as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated March 22, 2012, and stamped
#EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. -

~ APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this
Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the
date .of this Motion No. 18567. 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 Supérviéors if appealed to the Board of Supervisbrs. ' For further informafion,
please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. '

I hefeby certify that the Planning Comﬁdssion ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 22,
2012. ‘

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Antonir, Borden, Miguel
NAYS: Sugaya, Wu .
ABSENT: Moore

ADOPTED:  March 22, 2012

ShH FRENGISCT
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G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site.
H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected
from development. :

The Project would cast minor additional shadows on Sue Bierman Park, however, these new .
shadows would not be adverse to the use of the Park. The Project would provide substantial
new open space areas that are accessible to the public. :

14. 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. '

15. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would
proniote the health, safety and welfare of the City. '

SHERRNCISED - . ' ) 25
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i EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION ' )

This authorization is for a Conditional Use Authorization for a building exceeding 50 feet in an
RC District, to allow a non-accessory off-sireet parking garage, to allow non-residential uses
" exceeding 6,000 square feet, to allow commercial uses above the grounci floor, and to approve a
Planned Unit Development with specific modifications. of Planning Code regulations regarding
bulk limitations, rear yard, off-street loading, and off-street parking quantities, for a project that
would demolish an existing surface parking lot and health club and construct a new health club,
residential buildings ranging from four to twelve stores in height containing 134 dwelling units,
* ground-loor retail uses totaling approxjmately 20,000 square feet, and a maximum of 382 off-
street parking spaces located at 8 Washington Street, Assessor's Block 168/Lot 58, Block 171/69,

Block 201/Lot 12 and Seawall Tot 351, which includes Lot 13, pursuant to Planning Code Sec_ﬁops ’

209.7(d), 209.8(c), 209.8(f), 253, 303, and 304, within the RC-4 District and the 84-E Height and
Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated March 22, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT

B” included in the docket for Case No. 2007.0030C and subject to conditions of approval

reviewed and approved by the Cormmission on March 22, 2012 under Motion No 18567. The
authorization and the conditions contained herein pertain to those areas of the property subject
to building permits issued by the Department of Building Inspection and reviewable by the
Planning Commission and not to those areas of the property within the jurisdiction of the Port

Commission.

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-Frandisco 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 March 22, 2012 under Motion No 18567. '

PRINTING OF COND[T[ONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A' of this Plamu'ng Commission Motion No. 18567
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.

S&r FRANGISCD
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CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Chénveé to the approved plans may be approved administratively Ey the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Comrnission approval
of anew Conditional Use authorization. -

Conditions of approval, Conip[iance, Mo_nitoririg, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE ‘

1. Validity and Explratlon The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is
valid for three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the
Department of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed pro]ect and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to

‘comumence the approved use. The Planning Commission may, in a public hearing
consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been
obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a

" site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence Wwithin the
" timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a
permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3)
years have passed since the Motion was approved. :
For information about complmnce, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415-575-
6863, www.sf-planning.org

. 2. 'Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning
Administrator only where failure to issue a pei:mit"by the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the proj'ect ahd/or commence the approved use is caused by a
delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the issuance of such
permit(s). ' -

For mformation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Depar tment at 415-575-

6863, www.sf-planning.or org

3. Mifigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the EIR prepared-

for the project Case No. 2007.0030E) 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 informition about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415-576-
6863, www.sf-planning.org

DESIGN ~ COMPL!ANCE AT PLAN STAGE

4 Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department
on the building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and

SAH FREBCISED.
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detaﬂmg 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, Plannmg Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org

5. Garbage, compostmg 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 Depart-ment at 415-558-"
6378, www.sf- vlanmng org-.

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

" the roof level of the subject building.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org ’ :

7. Lighfing Plan. The Pro-ject Sponsor shall submit an exterior thﬁng plan to the Planning
Department prior to Planning Department approval of. the building / site permit

application. :
For information about compliance, contact the Case Pltznner, Planning Deparfment at 415+ 558—

6378, www. sf vlannmg org

8. 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 sigri permits shall -
conform to the approved signage program. Once approved by the Department, the
signage procram/plan information shall be submitted and approved as part of the site
permit for the Projeét.. 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 Deparfment at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org

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

e gy , ' , 29
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1. Onmsite, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
-separate doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;

2. Onssite, in a driveway, underground;

‘3. Onisite, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground ﬂoor facade facmg a
public right-of-way;

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

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

6. Public right-of-way, above grou.nd screened from view; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines; :

7. On-site, in a ground ﬂoor facade (the least de51rab1e location).

Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s

Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for

all new transformer vault installation requests. '

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

10. Overhead Wiri_ng 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 (SEMTA), at 415-7014500, www.sfmta.org

11. Noise, Ambient.  Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise
levels. Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Mapl,
“Background Noise Levels,” of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29
in the Police Code, new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level

_ that insulate interior occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with Title 24.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of
Public Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org ‘

12. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall
submit a pedestrian streetscape improvement plan to the Planning Department for
review in consultation with the Department of Public Works and the Depa.rb:nent of.

" Parking and Traffic prior to Bu]ldmg Permit issuance.
For information about compliance, contuct the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org

13. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project
Sponsor shall submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval
of the building permit application indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree
of an approved species for every 20 feet of street frontage along public or private streets
bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more. of frontage
requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be evenly spaced along

SN FRENCISGE ' 30
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the street frontage except where proposed driveways or other street obstructions do not
permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by the
Department of Public Works (DPW). In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval
for installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk
width, interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and

where installation of such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requiremeénts of this -

Section 428 may be modified or Walved by the Zoning Administrator to the extent

necessary. ;
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plonnzng Department at 415-558-

6378, www.sf-planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

14.

15.

16.

Car Share Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than six car share spaces

. shall be made available, at no cost, to a certified car share orgamzaﬁon for the purposes

of providing car share services for its service subscribers.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plannzng Depurhnent at 415-575-
‘6863, www. sfplzznnlnq org

Blcycle Parking: Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.2 and 155. 4 the Project shall
_provide no fewer than 81 bicycle parking spaces.
For 1nfo17notzon about compliance, contacf Code Enforcement Plzznnlng Deporfment at 415-575-

6863, www.sf- plonnlng org

Parking Maximum. The Project shall provide no more than 127 iﬁdependenﬂy
. accessible off-street parking spaces to serve the residential uses on-site, excluding car

~ share spaces. The Project shall provide no more than 255 independently accessible off-

17.

18

street parking spaces for general public parking and to serve the non-residential uses on-

_site.

For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement Plunnzng Deportment at 415- 575» -

6863, www. sf-planning.org

.

contractor(s) shall coordinate with the Traffic Engmeemng 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, Pl tznnmg Department at 415-575-

6863, www.sf- vlannzng org

Queuing. It shall be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking
facility primarily service a non-residential use, as determined by the Planning Director,
with more than 20 parkmff spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure

SAH FRANCISGD
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that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles blocking any portion of any public street, .alley, or
sidewalk for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall employ
abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Suggested abatement methods
include, but are not limited to the following: redesign of facility layout to improve
vehicle drculation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of parking attendants;
installation of "LOT FULL" signs with active management by parking attendants; use of
valet parking or other spaée—efﬁci‘ent parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities
or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage
directing drivers to available spaces; travel demand management strategies such as
additional bicycle parking, customer shuttles, or delivery services; and/or parking
. demand management strategies such as parking time limits, paid parking, or validated
parking. :

If the Planning Director,. or his or her designees, suspects that a recuiring queue is
present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the
owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions
at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report
to be submitted to the Department for review. If the Department determines that a
recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/oi)erator shall have 90 days from the date
of the written determination to abate the queue. :

~ For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-
6863, www. sfplannmg org

19. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, the Project will provide
 three off-street loading spaces. The Project may mbsﬁmté two service vehicle space
meeting the size requirements of Planning Code Section 154(b)(3) within the second level
of the proposed parkmg garage to substitute for the required third full-sized off-street
loading space.
For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement, Plannzng Department at 415-575-
6863, www.sfplanning.org :

PROVISIONS

20. First Source Hiring. ' The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source
Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(mn) 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—401—4960
www.onestopSF.org

S8R FRANCISEY _ . - -
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Transit Impact. Development Fee.” Pursuant fo Plarming Code Section 411 (formerly
Chapter 38 of the Administrative Code), the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF) as required by and based on drawings submitted with the
Building Permit Application. Prior to the issuance of a temporary certificate of

occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide the Planning Director with certification that

_ the fee has been paid.

22.

SAH SRARNGISCY
BEANNING

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

Affordable Units

a. Requirement. Pursuant to Planning de‘e 4155, the Project Sponsor must pay an ..
Affordable Housing Fee at a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the
sumber of units in,an off-site project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable’

Housing Program Requirement for the principal project.. The applicable percentage
for this project is twenty percent (20%).
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-

558-6378, wuw.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, http:lsf-
moh.orglindex.aspx?page=321 ,

b. Other Conditions. The Project is subject o the requirements of the Inclusionary-

Affordable Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the
" terms of the City and County of San Francisco’ Inclusionary Affordable Hoxisiﬁg
Program Monitoring’ and Procedures Manual ("Procedures Manual”).  The
Procedures Manual, s .amended from time to time, is incorpora’ted herein by
reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required

by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not -

otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the Mayor’s Office of Housing
(“MOH") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or Mayor's
" Office of Housing's websites, including on the internet at:
_http :[[sf—planmhg.org/Modules/ShowDoaunent.aspx?doannenﬁd=4451.'

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the ‘applicable'

Procedures Manual is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made

available for sale. _ _ _ :
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planmer, Planming Department at 415-
558-6378, www.sf-planming.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, htip Slsf-

moh.org/index.asyx?yacre%ﬂl

c. The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection
Unit at the DBI for use by MOH prior to the issuance of the first construction
document, with an option for the Project Sponsor to defer a portion of the payment
prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upomn agreeing to pay a deferral

surcharge that would be deposited into the Citywide Inclusionary Affordable .

¢ EPARTIEENT
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Housing Fund in accordance with Section 107A.13. 3 of the San Francisco Bu]ldmg
Code.

d. - Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the
Project Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that
records a copy of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly proﬁde a copy
of the recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOH or its
SULCCESSOT. :

e. If project applicant fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building
permits or certificates of occupancy for the development project until the Planning

Department notifies the Director of compliance. A’ Project ‘Sponsor’s failure to -

cbmply with the requirements of Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute
cause for the City fo record a lien against the development project and to pursue any
and all other remedies at law.

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

22,

23.

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 ctty departments and agenc1es for appropriate
enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depzzrfment at 415-575-
6863, www.sf-plannine.ory

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.

Cormmssmn after which it may hold a public hearmg on the matter to consider
revocation of this authorization.

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

OPERATION

24 Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost

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

S4H ERANCISCE
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25.

26.

27.

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

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

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

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and

implement the-approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison

officer to deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.
The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the
name, business address, and felephone number of the commumity lizison. Should the
contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware' of such
change. The commmunity liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if
any, are of concern to the commu:cﬁty and what issues have not been resolved by the
Project Sponsor. - -

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

6863, www.sf-planning.org

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 50 as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding

property. ' .

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at

_/ 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org -
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1650 Mission St
Sgie 400
San Francisco,
Subject to: (Select only,if applicable) ) CA 54163-2479
& Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) M First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) - Reception: v
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) [ Chiid Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 415.558.6378
{1 Downfown Park Fee (Sec. 412) @ Other. ' Faxc
- ' 415558 5408
' . . ) Plasining
“Planning Commission Motion 18561 s 8377
'HEARING DATE: MARCH 22, 2012 ;
Date: . January 5, 2012
Case No.: . 2007.0030ECKMRZ
Project Address: 8 Washington Street
Zoning: - RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) District
84-H Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0168/058; 0171/069; 0201/012-013 (including Seawall Lot 351)
Project Sponsor: - Simon Snellgrove - :
' San Francisco Woaterfront Partners If, LLC
Pier 3, The Embarcadero
: San Francisco, CA 94111
Staff Contact: Kevin Guy - (415) 558-6163
: : kevin.guy@sfgov.org '

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, -
TNCLUDING FINDINGS REJECTING ALTERNATIVES AS INFEASIBLE, ADOPTING A -
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM, RELATING TO A PROPOSAL TO
DEMOLISH AN EXISTING SURFACE PARKING LOT AND HEALTH CLUB, AND TO
CONSTRUCT A NEW HEALTH CLUB, RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS RANGING FROM
FOUR TO TWELVE STORIES IN HEIGHT CONTAINING 134 DWELLING: UNITS,
GROUND-FLOOR RETAIL USES5 TOTALING APPROXIMATELY 20,000 SQUARE FEET,
AND 382 OFFE-STREET PARKING SPACES, WITHIN THE RC-4 (RESIDENTIAL-
COMMERCIAL, HIGH DENSITY) DISTRICT AND THE 84-E HEIGHT AND BULK

© DISTRICT

PREAMBLE | | - o )

On April 25, 2011, Neil Sekhri, acting on behalf of San Francisco Waterfront Partners II, LLC ("Project
- Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Departrhent (“Department”) for Conditional Use
Authorization to allow development exceeding 50 feet in height within an RC District, to allow an
" accessory off-street parking garage, to allow commercial uses above the ground floor, and to allow non-
residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet, and to approved a Planned Unit Development, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections ("Sections™) 209.7(d), 209.8(c), 209.8(f), 253, 303, and 304, to allow a project that
would demolish an existing surface parking lot and health club and construct a new health club,

690 .
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residential buildings ranging from four to twelve stories in height containing 145 dwelling units, ground-
floor retail uses totaling approximately 20,000 square feet, and 400 off-street parking spaces, located at 8
Washington Street, Lot 058 within Assessor's Block 0168, Lot 069 within Assessor's Blpck 0171, Lot 012 of
* Assessor's Block 0201, and Seawall Lot 351, which includes Lot 013 of Assessor's Block 0201 ("Project
. Site), within the RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) Disttict and the 84-E Height and Bulk
District. The project requests specific, modifications of Planning Code requirements regarding bulk
limitations, rear yard, off-street loading, and off-street parking quantities through the Planned Unit
Development process specified in Section 304 (collectively, "Project”). On February 17, 2012, the Project
Sponsor amended the Project application to reduce the number of dwelling units from 145 to 134, and to
reduce the number of residential parking spaces from 145 to 134. '

On January 3, 2007, the Project Sponsor submitted an Environmental Evaluation Applicaﬁon with the
Department, Case No. 2007.0030E. The Department issued a Notice of Preparation of Environmental .
Review on December 8, 2007, to owners of properties within 300 feet, adjacent tenants, and other

potentially interested parties.

On June. 15, 2011, the Department published a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for public
review. The draft EIR was available for public comment until August 15, 2011. On July 21, 2011, the
Planning Commission ("Comnmission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting to solicit comments regarding the draft EIR. On December 22, 2011, the Department published a
- Comments and Responses document, responding to cofmments made regarding the draft EIR prepared
for the Project. o :

On March 22, 2012, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the contents
of said report and the procedures through whichr the Final EIR 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 Regulatioris Sections 15000 et seg. ("the CEQA
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). :

The Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected 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 approved the Final EIR for the Project
in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31.

The Planning Department, Linda Avery, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No.
2007.00_30E, at 1650 Mission Streef, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program ("MMRT"), Whlch material
was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission’s review, consideration and

action.
On March 13, 2007, thé Project Sponsor submitted a request for review of a development exceeding 40 .

feet in height, pursuant to Section 295, analyzing the potential shadow impacts of the Project to
properties under the jurisdiction of the Recrea‘ddn and Parks Department (Case No. 2007.0030K).
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Department staff prepared a shadow fan depicting the potential shadow cast by the development and
concluded that the Project could have a potential impact to properties subject to Section 295. A technical
memorandurm, prepared by Tumstone Consulting, dated December 13, 2011, concluded that the Project
would cast approximately 4,425 square-foot-hours of new shadow on Sue Bierman Park, equal to
approximately 0.00067% of the theoretically available annual sunlight ("TAAS") on Sue Bierman Park.

Pursuant to Section 295, the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission, on
February 7, 1989, adopted standards for allowing additional shadows on the greater downtown parks
(Resolution No. 11595). At the time the standards were adopted, Sue Bierman Park did not exist in its
present form and configuration. Therefore, no standards have been adopted establishing an absolute
cumulative limit for Sue Bierman Park, in its present configuration. The Planning Commission and the
Recreation and Park Commission held a duly advertised joint public hearing on March 22, 2012 and
adopted Resolution No. 185623 .establishing an absolute cumulative shadow limit equal to 0.00067
percent of the TAAS for Sue Bierman Park. o '

On March 22, 2012, the Recreation and. Park Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
* regularly scheduled meeting and recommended that the Planning Commission find that the shadows
" cast by the Project on Sue Bierman Park will not be adverse. On March 22, 2012, the Planning

. Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and adopted

Motion No. 18563 determining that the shadows cast by the Project on Sue Bierman Park will not be
adverse, and allocating the absolute cumulative shadow limit of 0.00067 percent to the Project.

On August 9, 2011, the Project Sponsor submitted a fequest to amend Height Map HTO01 of the Zoning
Maps of the San Francisco Planning Code, to reclassify two portions of the southwestern area of the
development site from the 84-E Height and Bulk District to the 92-E Height and Bulk District in one
portion, and the 136-E Height and Bulk District in another porﬁon' (Case No. 2007.0030Z). On March 22,
2012, the Planning. Commission c_ondﬁcted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting and adopted Resolution No. 18566 , recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the
requested Height Reclassification. '

On August 9, 2011, the Project Sponsor submitted a request to amend "Map 2 - Height and Bulk FPlan’

_ within the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan of the General Plan, to reclassify two portions of the
southwestern portion of the development site from the existing 84-foot height limit to a height of 92 feet
in one portion, and 136 feet in another portion. On December 8, 2011, the Cormnrmission conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and adopted Resolution No. 18501; iniiating the |
requested Ceneral Plan Amendment. On March 22, 2012, the Planning Comimission conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting and adopted Resolution No. 18564,
recormmending that the Board of Supervisors approve the requested General Plan Amendment.

On December 1, 2011, the Project Sponsor submitted a request for a General Plan Referral, Case No.
2007.0030R, regarding the exchange of Public Trust Land, changes in use of various portions of the
' property (including the publicly-owned Seawall Lot 351), and subdivision associated with the Project. On
March 22, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing -at a regularly
scheduled meeting and adopted Motion No. 18565 determining that the these actions are consistent with
the objectives and policies of the Gerieral Plan and the Priority Policies of Section 101.1. ,
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On March 22, 2012, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public heanng at a regularly scheduled
meeting on Condmonal Use Application No. 2007.0030E. ' :

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

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 pa:ctLes

MOVED, that the Commission hereby adopts ﬁndmgs under the Cahforma Envuonmental Quahty Act,
including rejecting alternatives as infeasible,-adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the
adopting Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program attached as Exhibits A, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

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

In determining to approve the 8 Washington Street project described in Section I below (referred to

herein as the “Project”), the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Agency” or “Planning Commission”)

makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and
alternaﬁves, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations, based on substanfial evidence in the
whole record of this proceeding and under the California Environmental Quality Act (”QEQ_”)
California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the
Guidelines for ‘Implementation- of CEQA (“CEQA. Guidelines”), -14 California Code of Regulations '
Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco _-
Administrative Code. - -

This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review ptocess :

for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of records;
" Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Sections I identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced. to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and describe the disposition of the mitigation measures;

—~
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Sections IV identifies’ ‘significant anacts that cannot be avmded or reduced o less»than—sp‘niﬁcant levels

and describe any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the'mitigation measures,

Section V identifies improvement measures that would furth‘er reduce impacts ‘identified as léss than

significant and describes the disposition of the improvermnent measures;

Section VI discusses mitigation measures and project modifications proposed by commenters and, for
mitigation measures or project modifications proposed by commenters that are not being adopted,

describes the reasoning why the Agency is re]ectlng these mitigation measures and project rnoclj_ﬁcattons

" Section VII evaluates the dlfferent Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological, and
other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of the alternatives, or elements

thereof, analyzed and

Section VIII presents a statement of overndmg considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of '

the Agency s actions and its rejection of the alternatives not mcorporated into the Project.

The Mitigation Monltonng and Reporting Program (” M:MRP”) for the mitigation measures that have
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A. The MMRP is required by
CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides a table setting forth each
mitigation mmeasure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project (“Final EIR EIR” or
“FEIR") that is requ1red to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also specifies the
agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes momtonng actions and a

monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit A.

These flndmgs are based upon substantial evidence in. the entire record before the Agency. The
references set forth in these findings to certain pages Or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact -
Report (“Draft EIR” or “DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document (“C&R”) in the Final EIR are

for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustwe list of the evidence relied upon for -

these findings.

L APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT

The Project is the same as the Large Fitness Center Project Variant (“Project Variant”) that was analyzed
in the Final EIR, Chapter VI, C&R 1V.37-44, except that the Pro]ect Variant would provide 160 residential
units whereas the Project would provide 134 residential units, 26 fewer units than under the Project
Variant. Furthermore, the Project Variant would provide 420 parking spaces (160 residential and 260
public parking spaces), whereas the Project would provide 382 parking spaces (127 resn:lennal and 255
public parkjng spaces), 38 parking spaces fewer than under the Pro]ect Variant. Under the Pro;ect
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Variant, the café to Be constructed at the corner of The Emba_rcedero and Jackson Street would be
approximately 1,915 square feet, whereas it would be approximately 1,800 square feet under the Project.
A miore detailed summary of the Project Variant and its envuronmental analysis is contamed in Sections

1Cand ID.

Al Project Description'

The Project involves the development of two nuxed -use bulldmgs containing 134 residential units,
ground floor restaurants and retail of about 20, 000 gross square feet, a new indoor and outdoor health
club and aquatrcs facility, new public parks and open space and an underground parkmg garage. The
proposed buildings would be built to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold
standards. One of the two residential buildings would be built along The Embarcadero (four to six
- stories, 48-70 feet tall) and the other would be built along Drumm Street (7-12 stories, 81-136 feet tall)
The residential buildings would be connected at the ground floor by a one-story central space along
Washington Street, marking the main residential entrance to the buildings. A private central courtyard,
accessible to residents and visible to the public, would be located in the ground-floor area between the
two buildings. Setbacks would be incorporated into the building along The Embarcadero at the fifth and
sixth levels, and into the building along Drumm Street at the eighth, ninth, and twelfth levels. The
resuienﬁal buildings would use a base isolation stmctural system for the building foundatlon

~ The ground floor of the proposed residential buildings would containa lobby and common areas, pﬁvate
residential amenities, retail spaces, and restaurants. The retail spaees would range in size from
approximately 835 gross square feet to, approximately 6,670 gross square feet. A proposed restaurant -
would occupy the southern portion of the east building at the ground floor and would front on The
Embarcadero and Washington Street. The entrance to the restaurant would be at the chamfered
sou\‘heast corner of the ground floor. Outdoor seating areas would be provided within ‘covered patios
along The Embarcadero and Washington Street. A small café/retail space is proposed for the southwest
corner of the site, at Drumm Street and Washington Street. :

A new public open space totaling approximately 10,450 square feet would be developed to the north of

the residential buildings along the Iackson Street alignment (“Jackson Commons - ]ackson Comrnons
would provide pedestrian views and.access to the waterfront and would connect Jackson Street to The

Embarcadero. Landscape and a meandering pedes’man path would lead to a more hardscaped area with
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pubiic seating at The Embarcadero. In addition, the current Drumm Street Garden Walk would be’

widened and improved to create a better pedestrian experience and conrection to the waterfront.

The épproxi:ﬁatelj’r 16,350 square foot new indoor fitness and health club would be located in a new one
and two story buﬂdiﬁg north of Jackson Street along The Embarcadero. The building form would be
defined by> a sloping green roof that is predominantly 17 feet in height at the southern end of the health
club, and rise t0 a peak olf.35 feet at the northern end to conceal an elevator shaft. This elevator would
provide access to the second floor of &me health club and to approxjmately 4,000 square feet'of outdoor
terrace space located on the roof of the riew restaurant building to the north. Approxjmatély 21,500
square feet of outdoor recreation space including at least one large lap and recreation pool would be
_constructed. The swirnrfdng pools would be constructed a;t grdund level, and no tennis courts would be
constructed on the site. The balance of the outdoor space would be programmed with ample lounging
area, a Jacuzzi, a barbeque area and bocce ball court. An approximately 1,800 square foot café at The
Embarcadero and Jackson Street would also be within the health club building and would be open to the '
public with outdoor seating within the Jackson Commons. ' - -

An approximately 4,000 square foot, one-story, 18-foot-tall restaurant building would be constrﬁcted
immediately to the north of the proposed health club building and swim deck area. The restaurant
building would front on a new, approximately 11;255 square foot, publicly accessible open space
(“Pacific Park”) at the northern end of the project site,lwhich' would contain an approximately 4,500 '
square foot. c}ﬂdren’s interpretive sculpm_raligarden. The restaurant. would. include an approxirnately
4,000 square rooftop deck, as noted above with public access via an elevator. The building would be a
serni-transparent pavilion'with an enclosable outdoor patio that is designed for year round use to

activate the proposed publicly accessible open-space. .

Parking for residents and the ;public would be provided on three levels béiow the proposed residential
buildings. The proposed parking would include up to 382 spaces, including 127 spaces for residents and
255 public spaces to serve the Ferry Building and Waterfront area businesses; onsite retail, restaurant,
and health club uses. Pedestrian access to the public parking garage would be through an elevator
entrance along Washington Street entered to the east of the residential lobby and an elevator entrance
along Jackson Commons. Elevators would connect the private residential underground parking to the
ground and upper floors of the proposed buildings. Vehicle access to the parking garage would be
ﬁrough a two-way ramp directly off of Washington Street west of the lobby entrance.

B. Project Objectives

San Francisco Waterfront Partners I, LLC (the “ ‘roje'ct Applican{”) seeks to achieve the followi'ng
objectives by undertaking the Project: ' ‘ , : '

]
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To develop a high-quality, sustainable, and economically feasible high-density, primarily residential,
project within the existing density designation for the site, in order to help meet projected City
housing needs and satisfy the City’s inclusionary affordable housing requirements.

To create new pedestrian, public access and circulation improvements and street-level retail and/or
restaurant uses that will reconnect the City with the waterfront and enhance and beautify the Ferry

Building waterfront area and the Golden Gateway area.

To develop a pr(iject that achieves high-quality urban design and LEED Gold or equivalent
sustainability standards and that enhances the exis’cing urban design character of the area.

To increase the supply of public underground parkmt7 to support the continued econorric viability of
the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market and the retail and restaurant uses at the Ferry Building, Pier 1-
and Piers 1—1/2 5.

To complete the project on schedule and within budget.’

To construct a higlt—qua]ity project that includes a sufficient number of residential units to produce a
reasonable return on investment for the project sponsor and its investors and is able to attract
investment capital and construction financing, while generating sufficient revenue to finance the

recreation, parking, and open space amenities propoéed as part of the project.

To develop a project with mmrmal environmental disruption.

.

To construct recreation and open space that serves Golden Gateway residents, San Franciscans, and-

Waterf:orit visitors alike.

The Port of San Francisco’s (the “Port’s”) objectives for the development of Seawall Lot 351 are as

follows:

Design Objectives

e The design of new development should respect the character of the Ferry Building, The Embarcadero
Roadway, the mid-Embarcadero open space improvements (Harry Bridges Plaza and Sue Bierman

Park), and the Golden Gateway ptoject. ‘ -
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«  Construct new development which complements the rich architectural character of the Embarcadero
National Register Historic District and is complementary to the architectural features of the pier
‘bulkhead buildings. '

» Reinforce the large scale (grand boulevard) of The Embarcadero by using bold forms, deeply
recessed building openings, and strong detailing on building facades facing The Embarcadero.

« Consider emphasis on the corner of Wasl*dngtoﬁ and The Embarcadero in a manner that strengthens

: or énhances the Mid-Embarcadero open spaces and pedéstrian experience.

«  To define the north edge of adjacent open space, new developrhent should acknowledge the massing
and street enclosure relationship with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero (e.g., bold
forms of similar height, constructed to The Embarcadero edge).

o Maintain and enhance the view éorrid_oré along The Embarcadero and down Washington Street.
Recognize the visual connection from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a manner that
preserves the icopic vista and acknowledges the landmark status of these sites.

«. Propose a building height and massing that fits within the neighborhood context formed by the
William Heath Davis Building of the Golden Gateway Center, the Golden Gateway Commons
condominiums and the heights of the historic Pier 1 through Pier5 bulkhead buildings.

« Preserve open views and pedestrian access through landscaped improvements or waterfront-serving
activity that does not require a permanent structure (e.g., outdoor café, flower market, bike shop)
along the sewer easement in the SWL 351 portion of the Jackson Street right-of-way.

e Proposed d.esign should consider the appearance of all rooftop equipment as seen from the street and _
the elevation of neighbori:ﬁg’ buildings and hills. Consider active roofs, with careful placement of

elevator towers that provide access to the roof.

"« Primary uses and pedestrian entrances should face The Embarcaderp, and incorporate ]ight'mé and

other amenities to create enlivened street activity.

«  Avoid blank ground floor walls along The Embarcadero and Washington Street by providing views
into the ground floor of buildings. '

« . Avoid service and parking access from The Embarcadero.

o * Design and locate parking facilities to minimize their aesthetic presence and impact on the

surrounding area.
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e Utilize best efforts to meet or exceed the City’s Green Building Standards and best sustainability

practices.
« Comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board performance criteria and the Port’s Storm Water

' Management Plan for the reduction of stormwater pollution impacts associated with newly
constructed facilities. '

Development Program Objectives

e - Promote public enjoyment of and access to the waterfront by providing a destination that welcomes
diverse users, including workers, San Francisco residents, and visitors to the waterfront and the

adjacent public open spaces including Sue Bierman Park and Justin Herman Plaza.

« Encourage pedestrian flow from the Ferry Building, Pier 1, and Sue Bierman Park to the.site and to.
the greater waterfront through project design, onsite public open spaces, location of parking, and

app;opriate uses.

e Activate and revitalize the waterfront edge during the evenings and weekends to complement the

weekday office uses in the adjacent downtown buildings.

« Create an enlivened pedestrian experience along The Embarcadero and Washington Street by
considering multiple uses and storefronts on the ground floor and well located public open space on

the site.

» ' Reconnect the downtown and landside neighborhodds with the waterfront and make the area

inviting to workers and local residents as well as visitors.

« Providea development progr.am' which includes no fewer than 90 parking spaces for visitors to the
Ferry Building waterfront area. Operate parking in a manner to optimize utilization and minimize
impact on traffic and the neighborhood. '

"« Realize Port revenue to support the Port’s public trust responsibilities, which include maintaining
maritime industries, creating public-oriented activities and open space waterfront improvements,

preserving historic maritime resources, and maintaining Port facilities.
C. Environmental Review

The San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”), as lead agency for the Project,

initiated environmental review of the Project after the Project Applicant filéd an environmental
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evaluation (“EE”) application on January 3, 2007. In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the
CEQA Guidelines, the Planning Department published a Notice of Preparation of an EIR/Initial Study
(the “NOP/Initial Study”) for the initial project proposal on Deécember 8, 2007 to focus. the scope of the
EIR on potentially significant effects of the initial project proposal. Publication of the NOP/Initial Study

initiated a 30-day public comment period, and comment letters were submitted to the Planning

Department during this period.

On August 15, 2008, the Port issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the development of Seawall Lot
351. The RFP was re-issued on November 10, 2008. Two parties submitted timely proposals: San
Francisco Waterfront Partners IT and a development group led by Dhaval Panchal (which later withdrew
its proposal) On February 24, 2009, the Port Commission authorized Port staff to enter into an exclusive ‘
negouatmU agreement with San Francisco Waterfront Partners I, finding that the proposal submitted by
San Francisco Waterfront Partners Il meets the requirements of the RFP and meets the Port’s objectives

for Seawall' Lot 351.

In February 2009, Supervisor David Chiu urged the Port of San Francisco to engage the San Francisco
Planning Department to lead a plarmmg analysis of the Port’s surface parking lots north of Market Street.
The Port Commission funded a focused study managed by the Planning Department to foster
community consensus on the future of Port Seawall Lot 351 and at other seawall lot properties on the
northern waterfront. Public partlcrpaﬁon and comment was sought in a series of five public workshops.
This work began in May 2009 and was completed in May 2010. The Planning Department published the
results of its study in June 2010 in a document entitled Northeast Embarcadero Study: An Urban Design
Analysis for the Northeast Embarcadero Area. On ]uly 8, 2010, the San Francisco Planning Commission
adopted a resolution that it “recognizes the design principles and recommendations of the Study” an
“urges the Port of San Francisco fo consider the recommendations of the Northeast Embarcadero’ Study
when comldermg proposa]s for new ‘development in the study area.” The Planning Commission
resolution did not adopt the Northeast Embarcadero Study as a planning document. The resolution states
that the Planning Commission did not comumit to approve any project to be considered within the
Northeast Embarcadero Study area in the future, and that no such project could be considered until after
completLon of environmental' review under the California Environmerital Quality Act (CEQA).

On July 27, 2010, SFWP submitted an EE application for a revised project proposal The San Pranasco.
_ Planning Department then prepared- the Draft EIR, which describes the proposed project and the
environmental setting, identifies potential impacts, presents mitigation measures for impacts found to be
significant or potenttally significant, and evaluates project altemaﬂves In assessing constructon and
operational impacts of the project, the Draft EIR considers the impact of the Pproject and the curnulafive

impacts associated with the proposed project in combination with other past, present and future achons

\
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with potential for impacts on the same resources. Each environmental issite presented in the Draft EIR is
analyzed with respect to significance criteria that are based on the San Francisco Planning Environmental
Review (“ER”) guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered signiﬁcant. ER guidance is,
in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appeﬂdix G, W1th some modifications.

The Department published the Draft EIR on June 15, 2011, which was circulated to local and state |
agencies and ‘to interested organizations and individuals for review and comment for over a 60-day
"public réview period, which ended on August 15, 2011. The San Francisco Planning Commission held a
public hearing to solicit testimony on the Draft EIR on July 21, 2011. A court reporter was present at the
public hearing, transcribed the oral comments verbatim, and prepared written franscripts. The Planning -
Department also received written comments on the Draft EIR, which were sent through mail, fax, or
emnail.

The Saﬁ Francisco flanm'ng Department then prepared the C&R. This document, which provides written
response to each comment received on the Draft EIR, was published on becembér 22,2011 and included
copies of all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and mdiviaual responses to those comments. The
C&R provided additional, updated information and dariﬁcation. on issues raised by commenters, as well
as Planning Department Draft EIR text changes. The Draft FIR, the C&R and all errata sheets, and all of
the supporting information constitute the Final EIR.

'The Final EIR includes updates and refinements to the Draft EIR project description, including the Project
Variant, which is a design variation that modifies limited features of the proposed project described in
the Draft EIR. As discussed in the Final EIR, the Project Variant would be comprised of the same uses as
the proposed project described in the Draft EIR. The two residential. buildings south of ]éckson
Commons would be similar to the Draft E]R’s proposed project in their lobby, restaurant and retail
spaces, and access. However, the Project Variant would have 160 residential units instead of the 165
residential units proposed for the project as described in the DEIR, and the Project Variant may also
include a base isolation structural system as part ‘of the foundation for the residential buildings. The

proposed parking garage and its entrance on Washington Street would remain the same.

The proposed Jackson. Commonslwo.uld remain in the same location under the Projeét Variant. The
proposed heaifh club building north of Jackson Commons would be larger in size under the Project
Variant (16,350 gross squére feet as compared to 12,800 gross square feet), but similar in height to the '
Draft EIR's proposed project. Under the Project Variant, the café located in the health club building
would be similar in size (1,915 gross square feet compared to 1,850 gross square feet) as under the Draft
EIR's proposed project. Under the Project Variant, the recreational swimming and lap pools would be at
ground level, and no tennis courts would be constructed on the project site. 'In addition to the

landscaping _proposed for Pacific Park, the Project Variant would include a children’s interpretative
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sculpture garden with an interactive water feature. The amount of off-street parking would remain 420
- off street spaces under the Project Variant, with 160 spaces allocated to the 160 residential units and 260
spaces of pubﬁc parking. Total restaurant/retail space Wou_lci be reduced from 29,100 gross square feet to
19,800 gross square feet under the Project Variant as compared to the project described in the DEIR.

The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR. - In certifying the Final EIR, the
Planning Commission determined that the Final EIR does not add significant new information to the
Draft EIR that would require recirculation of the ER under CEQA because the Final EIR contains no
information revealing (1) any new si gnificant environmental impact that would result from the Project or.
from a new miﬁgaﬁon_meas_ﬁre propo_sed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity
of a'_previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible project alternative or mitigation -
-measure considerably different from others previously analyied that would cleaﬂy lessen the
environmental.impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the Project’s propc;nents, or (4) that the
Draft EIR was so fundamentally and. basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful

public review and comment were precluded.

D. Environmental Analyéis of the Project Variant

As discussed above, the Final EIR includes a description and analysis of the environmental impacts of the
Project Variant, which is incorporated herein by reference. The Final EIR concludes that the impacts and .
mitigation measures would be substantially the same for the Project Variant as that are for the Draft EIR's
proposed project. (C&R IV.38-44). More specifically, the Final EIR concdludes that the environmental
effects of the Project Variant relating to populaﬁoﬁ. and housing, utilities and service systems, public
services, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous resources, mineral and energy resources, agricultural
and forest resources, land use, aesthetics, historic architectural resources, noise, effects -on pedestrian-
level winds, sea level rise, hydrology, and biclogical resources would be substantially the same as those
described under the DEIR’s proposed project. (C&R IV.38) All mitigation measures described for these
topics under the DEIR's proposed.project would be applicable for the Project Variant. (C&RIV.38).

The ;inalysis and conclusions presented in the “Tidelands Trust and State Lands Commission” subsection
of the Plans and Policies subchapter would be the same for the Project Variant even though the
configiiration of the public trust exchange would be slightly different than under the Draft EIR's
proposed pfoject. (C&R IV.38). While the base isolation structural system of the Project Variant would
require excavating foundation for the residential buildings 3 to 5 feet deeper than for the Draft EIR’s
proposéd project, the Project Variant’s impacts with respect to archeological resources. would rernain less
than significant with the mitigation measures set forth in Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological
Testing, Monitoring and Data Recovery and Reporting, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b:. hlterpretaﬁon,
and Mitigation Measure M-CP-6: Accidental Discovery. (C&R IV.38-39). '

Compared to the proposed project, the Project Variant would generate approximately 2 fewer vehicular
" trips to and from the site during the peak hour, and about 127 fewer daily vehicle trips. This decrease
would be considered to be within the daily variation of traffic and would not modify the intersection
levels of service results or conclusions presented for the DEIR's proposed project in Section IV.D,
Transportation and Circulation. With the base isolation structural system, excavation for foundations
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would be slightly deeper, resulting in additional haul truck trips to remove more soil from the project site
during construction. The additional 1,100 to 1,230 truck loads (2,200 to 2,460 one-way trips) would not be
expected to increase the total number of truck trips per day generated during the excavation phase, but
could extend the amount of time needed to complete excavation by an additional two to four weeks.
There would be about 100 fewer piles in the foundation; therefore, pile driving would take less time,
offsetting the additional time needed for excavation, and reducing the number of truck trips for delivery
. of construction materials to the project site. The impacts of construction traffic would remain as ’
described for the proposed project in Impact TR-8 .and as discussed under subheading “Project
Construction/America’s Cup Host and Venue Agreement” in C&R Chapter I, Secton B, Project
Description. Therefore, the analysis, conclusions, and mitigation measures presented in Section IV.D,
Transportation and Circulation, would be substantially similar for the Project Variant. (C&R IV.40-41).

- With respect to air quality impacts, while there would be an approximately 15 percent ihcréase in the
number of truck trips generated during construction for the additional excavation with the Project
Variant, no new significant impact would occur. ~ The construction health risk assessment analysis
presented for the DEIR’s proposed project would not change substantially with the additional
construction-related haul truck trips for the Project Variant, because emissions from the haul trucks,
represent a small fraction of the total on-site diesel particulate emissions during construction. The health
risk impacts during construction would be significant and unavoidable, as for the DEIR’s proposed
project. While the larger fitness center would generate more vehicle trips than the fitness center in the
DEIR’s proposed project, the increase would be more than offset by a reduction in vehicle trips generated.
by fewer residential units and less restaurant and retail space. Hence, significant impacts identified for
the proposed project would not be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the variant,and

~ conclusions in Section IV.E, Air Quality, remain applicable to the Project Variant. (C&R IV.41).

The Project Variant would not change the features of the DEIR's proposed project that support the
Planning Department’s determination of consistency with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Therefore, the analysis’ and conclusions presented in Section IVF,
Greenhouse Gases Emissions, for the DEIR’s proposed project Would be substantially sm'ular for the
Pro]ect Variant (C&RIV.42).

The Project Variant would have the substantially the same shadow impacts as s the DEIR’S Proposed
Project, although moving the swimming pools from the roof top of the health club to the ground would -
result in more shading of the swimming pools. During the spring, summer, and autumn, the ground-
level swimming pools associated with the Project Variant would receive about 4 to 6 fewer hours of
sunilight each day compared to the rooftop swimming pools associated with the DEIR’s proposed project.
However, the existing swimming pools are shadowed by existing buildings during the mid- to late
afternoon throughout the year. During the winter, the ground-level swimming pools associated with the
Project Variant would be similaﬂy shadowed each.day compared to DEIR's propqsed project. (C&RIV.2Z, -
1) ' _
Although all of the tennis-courts that currently ex15t on the project site would be eliminated under the
Project Variant, impacts on recreation would remain less than significant. The recommended supply of
tennis courts is 1 court for every 5,000 residents. The current ratio is 1 court for each 3,537 residents
(810,000 residents / 215 tennis courts, 168 public and 61 private). With the DEIR’s proposed project and
its removal of five existing tennis courts at the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club, the ratio would
increase to 1 court for every 3,616 residents. With the Project Variant and its four fewer courts than the
DEIR’s proposed project, the ratio would increase to 1 court for every 3,682 residents. The number of
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residents per tennis court would remain lower than the recommended standard of 1 court for every 5,000
fesidents. The analysis and conclusions presented in Section IV.H, Recreation, would be similar for the
Project Variant. (C&R IV.42-44). |

As stated above, the Project that is approved by the Planning Cormunission is the same as the Project'
Variant, except that the Project Variant would provide 160 residential units whereas the Project would
provide 134 residential units, 26 fewer units than under the Project Variant. Furthermore, the Project
Variant would provide 420 parking spaces (160 residential and 260 public parking spaces), whereas the .
Project would provide 382 parking spaces (127 residential and 255 public parking spaces), 38 parking
spaces fewer than under the Project Variant. The reduction of 26 residential umits, compared to the
Project Variant, would result in a corresponding slight reduction in transportation impacts, and would
. not appreciably change other impact analyses or conclusions in the EIR. The reduction of 3‘8\par1<ing
spaces, compared to the Project Variant would not change traffic impacts identified for the Project
Variant. The maximum parking demand for the project would be below the 382 parking spaces to be
provided on site, and thus would not change the parking impacts analysis and conclusions in the EIR.

E. Approval Actions

Local and state agencies will rely on the Final EIR for thie approval actions listed below and in doing so
will adopt CEQA findings, including a statement of overrjiding considéraiions and a mifigation

monitoring and reporting program.

1. Planning Commission
e Certification of the Final EIR;

e Recommend approvai of a General Plan amendment to allow an increase in height on a portion

of the site to 92 feet and to 136 feet and to allow the bulk of the Project;

+ Recommend approval of a Zoning Map amendment to allow an increase in height on a portion of

the site to 92 feet and to 136 feet and to allow the bulk of the Project;

" a Ap/provai of a Planned Unit \De'velopment/Condit'ional Use Permit pursuant to Planning Code V
" Gections 303 (Conditional Use), 304 (PUD), 953 (review of structures over 40 feet in any “R”
District), 271(b) (Bulk Limit Excepﬁon); 151 and 204.5(c) (oﬁf—sﬁeet parking for residential uses in
excess of maximum accessory amounts), 151 (reduction in.off-street parking requirements for.
non-residential uses), 152 (modification of off-street loading requirements), 209.7(d) (provision of '
a public parking garage for spaces to serve the Ferry Building and Waterfront area), 209.8(c)
(cornmercial use above ground floor for the health club), 209.8(f) (non-residential use exceeding

6,000 gross square feet), 134 (rear yard requirement);

e A determination by the Planning Commission of consistency with the General Plan pursuant o

_ Charter Section 4.105 and Administrative Code Section 2A.53;
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« Joint adoption by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commlssmn of a

resolution establishing a new absolute cumulative limit for allowable new shadow on Sue
Bierman Park to accommodate the new shadow on that park that would result from the Project

(no cumulative limit currently exists for Sue Bierman Park); and

Shadow xmpact determination by the Planning Commission, after review and comment by the

~ San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and Commission under Section 295 of the

Planning Code.

2. Recreation and Park Commission

]omt adoption by the Planning Commission and. the Recreation and Park Commission of a
resolution establishing a new absolute -cumulative limit for allowable new shadow on Sue
Bierman Park to accommodate the new shadow on that park that would result from the Project

(no cumulative limit currently exists for Sue Bierman Park); and

' Review and comment under Section 295 Qf the Planning Code.

3. Port Commission

Approval of a purchase and sale agreémen_t to convey a portion of Seawall Lot 351 to the Project

‘ Applicant for residential development after implementation of the public trust exchange;

Approval of a lease disposition and developﬁ;ent agreeﬁlent, ground lease, and related
tranisactional documents governing development and operation of improvements by the Project

Applicant on portions of Seawall Lot 351 retained by the Porf;

Apprdval of a Public Trust Exchange Agreement to effect removal of the 'pu'b‘lic trust use
hmltatlons from the portion of Seawall Lot 351 proposed for residential use and Jmposmon of
public trust use hxmtatlons on the portions of the 8 Wasl'ungton site proposed for open space and

restaurant use; and

Approvals to form a Mello-Roos Commumnity Facilities District (CFD), maintenance CFD, and

.Infrastrucmre Financing District (IFD) to finance construction and maintenance of pubhc

facilities servmg the site.

4. Department of Public Works

Approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map;

Approval by the San Francisco Department of. Public Works of he proposed removal of street

trees and “significant trees”; and

705 : . 716



Motion 18561 . " CASE NO. 2007.0030ECKMRZ
March 22, 2012 ' 8 Washington Street

Approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Works of proposed curb cuts along Drumm
and Washington Streets, expanded sidewalks on Washington Street and Drumm Streef, and lane

reconfiguration on Washington Street to remove the landscaped median.

5. Board of Supervrsors

Approval of a General Plan amendment to allow an increase in height on a portion of the site to_

92 feet and to 136 feet and to allow. the bulk of the Project;

Approval of a Zoning Map amendment to allow an increase in height on a portion of the site to

97 feet and to 136 feet and to allow the bulk of the Project;

‘ Approval ofa purchase and sale aoreement to convey a portion of Seawall Lot 351 to the Proj'ect

Applicant for residential development after implemientation of the public trust exchange;

-Approval of a ground lease Uovemmg development and operation of improvements by the

Project Applicant on certain portions of Seawall Lot 351 retained by the Port;

Approval of a Public Trust Exchange Agreement to effect removal of the public trust use
limitations from the portion of Seawall Lot 351 proposed for residential use and imposition of
public trust use imitations on the portrons of the 8 Washington site proposed for open space and

restaurant use; and

Approvals to form a Mello-Roos Comimunity Fadilities District (CFD), maintenance CFD, and
Infrastructure Financing. District” (IFD) to finance construction and maintenance of public

facilities serving the site.

6. State Lands Commission

» Approval of a Public Trust Exchange Agreement to effect removal of the public trust use

limitations from the portion of Seawall Lot 351 proposed for residential use and imposition of
public trust use limitations on the portions of the 8 Washington site proposed for open space and

restaurant use..

7 San Francisco Public Utilities Commissron / t"ort

Approval from the SFPUC for discharging into the combmed sewer system as a result of

dewatering the site.

Approval of a Stormwater Control Plan by the Port in-compliance with San Francisco Stormwéter

.Design Guidelines.

8. San Francisco Department of Health
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Approval of a site 'mitig'atizm plan by the San Francisco Department of Health under San
Francisco’s Maher Ordinance (Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code); and

Approval of a dust control plan by the San Francisco Department of Health under Article 228 -of_
the San Francisco Health Code. ' i

E. Contents and Location of Record

The record upon which all ﬁndings and determinations related to the Project are based includes the

following: -

The Notice of Preparation/lhi’dal Study and all other public notices relating to the l?rojec’e .

The Final EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references in these
findings to-the EIR or FEIR include both the Draft EIR and the C&R documents.)

All information including written evidence and testimony provided by City staff to the Planning
Commission relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR.

All information provided by the public, including the proceedings of the public hearings on the
adequacy of the Draft EIR and the transcripts of the July 21, 2011 public hearing and written
correspondence received by Planning Department staff during the public comment period of the
Draft E]_T{, and the public meeting on March 22, 2012, at Which the Planning Commission certified
completion of the Final EIR. ' '

" All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section

21167.6(e).

The Agency has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the Project.

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the pub]icn

review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR, as well as v

additional materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in
Planning Cominission files, located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. Linda

Avery, Planning Commission Secretary, is the custodian of records for the Planning Commission. All

fles have been available to the Agency and the public for review in considering these findings and

whether to approve the Project.

..

Requirement for Findings of Fact
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CEQA requnes public agencies to consuier the potential effects of their discretionary activities on the
environment and, when feasible, to adopt and implement rru’agahon measures that avoid or substantially
lessen the effects of those activities on the environment. Specifically, Public Resources Code section .
21002 provides that ”pubhc agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible-
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures avaulable which would substantially lessen the significant
envu?on_mental effects of such projects[.]” The same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA
“are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both. the significant effects of
proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or
substantally lessen such significant effects.” Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that]
specific economic, social, or other conditions rmake infeasible such project alternaﬁves or such mitigation

measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”

The mandate and principles announced in Public Resou_rces Code Section 21002 are mplemente(i in
part through the quulrement that agenaes must adopt flndmgs before approving projects for which
EIRs are reqmred (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a )).
For each significant env1ronmenta1 effect identified in an EIR for a proposed prOJect the approving

agency must issue a written finding reachmg one or more of three permissible conclusions. The three

possible findings are:

1 Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or

avoid the significant effects on the environment.

2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

t3) Speciﬁc economic, legal, social, technological, other consideraﬁoné, including considerations for
© the prows1on of employment opporhmltles for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation

measures or alternatives 1den’aﬁed in the envn:onmental impact report.
(Public Resources Code Section 21081, subd (a); see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd (a).)

_Public Resources Code section 21061 1 defines “feasible” to mean ”capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social and technological factors. " CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal”

considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553,

565.) o '

The concept of ”feaSLblhty” also encompasses the question of whether a ‘particular alternative or
mitigation measure promotes the underlymg goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of
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San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar).). ”*[Fleasibility’ under CEQA encompasses '
) desirability” to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic,
environmental, sbcial, and technological factors.” (Ibid.; see also Seguoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. 0. Cliiy '
of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (Sequoyah Hills); see also California Native Plant Society v. City of
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [after weighing “‘economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors’ ... ‘an agency may conclude that a mitigation measure or alternative is
impracticable or undesirable fror a policy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that ground”].)

v

With respect to a project for which signiﬁcaﬁ irnpacts. are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public
agencj, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a
staterrient of overriding ‘considerations setting forth the specific reasons why me_agency found that the
project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse emvironmental effects.” (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).) The California
Supreme Court has stated, “[t/he wisdom of approving . .. any development project,’é delicate task
which requires a balancing of interests, is ﬁecessarﬂy left to the sound discretion of the local officials and
their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply
’ reciuires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)

Because the EIR identified significant effects that may occur as a result of the project, and in accordance -
with the prov151ons ‘of the Guidelines presented above, Agency hereby adopts these findings as part of
the approval of the Project. These findings reflect the independent judgment of the Agency and
constitute its best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its dedision to approve the
Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. These findings, in other words, are not
merely 'mforinational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that come into effect Wlﬂ’l the
Agency's approval of the Project. ‘

G. Findings About Significant Environmental impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following Sections IL _H_I and IV set forth the Agency’s ﬁndings'about the Final EIR’s determinations

regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them.
These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Agency. regarding the environmental .
impacts of the Projec’tvar-ld the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and adopted by the
Agency as paft of the Project. To-avoid duplication and reduﬂdmcy, and because the Agency agrees
with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the‘ analysis and
conclusions in the Final EIR, but instead incorporate them by reference in ;c_hese findings and rely upon

them as substantial evidence supporting these findings.
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In making these findings, the Agency has considered the opinions of staff and experts, other agencies and
mermbers of the public. The Agency finds that the determination of significance thresholds is a judgment
decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the significance thresholds used
in the Final EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the
Final FIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR promde
reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of

the Project.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of éach environmental impact contained m the -
Final EIR.‘ .Ins’ﬁead, a full éxplanation of these environmental findings and co-ndusions can be found in
the Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporaté by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final
EIR sup}ﬁorb‘ng the Final EIR’s determination regarding the Project’s impacts and mitigation measures
des1gned to address those impacts. In making these findings, the Agency ratifies, adopts and
incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusmns of the Final EIR Trelating to
‘environmental impacts and mmgaﬂon measures, except to the extent any such determinations - and

Conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings:

The Agency adopts and mcorporates the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached .
MMRP as described below to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and significant
impacts of the Project. In adopting these mitigation measures, the Agency intends to adopt each of the
mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the Project unless otherwise identified as infeasible or
outside of the jurisdiction of the Agency. The Agency recognizes that some of these rmtlga’aon
. measures may be paItlaIly or Wholly within the jurisdiction of other agencies, induding but not limnited

to the San Francisco Mumc1pal Transportation Agency (“SEMTA”), the Department of Building

Inspection (“DBL"), the Depa.tt[nent of Pubhc Works (“DPW”), and the Department of Public Health

(“DPH”). The Agency finds-that the followmg mitigation measures are partially or wholly within the
jurisdiction of these other agencies, that these agencies can implement the following mitigation measures,

and the Agency ﬁrges these agencies to implement the following mitigation measures:

MITIGATION MEASURE. AGENCY

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a (Archeolog10a1 Testing, Monitoring and California State
Data Recovery and Reporting) - - Native_Aﬁerican
- ' ' Heritage
: . : 4 Commission
Mitigation Measure M-TR-9 (Travel Demand Management) SFMTA
Mitigation Measure Noise-1 (Construction Noise) _DPW

' Mitigation Measure Noise-2 (Title 24 Compliance) , ~ DBI
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Mitigation Measure AQ-7 (Building Design and Ventilation - DBI .
Requirements) - o
Mitigation Measure M-SLR-3 (Emergency Plan) : DBI
Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 (Conformity with the Planning DBI

Department’s ‘Standards for Bird Safe Buildings)

. Mitigation Measure Hazards-1 (Flammmable Vapors During Construction) DBI

Mitigation Measure Hazards-2 (Vapor Intrusion During Operation) DBI / DPH

In order implement the mltLgatLon measures set forth in the Fmal EIR and the attached MMRP, the

‘Agency is adopting all of the rrutlgatlon measures as conditions of approval of the Project. With respect

to the mitigation measures that are partlally or wholly under- the ]urlsd1c110n of other agencies, the
Agency finds that such mitigation measures fall within the normal permitting and enforcement authority
of those agencies and, therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that those agencies will assistent in the

implementation and enforcement of the mitigation measures.

In the event a mitigation measure recornmended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted in these

- findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and mcorporated in the findings

below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in

~ these ﬁndmgs or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures ir the Final EIR due to a

dlerical error, the language of the policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall
control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the impact

and mitigation measure numbers used in the Final EIR.

In Sections II, IIT and IV below, the same ﬁhdmgs are made for a category of environmental impacts and

mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding, the initial finding obviates the need for

.such repeﬁﬁoﬁ because in no instance is the Agency rejecting the conclusions of the FEIR or the

mitigation measures recommended in the FEIR for the Project.
IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AND THUS REQUIRING NO MITIGATION

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for imipacts that are less than significant. (Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.) Based on .
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceedmcr the Agency finds that implementation of the

‘Project will not result in any significant meacts in the following areas and that these impact areas,

therefore, do not require mitigatior:

A Land Use
. Impact LU-1, The proposed pro]ec’t would - not physically divide an established
community. (DEIR IV.A.8-9) -
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Impact LU-2, The proposed project would not have a substan’aal adverse unpact on the
existing character of the vicinity. (DEIR IV.AS -11) (C&R IV.20)

Impa-& LU-3, The proposed project would not result in a significant cumnulative impact

" related to Land Use. (DER IV.A.11)

B. + Aesthefics

Impact AE-L, The proposed project would not substantlally affect scenic vistas and
scenic resources visible from publicly accessible areas in the project vicinity. (DEIR

TV.B.16-18) (C&RIVZl 22) )

Impact AE-2, The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
existing visual character of the project site and its surroundmgs (DEIR IV B.18-21) (C&R
IvV.21)

Impact AE-3, The proposed project would not result in a significant curnulative impact

related to Aesthetics. (DEIR IV.B.22)

D. Transportatlon

Impact TR-1, The proposed project would not result in significant transportaﬁon impacts
in the proposed project vicinity due to vehidle traffic. (DEIR IV.D.22-23) '

Impact TR-2, The proposed project would not result in significant irnpacts to tramsit
systems in the proposed project vicinity. (DEIR IV.D.23-24)

Impact TR-3, The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to pedestrians
in the proposed project vicinity. (DEIR IV.D.24-26) ‘

~ Impact TR4, The proposed pro;ec’c would not result in significant. transportation impacts

to blcydes in the proposed project v1c1mty (DE]R IV.D.26- 27)

Impact TR-5, The proposed project would not resultin a 51g'mﬁcant impact related to an
increase in the mumber o_f vehicles parking in the project vicinity. (DEIR IV.D.28- -29)
(C&R IV.24-25) '

Impact TR-6, The proposed project would not result in a significant unmet need for -
loading spaces. (DEIR IV.D.29-30) ) : '

Impact TR-7, The proposed project would not impair emergency vehicle access near the
project site. (DEIR Iv.D.30) ' o

Impact TR-8, Construction of the proposed project would not cause a significant increase
in traffic near the project site. (DEIR IV.D.30-32) (C&R IV .25)
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Impact TR-10, The proposed project woufd not make a considerable contribution to a
significant curnulative impact on transit systems in the proposed project vicinity. (DEIR
IV.D.35-37)

E.  AirQuality

Impact AQ-1, Construction of the proposed project would not violate an air quality
standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, either individually

' or cumulatively. (DEIR IV.E.17-18) (C&R IV.25)

Impact AQ-2, The propo'sed project would not result in significant impacts related to
fugitive dust resulting frpm project construction activities. (DEIR IV.E.18-20)

Impact AQ-4, Operation of the proposed project would not violate an air quality
standard or make a cumnulatively considerable contribution to an existing or projected air

quality violation. (DEIRIV.E.24-25)

Impact AQ-5, The proposed. project would not result in substantial levels of CO and

‘would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to existing levels of CO. (DEIR

E. -~ Greenhouse Gasés

IV.E.25-26)

Impact AQ—ll, The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (DEIR IV.E.36-37)

Impact GHG—l The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not
in levels that would resultin a significant impact on the environment or conflict with-any
policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. (DEIR IV F.15-16) )

G.  Shadow

Impact SH-1, The proposed project would not adversely affect the use of any park or
open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. (DEIR
IV.G.33-34) '

Impact SH-2, The proposed project wouldd not create new shadow in a manner that .
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (DEIR 1V.G.34-45)
(C&R IV.27-29) '

Impact SH-3, The proposed project would not result in a 51gn1f1cant cumulative impact
related to Shadow. (DEIR IV.G.45)

H. - Recreation
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- Impact RE-1, The construction of recreational facilities as part of the proposed project

would not result in adverse physical effects on the environment. (DEIR IV.H.9-10) (C&R
1V.32-33, 57) CL

Impact RE-2, The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the faciliﬁeé would oceur or be accelerated, or create a need for new or
physically altered park or recreational facilities beyond those included as part of the
proposed project. (DEIR IV.H10-12) (C&R 1v.33,57)

Impact RE-3, The ‘proposed project would not have a significant adversé effect on
recreational opportunities. (DEIR IV.H.12-15) (C&R 1V.34-35)

Impact RE-4, The proposed project would not result in a-significant cumulative impact

related to Recreation. (DEIR IV.FL.15)

el Rise |

Impact SLR-1, The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result
of the failire of a levee or dam. (DEIR IV 1.13-14) ' '

Impact SLR-2, The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of inundation by seiche, tsunarni, or mudflow. (DEIR IV.1.14)

Impact SLR-4, The proposed project would not result in a significant cumulative impact
related to Sea Level Rise. (DEIR IV.116) 3 '

J. - Biological Resources

Impact.BI—l, The project would 1ot have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modiﬁ'cations,, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US. Fish and Wildlife Service. (DEIR IV.].-7)

" Impact BI-3, The proposed project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances

protecting biological resources. (DEIR IV.].9-10) (C&R IV.36)

Impact BI-5, The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse cumulative
effects related to Biological Resorces. (DEIR IV.].1\1—1'2)_

K Other Impacts Found Less Than Significant in the Initial Study and Not Requiring Miﬁgaﬁon

. The following potential individual and cumulative environmental effects of the initial project propqsal
were determined to be less than significant in the NOP/Initial Study. Although the NOP/Initial Study
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was prepared for the initial project proposal, the Agency finds that the conclusions of NOP/Initial Study
continue to be applicable to the Project with respect to each of the topics that are determined are be less
than significant. The Project would occupy the same site as the initial project proposal and, like the initial
project proposal, would call for disturbance of the entire project site. The' Project would include a
substantally similar mix and quantity of uses as the initial project proposal but would include fewer
residential units (134 residential units compared to 170 under the initial project proposal). (DEIR Intro.3-
4). Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Agency finds that
implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that
* * these impact areas, therefore, do not require mitigation: '

Land Use (all topics, but discussed in the EIR for information purposes) (Initial Study 42-

Aesthetics (light and glare) (Initial Study 45)
Population and Housing (all topics) (Iniiial Study 47-50) -

_ Cultural and. Paleontological Resources .(historical architectural resources, uniqué'
paleontological or geologic resources) (Initial Study 50-51)

v Transvportaﬁon and Circulaﬁon (air traffic patterns, emergency access) (Initial S’cudy 52-
53) ' ) ' :
Noisé (Initial Studﬁf 53-87)
Air Qﬁa]ity (odors) (Initial Study 58-63)
Wind (NOP/Imtlal Study 63-64)
Utilities and Semce Systems (all topics) (Imhal Study 69-73) -
Public Services (all topics) (Initial Study 73);
Biblogical Resources (Initial Study 77-50)
Geology and Soils (all topics) (Initial Study 80-86);
- Hydrology and Water Qu_ality (el topics) (Initial Study 87-95);

Hazards/Hazardous Materials (all topics except for release of hazardous materials
discussed in Section III below) (Initial Study 95-108); '

Minerals/Energy Resources (all topics) (Initial Study 108-111); and

Agricultural Resources (all topics) (Initial Study 112).
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" The NOP/Initial Study was prepared for the initial project proposél, the conclusions of also identified
certain environmental effects that would be reduced to less than significant through recormmended
mitigation measures included in the NOP/Initial Study. Those environmental effects and mitigation
measures are discussed in Section IIL : '

L. Growth Inducing Impacts

The Project would intensify the use and density of the project site, providing new residential and
expandéd employment opportunities. The NOP/Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR, pp. 47-50)
estimated that the population increase on the project site would be about 388 new persons (assuming 170
residential units constructed), and concluded that this would not be a substantial increase in population
in the context of the projected population increase Citywide. The NOP/Initial Study also estimated that
the proposed project could add approximately 70 employees to the City’s economy, generating a demand
for about 28 new dwelling units in San Francisco. These increases would not be substantial in the context
of employment in the City as a whole. The Project is a mixed-use, residential infill project within a
densely developed residential area at the edge of the downtown. The area is already served by municipal -
infrastructure and public services that have sufficient capacity to accommodate the project. The Project,
would not require or involve the expansion of infrastructure capacity that could accommodate additional
growth. It would not stimulate new housing demand in the surrounding area that would not have
existed without the project. For these reasons, the Project would not result in a significant growth-
inducing impact. (DEIR V.1) ‘ '

Hi. . FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT OR POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT _LEVEL

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measﬁres fha{ would avoid or substantially lessen a project’s
identified significant impacts or i)otential significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this
Section IIT and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. These. findings
discuss rrﬁﬁgaﬁon_mea_sures as préposed in the Final EIR and as recommended for adoption by the
Agency. The full explanation of the potentially significant environmental impacts is set forth in Section
IV of the Draft EIR, the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study attached as Appendix A to the Draft EIR, and

in some cases is further explained in the C&R. In many cases, mitigation measures will be implemented |
by the Project Applicant. In these cases, implementation of mitigation measures by the Project Applicant
or other de'veloper or facility operator have Been or will, in future agreements, be made conditions of
Project approval. In the case of other mitigéﬁ_on measures, an agency of the City will have responsibility

for implementation of mitigation measures.

The mitigation measures proposed for adoption in Sections I and IV are the same as the mitigation
measures identified in the Final BIR. The full text of all of the mitigation measures as proposed for
adoption is contained in Exhibit A, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. As explained
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- previously, Exhibit A contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program required by CEQA
Section 21081.6-and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation
- measure listed in the FEIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also

specifies the entity responsible for irnplementatioﬁ of each measure, and establishes monitoring actions

and a monitoring schedule.

Based on the analysis contained in the Final EIR and the standards of significance, the Agency finds that

that hﬁplementa’cion of the proposed mitigation measures,_discussed in this Section will reduce each of

the potentially significant impacts described below to a less-than-significant level.

A.

Archeological Resources

» Impact CP-1: Project construction activities could disturb the remains of the scuttled ship

Bethel (and possibly other scuttled Gold Rush era ships). (DEIR IV.C.15) Disturbance or -
removal of the scuttled ship Bethel could materially impair the physical characteristics of the
resource that convey its association with 19th century trade, ‘waterfront development during
the Gold Rush, and the notorious waterfront speculator Frederick Lawson. It could also
impair the ability of the resource to embody, and yield important information about,
distinctive characteristics of 19th century ship design and construction. These effects would
be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource and

would therefore bea Potemlally significant meact under CEQA.

M-CP-1a: Archaeolog;cal Testing, Momnitoring and Data Recovery and Reporting, M-CP-1a

requires a qualified archaeologlcal consultant selected from the pool of qualified
archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department to prepare, submit for
the ERO’s approval and implement a plan for archeologlcal testing. In addition, the

'quah_ﬁed archeologlcal consultant will undeitake construction monitoring and/or a data

recovery pro gram if required. The qualified archeological consultant's work will be
conducted in accordance with the M-CP-la mitigation measure and the standards and
requirements set forth in the Archaeological Research Design/Treatment Plan for the 8 Washington
Street Project, January 2003; and Addendum Archaeological Research Deszgn and Treatment Plan

for the 8 Washington Street Project, February 2011, thereby ensuring the significance of CRHR-

eligible archaeological resources would be preserved and/or realized in place. (DEIR IV.C.15)

M-CP-1b: Interpretation, M-CP-1b requires a qualified archaeological consultant having
expertise in California urban historical and marine archaeology to develop and implement a
feasible, resource-specific program for post—fecovery interpretation of resources and artifacts

encountered within the Project site. The particular program for interpretation of artifacts that
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are encountered within the Project site will depend upon the results of the data recovery
pro gram. All plans and recommendations for mterpre’ta’ﬂon must be approved by the ERO.
Implementation of M-CP-la and M-CP-1b would reduce Impact CP-1 to a less than
51gn1ﬁcant level. (DEIR IV.C.15-20)

*+ Impact CP-2: Project construction activities would have the potential to dls’curb the
remains of wharf structures. (DEIR IV.C20) Construction activities within or near the
current aligriments of Jackson and Pacific Streets tnay disturb remains. of the Jackson and '
Pacific wharves. Removal or damage of these features could impair the physical
characteristics of the resource that convey their association with the Gold Rush and would
impair the potential of these features to yield iﬁtporfanf historic information. These effects
would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
and would therefore be a potentially significant nnpact under CEQA. With implementaticn
of Mitigation Measures M-CP-la and M-CP- 1b, the Project would not cause a substantial
adverse changeto the 51g7:uﬁcance of this archaeological resource type, if present within the
Project site. (DEIR IV.C.20) '

M-CP-1a: Archaeological Testing,.Monitoring and Data Recovery and Reporting. (Discusséd
above urider Impact CP-1) (DEIRIV.C.15-19) ‘

M-CP-1b: Inferpretation. (Discussed aboveunder Impact CP-1) (DEIR IV.C.19-20)

o  Impact CP-3:: Pro;ect constmctlon activities. would have the potential to disturb the_
remains of wharf-side discards. (DE]R IV.C.20) Construction activities within or near the
current alignments of Jackson and Pacific Streets may disturb remains of Gold Rush era
wharf-side discards along the Jackson and Pacific wharves. If still present, these features may

" be considered significant under CRHR Criterion 4 (Informahon Potential), This effect Would -

be considered a substantial adverse change in the s1gmf1cance of an archaeological resource

- and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA. With 'implementation

of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b, the Project would not cause a substantial

adverse change to the significance of this archaeological resource type, if present within the
Project site. (DEIRIV.C21) - :

M-CP-1a: Archaeolovwal Testmg, Mownitoring and Data Recovery and Reportmg (Dlscussed
above under Impact CP-1) (DEIR IvV.C.15-19) ‘

M-CP-1b: Interpretation. (Discussed above under Iripact CP-1) (DER IV.C.19-20)
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e Impact CP-4 Prcfj’ect construction activities would distarb the remains of the Old Seawall.
_ (DEIR IV.C21) Construction activities within or near Seawall Lot 351 would require
complete removal of an approximately 440-foot-long segment of the Old Seawall running
through the Project site. The Old Seawall is' significant under Criterion 1 (Events), and rﬁay
also. be considefed potentially significant under Criterion 4 (Information Potential) if its
actual construction deviates from the BSHC's detailed specifications. If the actual
construction of the segment of seawall underlying Seawall 351 deviates from the detailed
BSH(_j’s specifications, removal of this segment would materially impair the ability of this
segment to yield information about the actual construction of the Old Seawall that is not
available in the historic record. This effect would be considered a substantial adverse change
“in the significance of an historical resource and would therefore be a potentially significant
impact under CEQA. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b,
the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of this-
archaeological resource type, if present within the Project site. (DEIR IV.C.21) '

M-CP-1a: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and Data Recovery and Reporting. (Discussed
zbove under Impact CP-1) (DEIR IV.C.15-19) '

M-CP-1b: Interpretation. (Discussed above under Impact CP-1) (DEIR IV.C.19-20)

s Impact CP-5: Project construction activities would have the potenﬁél to disturb the
remains of 19th .century commercial and residential deposits. (DEIR IV.C.21-22)
Construction activities may disturb and remove artifacts associated With the Chinese
laundry, salobns, and boarding houses that are known to have existed on the Project site. If
still present, these features may be considered signiﬁcant under CRHR Criterion 4
(Information Potential). Disturbance of these, features would materially impair the potential

of these features to yield historic information about the Chinese population in San Francisco,
the lives of sailors and waterfront workers, and waterfront businesses and activities. This
effect would be co_néidered a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical
resource and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b, the Project would not cause
a substantial adverse change to the significance of this archaeological resource type, if
- present within the Project site. '

* M-CP-1a: Archaceological Testing, Monitoring and Data Recovery and Reportmg (Dlscussed .
- above under Impact CP- 1) (DER IV.C.15-19)

M-CP-1b: Interpretation. (Discussed above under Impact CP-1) (DEIR IV.C.19-20)
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»  Impact CP-6: Project construction activities would have the potential to disturb unknown
remains. (DEIR IV.C.22) Construction activities may disturb unknown remains within the
Project site area. Disturbance or removal of unknown remains could materially impair the
physical characteristics of the unknown resource, which would be considered a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource and would therefore be a

potentially significant impact under CEQA.

M-CP-6 requires that the Project Applicant to distribute the PIaI\m'hg Department’s
archaeological resource “ALERT” sheet to inform all field and construction personnel of the
'potential presence of archaeological resources within the Project site and the proceduros in
the event such resources are encountered during construction activities. This measure calls
‘for immediate suspension of soils disturbing acﬁﬁty in the vicinity of the discovery and
notification of the ERO in the event that indications of archeological resources are discovered
during soil disturbing activities. The ERO may require that an M&leological consultant be
retained to evaluate the resource and make recommendations and to prepare and submit a
Final Archeological Resources Report for the ERO's approval. The ERO may require specific
additional measures to be implemented by the Pfoject Applicant. Implementation . of
Mitigation Measure M-CP-6 would ensure that the signiﬁcanco of afcheological resources, if
present withiri the Pro]ect site, would be preserved in the event such resources are

accidentally encountered during demolition and groundwork activities. (DEIR IV.C.23-24)
(C&R IV.56) :

e Impact CP-7: Project construction activities would have the potential to confribute to
cumulative impacts related to Archaeological Resources. (DEIR IV .C.24) When considered
with past, present, and foreseeable future development piojects along and near the San
Francisco waterfront, the disturbance of archaeclogical resources within the project site could -
contribute to a cumulative loss in the of ablhty of the San Francisco’s waterfront to convey ‘its
association with historic events and persons, to embody distinctive characteristics of design

| and construction, and to yield 51gn1ﬁcant historic and sc1enﬁﬁc informaton about
development of the early San Francisco waterfront, maritime history, and underrepresented
populations in the historical record. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a
and M-CP-1b, the Project wotild not caiise a substantial adverse change to the significance of
this ﬁchaeological resource type, if present within the Project site. (DEIR IV.C.24)

M-CP-1a: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and Data Recoo‘ery and Reporting. (Discussed
above under Impact CP-1) (DEIR IV.C.15-19) '

M-CP-1b: Interpretation. (Discussed above under Impact CP-1) (DEIR V.C.19-20)

’
I
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Air Quality

Impact AQ-6: Operation of the proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of PM2.5 and other TACs. If the Project’s erﬁergency generator operates

_for more than 35 hours per year or the project sponsor installs a generator that does not meet-

an emissions standard equivalent to a Tier 2 engine equipped with a Level 3 verified diesel

emission control device, emissions from project operations could result in potentially

' significant health risk inﬁpacts to nearby sensitive receptors. (DEIR IV.E.26-28)

- M-AQ-6 requires that the Project’s emergency generator meet the emissions standards

equivalent to a Tier 2 engine equipped with a Level 3 verified emissions control device and
be tested no more than 35 hours per year, and requires the Pro]ect Applicant to maintain and
make available to the ERO upon request records of annual fuel use and operating hours.
With unplemen’cahon of M-AQ-6 the Project’s mobile and stationary source emissions would

)
have a less than significant health risk impact to nearby sensitive receptors. (DEIR IV.E.28-

29)

Impact AQ-9: Proje(;t operations’ would result in considerable contribution to already
cumulatively significant levels of PM2.5 and other TACs on off-site sensitive receptors. .
(DEIR IV.E.35-36) Where potential health risks exceed the cumulative thresholds regardless
of the risk contribution of a proposed project, the BAAQMD considers projects that result in
an increase in health risks above the project-level thresholds to also result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative health risk impacts. The Project’s vehicle emissions and
stationary source emissions could contribute additional health risks that exceed BAAQMD S
project-level thresholds of significance. Through Jmplementatlon of M- AQ 6 and the
project’s trip reduction measures, the combined sum of the project’s stationary source and
mobile source health risk emissions Would be mitigated to below the project" Ievé_l thresholds,
therefore the Project’s contribution to cumulative health risk impacts would be less than

cumulatively considerable.

M-AQ-6 (Discussed above under Impact AQ-6) (DEIR IV.E.28-29)

Biological Resources

Impact BI-2: The project would remove migratory bird habitat and impede the use of
nesting (nursery) sites. (DEIR IV.]J.7-8) The trees on the Project site could provide nesting
habitat for resident urban-adapted and migratory songbirds. During construction, the

existing on-site trees and shrubbery would be removed. Vegetation removal during the
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breeding season (approximately March through August) could remove trees that support
active nests. As a result there would be a short-term loss of nestmg habitat.

M-BI-2 requires that vegetaﬁon removal activities for the proposed project be conducted
during the non-breeding season (ie., Septemnber through February) to avoid impact to
nesting birds or that preconstruction surveys be conducted by qualified ornithologist for
work scheduled during the breedmg season (March through August). If active songbird or
raptor nests are found in the work area, buffers shall be established until the young have
fledged. With implementation of M-BI-2, this impact would be less than 51gmﬁcant (DEIR
V] 8)

I_mpact BI-4: The new buildings would adversely impact bird movement and migrdtion.

| (DEIR IV J.10-11) The Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings provide guidelines for evaluating the
hazards posed to birds by glazing and proximity to 1andécaping. The Standards identify
building designs and glazing treatments that may pose hazards, and identify treatments that
will provide safe buildings for birds.M- BI-4 requires the Project to conform to applicable
requiremnents of the Standards for Bird-Safe Buzldmgs, Public Review Draft, October 2010. In’
the event that Standards for Bird Safe Buildings are adopted and effective .at the time a
building permit for the pro]ect is sought the Project is required to comply with the adopted
Standards-in addition to any provisions contained in the Public Review Draft, October 2010
that in the ERO’s judgment would provide greater protection for birds. Final Standards for
Bird-Safe Buildings were adopted by the City, effective October 7, 2011, and the project is
required to comply with those standards. Implementation of M-BI-4 would ensure that the
Project would not resultin a mgm.ﬁcant impact related t6 bird strikes. (DE]R INARSY;

D. Noise

« The proposed project would expose persons fo pile driving noise during foundation
construction. (DEIR 1.18; Initial Study 54-55, 114)

Mitigation Measure Noise-1 requires pre-drilling site holes to the maximum dépth feasible,
scheduling pilé—driving activity for times of the day that would disturb the fewest people,
using state-of-the-art noise shielding and muifling devices, and promdmg at least 48 hours
prior notification of pile-driving activities to owners and occupants within 200 feet of the

Project site. " Based on implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-1, and given the short-
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term, temporary period of pile driving activity, pile driving noise would not be considered a

significant environmental impact. (DEIR1L18; Initial Study, 114)

¢ Residents of the propesed project would be exposed to traffic noise along adjacent
roadways. (DEIR L18; Initial Study 57) '

‘Mitigation Measure Noise-2 requires a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements for
‘the proposed buildings. Noise insulation féatures identified and recommended by the
analysis must be included in the building design to reduce potential interior noise levels to
the maximum extent feasible. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would reduce
the impact of exterior noise levels on the. proposed residences would not be a significant
impact. (DEIR L18; Initial Study, 57, 114)

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

«  If hazardous materials are present in the soil, groundwater, or within existing buildings
on the project site, projec;c .site clearance, demolition, grading, and excavation activities
could result in a release of hazardous materials. (DEIR 1.18; Initial Study 102-105). Based on
the historic presence of hydrocarbons in ﬂ1e soil and groundwater and the potential for
methane in filled areas, ﬂMable vapors could be present that could pose a’ fire or
explosmn risk to workers and the public during construction, and/or cause nuisance vapors,

adverse health effects, or flammable or explosive conditions during Project operatlons

o Mitigation Measure Hazards-1 requires a soil vapor survey to evaluate the presence of
potentially flammable vapors prior to final design of the proposed building. Should the
survey identify the potential presence of flammable vapors at levels greater than the lower
flamnmmability limit or lower explosive limit, then the Project Apphcant shall require the
construction contractor to include measures to control flammable gases during construction
(such as ventﬂaﬁon) in the construction site safety plan and to implement these measures.
With this measure, potential impacts related to exposure to flammable or explosive 'vapors.
during construction would be reduced to less than significant. (DEIR 1.18; Initial Study 102,
115) '

» Mitigation Measure Hazards-2 requires a screening evaluation, site-specific evaluation, and
implementation- of remediation or engin€ering measures to control vapor infrusion in
accordance with guidance develoiaed by the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control as well as moritoring, if needed on the basis of the soil vapor survey-conducted in

accordance with Mitigation Measure Hazards-1. With this measure, potential impacts
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related to exposure to flarnmable vapors during Project operation would be reduced to'less

than 51gmﬁcant (DEIR L.18; Tnitial S’cudy,lOB -04, 115-16)
© B. Mitigation Measures from Initial Study That Have Been Superseded or Replaced

The NOP/[mtlal Study 1dent1ﬁed the followmg two mitigation measures to reduce the initial proposed
project’s potential environmental impacts to less than SIgmecant The- Agency finds that based on
substantial evidence in the record these two mitigation measures have been superseded and replaced by

the analysis and Imtlgatlon measures of the Draft IR as weH as new law as set forth below o

« Mitigation Measure Blo—l (Protecﬁon of Birds During Tree Removal): The NOP/huﬂal
Study identified this mitigation measure fo implement protective measures to assure
implementation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and comphance with state regulations
during tree removal. (Im’aal S’rudy 77-78, 115). The topic of Biological Resources is restudied
in the Draft EIR due to the publication of the draft Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings in
October 2010 after pubhcat[on of the NOP/Initial Study. (DEIR Intro.5). The Agency finds
that the NOP/Initial Study analysis of Bielogical Resources is superseded by that of the FEIR,
and that Mitigation Measure Bio-1 is replaced with Mitigation Measure BI-2, which sirrdlarly
requires preconstruc‘aon survey and the creation of buffer zones if active nests are found

(DEIR Intro.5; L19, IV.].8)

« = Mitigation Measure AQ 1 (Construc’fmn Air Quahty) “The NOP/Initial Study 1den11ﬁed
this mitigation measure to reduce the quantity of dust generated during site preparation and
construction, and to reduce construction exhaust émission of PMI10. (Initial Study pp. 59,
114). Since publication of the NOP/Initial S’cudy, the Bay Area Air Quality Management
Dls’mct (BAAQI\ED) adopted new BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines in June 2010, and the -
construction related air quality impacts of the Project were restudied in the Draft EIR
(Iv. E. 13). The FEIR identified a new mmganon measure, Mitigation M-AQ-3 (Construction
Equipment), to reduce the air quelity impacts of construction equlpment as recornmended by
the updated BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. - (IV.E.23-24). The FEIR also identified Mitigation
Measures M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7 to reduce the operatlon air quallty impacts on sensitive.

receptors (IV.E.28-29, 33). In addition, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a
series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes caﬂed the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordmance '176-08, e{‘fectrve July 30, 2008) to reduce
the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work.
The*Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction

activities within San Francisco which have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb
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mofe than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control -
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBIL. For project sites greater
than one half-acre in size, such as the project site, the Ordinance requires that the project
sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for 'appyoval by the San Francisco Health Department.
(DEIR E.14, 19-20). The Agency finds that analysis of air quality impacts in the Final EIR has
superseded the analysis in the NOP/Initial Study, and that the Project’s compliance with the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance and with the new air quality mitigation measures
identified in the FEIR has replaced and superseded‘ Mitigation Measure AQ-1 of the
NOP/Initial Stidy. '

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS 'THAN

' SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

" The DEIR identified a_numBer of significant environmental effects (or impacts) to which the Project

would cause or contribute. Some of these significant effects can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures; these effects are described in
Section ITI above. Other effects are significant and urniavoidable. Some of these unavoidable significant
effects can be substantially lessened by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, but still remain

significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Other significant and unavoidable effects cannot be

'substahtially lessened or avoided by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures. For reasons set forth in

the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VIII below, however, the Agency has determined
that overriding economic, social, and other considerations outweigh the significant and unavoidable

effects of the Project.

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Agency finds that, where
feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Project to reduce the
significant environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR. The Agency finds that the mitigation
measures in the Final EIR and described below are appropriate, and that changes have been required in,
or incorporated into, the Project ﬁlat may subétanﬁally lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less than
significant levels), some of the potentially significant or significant environmental effects associated with
implementation of the Project as described in FEIR Chapter IV. The Agency adopts all of these mitigation
measures as proposed in the FEIR that are relevant to the Project and are within the Agency’s jurisdiction
as set forth in the MMRP, more particulaﬂyldescribed-in Exhibit A.

Based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR and the standards of significance, the Agency finds

that because some aspects of the Project would cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible

. mitigation measures are not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, these impacts

are significant and ungvoidable. The Agency recognizes that although mifigation measures are
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:dentified in the Final EIR that would reduce many potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant
levels, for some potentially significant and unavoidable impacts, the measures would not fully mitigate
impacts to a less than significant level, or are uncertain, infeasible; or within the ]urlsdlchon of another
agency, and therefore those impacts remain significant and unavoidable or potentially 51gnlﬁcant an

unavoidable.

The Agency defermiﬁes that the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the
Final EIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA
- Guidelines Sections 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the Agency determines that the impacts are
accep’cablé due to the overriding considerations de;cribed in Section VI below. This finding is
supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. »

A.  Transporfation .

. _I_mpact TR-9: The proposed project would make a considerable confribufion to cumulative
traffic impacts at study intersections. (DEIR IV.D.34-35) Under 2035 cumulative COHdl’ClOI‘LS,
the operation of The Embarcadero / Washington Street intersection, would degrade to LOS E.
The Project’s contribution to the 2035 cumulative impacts would be considerable, and thus
would be considered significant. Implementaﬁon of Mitigation Meastire M-TR-9 would
reduce the Pro]ect s conribution to curnulative impacts but because it is uncertain how much
reduction in Project traffic would result from the mitigation measure, the impact would
remain significant and ungooidable. The Embarcadero / Washmcrton Street intersection

"would operate at an acceptable level of service in 2035 if the recommendations of the
Northeast Embarcadero Study regarding Washington Street were not implemented and
number of lanes were mamtalned at the status quo with minor adjustments to the traffic

51gnal Himings.

« . Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Travel Demand Management Plan. The Project Applicant will
develop and implement a basic Travel Demand Manacement (TDM) Plan for the residential
and commercial uses at the site. The Plan will build upon fhose TDM elements already being
provided as part of the Project, such as secured bicycle parkmg and care share spaces, to
which it will add additional components such as facilitating maps of local pedestrian and
bicycle routes, transit stops and routes; and providing a taxi call service for the restaurant.

_The mitigation measure will be mmrered if and at the time the changes to The
Embarcadero/Washington Street identified in the Northeast Embarcadero S’cudy are
melemented (DE]R V.D. 35) '

B. Sea Level Rise
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¢ Impact SLR-3: The proposed project would expose people or structures fo increased risk of
' flooding due to climate-induced sea level rise. (DEIR IV.L15) The difference between the
Project site’s elevation and a 100-year flood event is 1.2 feet, and under the higher sea-level-
rise estimates, the Project site-would'be inundated during a 100-year event. Measures su&
as raising the underlying grade of the project site or constructing a berm around the project
site to protect it against inundation are not available to this urban infill site. Raising the
underlying grade would impede the easy and level flow of pedestrians and wheelchairs into
the ground ﬂoof, and would require interiér or exterior steps, ia.ridi.ngs, ramps and/or lifts tg-
. comply with Amer‘icans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Bﬁﬂding Code requirements, which '
would substantially reduce the amount and marketability .of.ground—ﬂoor space and, with
the elevated position of the ground floor above the street, would impede visual, spatial and
physical connectivity between pedestrians at street level and ground floor activities. For
these reasons, raising the elevation of the Project site alone, without an area-wide approach .
" that sﬁm’larly raised the grade of the entire area, WO}_ﬂd not be feasible. Pursuant to Ballona
. Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011)‘201 Cal. App.4th 455, 473-475, an impact to a
* project caused by the environment is mot an impact that must be anaiyzed in an EIR. This
decision was issued after the Agency prepared the EIR. Nevertheless, out of an abundance
of caution, and in light of the fact that another court may not adopt the reasoning set forth in
this decision, the Agency notes that this impact was identified and discussed within the EIR
and this impact was-determined to be significant and unavoidable. Although the I\ﬁﬁga‘doﬁ '
Measure M-SLR-3 would not reduce this impact-to a less-than-significant level, it would
serve to reduce this risk to residents and businesses. The Agency therefo're' adopts this

measure. -

Mitigation Measure M-SLR-3: Emergency Plan. The Project Applicant in conjunction with
the building managér must prepare an initial Emergency Plan that includes at a nummum
monitoring by the building ma_nagér of agency forecasts of tsunamis and floods, methods for
notifying residents and businesses of such risks, and evacuation plans. The plan must be
prepared prior to occupancy of any part of the Project, and the plan must be updated -
annually. The building manager must provide educational meetings foi- residents and
businesses at least three times per year and conduct drills regarding the Emergency Plan at
least once per year. (DEIR IV.L16) »

C.  AirQuality | | S

¢ Impact AQ-3: Construction of the proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of PM2.5 and other TACs, including DPM. (DEIR IV.E.20-22) The excess
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‘cancer risk and incremental PM2.5 concentrations at the maximally expose‘d individual due

1o project construction emissions exceed the mgm.ﬁca_nce thresholds established by the

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 calls for all off-road construction

o eqmpment to be equipped with Tier 3 diesel engines or better. Because the analysis is based

on default construction equipment inventory, it is not possible to know whether retrofitting

with Level 3 verified diesel emission controls for all eqmpment would be feasible, or to

_ quantify the resulting reduction in DPM for the rthgated scenario. However, even with

implementation of the most effective measures to reduce DPM emissions, construction health
risks would not be mitigated to below the excess mcremental cancer risk significance
threshold of 10 ina million. Thus, even with all feasible mitigation, the Project’s construlchon
emissions would have 2 significant and unavoidable health risk impact to nearby sensifive

receptors.

Mitigation M-AQ-3: Construction Equipment. All off-road construction equipment is
required to be equipped with Tier 3 (Tier 2 if greater than 750 hp) diesel engines or better to
the extent feasible. Certain types of equipment — including but not limited to excavators,
backhoes, rand concrete boom pumps, are identified as candidates for retrofitting with -
CARB-certified Level 3 verified diesel emission controls (Level 3 VDECs, which are capable
of reducing DPM emissions by 85% or better). For the purposes of this mitigation measure,
“feasibility” refers to the availability of newer equipment in the subcontractor’s fleet that
meets these standards, or the availability of older equipment in the subconfractor’s fleet that
can be feasibly médified to incorporate Level 3 VDECs. All diesel generators used for Project

- construction must meet Tier 4 ernissions standards. (DEIR IV.E.23-24)

Impact AQ-7: The proposed project would expose new (on-site) sensitive receptors to
significant levels of PM2.5 and other TACs from a single source. (DEIR IV.E. 29-33) The

maximum estimated single-source cancer risk for new residents due to an individual source '-
within 1,000 feet of the project bounda:y exceeds the significance threshold of 10 in a million
cancer risk and the significance threshold of 0.3 ug/m3 for PM25. Therefore, the health risk-
itmpacts associated with siting sensitive receptors at the site near single sources of PM2.5 and .

TACs is considered significant.

Mitigation measures may involve reducing emissions from the project or reducing a
receptor’s exposure to emissions. The project does not have the ability to mitigate emissions

from offsite emission sources. Offsite stationary source emission rates are regulated by

.BAAQMD through the operator’s air permits, while emission standards for vehicles and
" marine vessels are regulated by U.S. EPA and CARB. The proposed project would reduce
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emissions from the proposed project’s emergency generator through mplementahon of
. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6, and emissions from the proposed project’s mobile sources
would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible with measures to reduce automobile trips

to and from the Project site.

Potential mitigation measures to reduce exposure for on-site reéeptors to emissions from on-
site and off-site sources also include installation of mechanical ventilation with high- -

- efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters in project building ventilation systems, and planting
trees at the site. However, although tree plénting may reduce certain risks at lower level
units, trees may be ineffective for reducing risks to residents that‘reside\ on higher ﬂbors. To
further protect the Project’s reéidenﬁal uses from nearby TACs the Project shall irnpiement‘
Mitigation Meaéure M-AQ-7, below. This mitigation measure would reduce risk associated

. with DPM exposure orﬂy whern the reéeptor is indoors at home and the ventilation system is

in operation.

While some commmenters proposed other potential mitigation measures to address Impact
AQ-7, including phasing development'of the residential portion of the project to allow time
for CARB diesel Iegulatxons to take effect, tiered plantmgs between the project and The
Embarcadero, continuous ventilation, and moperable windows, and eliminating outdoor
decks, these measures are infeasible for the reasons more fully set forth in the Draft EIR and
C&R. While the project would be required to plant trees, trees may be ineffective at reducing
risks to residents on the higher floors, and planting more trees of tered plantings would not
change this Cbndusion. " Furthermore, the effectiveness of plantings to reduce air pollutant
concentrations depeﬁds on multiple factors, including the type of tree and wind speed, many
of which are not currently quantifiable, therefore the potential success of this mitigation is
not known and the mitigation is considered to be infeasible. Eliminating the options of -
cl)peru'ng windows, using outdoor- decks and open spate, and controlling a residential unit's
ventilation system would seriously reduce the markei:'abi_lity of the residental urﬁts, and
therefore these measures are infeasible. Phasing of the residential development to allow time
for CARB diesel regulationé to take effect is not feasible because the reduction in diesel
emissions is a continuing process, and there is no one future poi-nf in time when the
regulations will take effect in lowering diesel emissioris. Furthermore, the impacts of future
CARB regulations on diesel emissions were included in the EIR analysis to the extent
feasible. Despite implementation of all feasible mitigation, this potential impact relating to
single-source risk on new receptors would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR
IV.E.33) (C&RIV.4-12) ' '
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M-AQ-6: Emergency Generator Emissions Standards and Operating Hours. (Dis&ussed in
Section III above under Impact AQ- 6) (DEIR IV.E.28- 29)

M-AQ-7: Butldmcr Design and Ventilation Requirements. The Project Apphcant is reqmred
to submit a ventilation plan for the proposed buildings that show that the building
" ventilation systems remove at least 80 percent of the PM2.5 pollutants from habitable areas.
The ventilation system is required to be designed by an engineér certified by ASHRAE, who
must provide a wiitfen report docu.mentiixg that the system offers the best available
technology to minimize outdoor to indoor transmission of air pollution. In addition to
installation of an air filtration system, the project sponsor shall present a plan that ensures
ongoing maintenance for the ventilation and filtration systems. Disclosures to bujfers and
renters must inform occupants about the air quality analysis and the proper use of any

installed air filtration system.

« TImpact AQ-8: The proposed project would, exp-ose new (on-site) sensitive receptors to
cumulatively considerable levels of PM2.5 and other TACs from off-sife and on—site
sources. (DEIR 1V .E.34-35) The estimated cumulative cancer risk for new resuients due to
the on-site sources, off-site stationary sources, roadway sources and ferry terminal sources
within 1,000 feet of the Project boundary exceeds the significance threshold of 100 in a
million for cumulative impacts. The PM2.5 concentration exceeds the significance threshold -
of 0.8 ug/m3. While implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6 would reduce emissions
from the Project’s on-site generator by restriéting operating hours and requiring ermissions
standards equivalent to a Tier 2 engine equipped with Level 3 VDEC, there i 15 no additional
feasible mitigation for this on-site source. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M- AQ-7
would reduce exposure of the on-site residential uses to health risks by requiring that the
building's ventilation systems reduce PM2.5 level by.at least 80 percent in habitable areas,
thereby also reducing the potential for increased cancer risks at the site. The remaining off-
site sotrces are not within the control of the Project Applicant or the Clty, and thus the
Project does not have the ability to reduce emiissions from these offsite sources. Despite
implementation of all feasible mitigation, the Project would result in a significant and
unavoidable' impact with respect to exposing new sensitive receptors to cumulatively

!
considerable levels of PMZ5 and other TACs from off-site and on-site sources. .

M-AQ-6: Emergency Generator Emissions Standards and Operating Hours. (Discussed in
Section ITI above under Impact AQ-6) (DEIR IV.E.28—29)

M-AQ-7: Building Design and Ventilation Reqmremenfs (Discussed above under Impact
AQ -7) (DEIR IV.E.33)
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Impact AQ-10: Project construction activities would result in a considerable contribution
té cumulatively significant levels of PM25 and other TACs on off-site receptors. (DEIR-
IV.E.36) Operational emissions from roadways, ferry operations and off-site stationary
sources total greater than 100 in a million excess cancer risk. In addition, the estimated cancer
risk from Project construction is approximately 198 in a million, which by itself exceeds the
cumulative construction health risk thresholds. -Construction of the Project would exceed the
project level thresholds for construction-related excess cancer risk and incremental annual
average PM2.5 levels; therefore comstruction of the proposed project would result in a
considerable contribution to cumulatively significant health risks impact on offsite sensitive
recéptors. Mitigation measures for project construction are described in Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-3 regarding construction equipment. No additional feasible nﬁﬁgaﬁon, beyond that
alre.ady identified in mitigation M-AQ-3, has been identified to reduce health risks to offsite

. receptors from Project emissions; thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable

despite incorporation of all feasible mitigation.

i

M-AQ-3: Construction Equipﬁent. (Discussed above under Impact AQ—S) (DE]R IV.E.23-24)

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES THAT WOULD FURTHER REDUCE IMPACTS IDENTIFIED
AS LESS THAN SIGNFICANT

~ This section ident'[fies improvement measures included in the Final EIR that would further reduce

impacts identified as less than significant. The Agency finds that the improvement measures identified

in this Section V would provide further reductions in impacts that are already less than significant. The

Agency adopts the followmcr improvement measures as conditioris of project approval. These measures

are also identified the MI\/IRP

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in significant fransporfation impacts
in the projeét vicinity due to vehicle traffic, (DEIR IV.D.22-23).  Project-generated vehicle
trips would result in minor increases in the average-delay per vehicle at all iﬁtersecﬁons;
however, these intersections Wogld cqnﬁnue to operate at acceptable service levels, and the

Project would not cause significant traffic impacts.

Improvement Measure TR-1: Garage Signage. To minjlniie the possibility of traffic
congeston due to vehicles queuing on Washington Street when entering the proposed
garage, an electronic sign, to be activated when the garage is full, will be installed by the
garage entrance on Washington Street. The sign will also direct motorists towards the
Golden Gateway garage (1,350 spaces), located two blocks to the west of the project site, as
an alternative parking location. (DEIR IV.D.23) ‘
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' Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to pedestrians
in the proposed project vicinify. (DEIR IV.D.24-26) While conflicts between pedestrians
and vehicles could occur at the Project garage driveway, the Project would not cause any

major conflict or interfere with pedestrian movements in the area.

Improvement Measure TR-3: Pedestrian Alert Devicé. In order to improve the visibility
and awareness of cars and -pedestrians at the garage entrance, the Project Applicant will
install an audible and visual device at the garage entrance to automatically alert pedestrians
‘when a vehidle is emhng the facility, and will install a sign at the top of the garage ramp
facing eﬁﬁng vehicles-with the words “Caution — Watch for Pedestrians” to warn motorists
to be observant of pedestrians on the sidewalk. (DEIR IV.D.26) (C&R IV .24)

. -Impact TR-8: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a significant increase
in traffic near the project site. '(DEIR IV.D.31-32) While constmct[onfmc.k traffic on streets
near the Project site would cause a temporary- lessening of their traffic-carrying capaﬁties
due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, all of the transpbrtation
impacts connected: with construction of the Project would be temporary in duration and

would be less than significant.

Improvement Measure TR-8a: Limitation on Trucking Hours. Dun'ng constructon, the
Project Applicant agrees to limit truck movements to the. hours between 9 AM and 3:30 PM
(or other hmes if approved by SFMTA) to minimize construction traffic occurring between 7
and 9 AM or between 3:30 and 6 PM peak ftraffic hours, when trucks could temporarily
impede traffic and transit flow. (DEIR D32 |

Improvement Measure TR-8b: Agency Consultation. The Pro]ect Apphcant and

construction contractor(s) will meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of SFMTA, the Fire
Department, Muni, and the Planning Department to determine the best method to minimize
traffic congestion and potential negative effects to pedestrian or bicycle circulaﬁqﬁ during
construction of the proposed project. (DEIR IV.D.BZ)

VL MITIGATION MEASURES . AND PRO]ECT MODIFICATIONS PROPOSED BY
COMMENTERS

Several commenters on the DEIR suggested additional mitigation measures and/or modifications to the -
measures recommended in the DEIR. In considering specific recommendations from commenters, the
Agency has been cognizant of its legal obligation under CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid significant

environmental effects to the extent feasible. The Agency recognizes, moreover, that comments frequently
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offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how a commenter believes that a particular mitigation measure
can be modified, or perhaps changed significantly, in order to more effectively, in the commenter’s eyes,
reduce the severity of environmental effects. The Agency is also cognizant, however that the mitigation
measures recommended in the DEIR reflect the professional Judgment and experience of the Agency’s
expert staff and environmentel consultants and have been carefully considered. In considering
commenters’ suggested changes or additions to the mitigation measures as set forth in the DEIR, the °
Agency, in determining whether to accept such, suggestions, either in whole or in part, considered the

following factors, among others:

(i) . Whether the sucrgestion relates to a significant arid unaifoidable environmental effect of
the Project, or instead relates to an effect that can already be mitigated to less than SIgmﬁcant
levels by proposed mitigation measures in the DEIR '

(i) Whether the proposed language represents a clear improvement, from an environmental

standpoint, over the draft language that a commenter seeks to replace;

(i) ~ Whether the propoéal may have significant environmental effects, other than the impact
the proposal is de51gned to address, such that the proposal } is environmentally undesuable asa

whole;

(iv) Whether the proposed language is sufficiently clear as jto be easily understood by those
who will implement the mitigation as finally adopted;

(v) Whether the language might be too inflexible to allow for pragmatic implementation;

(vj)_ Whether the suggestions Vare feasible from an economic, te_chm'cal, legal, or other

standpoint; and
(vii) . Whether the proposal is consistent with the Project objectives.

For this pro]ec:t several potenttally significant and unavoidable impacts were identified and comments
were received suggesting ways to further reduce those impacts. (See, e.g, C&R ILL5, C&R TN, 5).
These suggested measures either- are already incorporated in the mitigation measures proposed for
adoption or were considered and rejected as infeasible. (See, e.g., C&R IIL.L8-12, C&R IMI.N.13-14). The"
reasons for rejecting mitigation proposed by commenters that were received during the comment period

are explained in the C&R and are incorporated herein by reference.

VIIL. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES -
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This Section VI describes the Project as well -as the Project alternatives (the “Alternatives”) and the
reasons for approving the Project and for rejecting the Alternatives. This Secfion VII also outlines the
Project’s purposes and provides a context for understanding the reasons for selecting or rejecting

Alternatives.

- CEQA mandates that every EIR evaluate é reasonable range of alternatives to the Project or the Project
location that generally reduce or avoid potentially signiﬁcan’é irnpaéts of the Project. CEQA requires that
every EIR also evaluate a “No Project” alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the
Project in terms of their significant irnpaci:s and their ability to meet Project objecﬁves.- This comparative
analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible opiiohs for minimizing environmental

consequences of the Projecf.
A, Reasons for Selection of the Project

The overall goal.of the Project is to develop a high-quality, sustainable, and economically feasible high-
density, primarily residential project that complements and enhances the character of the surrounding
neighborhood. The Project will provide numerous pubhc benefits, as explained in greater detaJl in
Section VIII, incdluding the following:

¢ Housing. The Project will increase the Ci.ty’s housih‘g stock by providing up to 134 new housing
units, and will contribute to the production of affordable housing in the City by complying with
" the C1ty s Residential Incluswnary Affordable Housmg Pro grarn

* Parks and O_pen Space. The Project would create new publicly accessible parks and bpen space.
The Project would provide Jackson Commons, an approximately 10,450 square foot public open
space and view corridor north of the proposed residential buildings that would connect the City
with the waterfront along the Jackson Street alignment. The Pro]ect would alsg create Pacific
Park, an approxnnately 11,840 square foot pubhcly accessible park at the northem end of the
Project site, Which- would connect the City with the wateffront along the Pacific Avenue
alignr.nent Pacific Park will include a children's interpretive sculpture garden with an interactive
water feature. The Project would also provide approximately 2,890 additional square foot of
open space along the existing Drumm Street pedestriaﬁ path. '

« New Neighborhood-Serving Retail Uses. The Project would create appr_éximately 19,800 square
feet of new restaurémt 'café, and retail si:ace, and repiace the é)dﬂ’d.ng 9 outdoor tennis courts, two
outdoor pools, basketball outdoor half-court and offsite 7,355 square foot fitness center with a
new 16,350 square foot indoor fitness center with new outdoor swmmmg pool facilities, which
would serve ex1stmcr residents in the Golden Gateway area as well as new residents and

waterfront wsfcors
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. Benefits o the Post. The Project would provide substantial benefits to the Port, including both
onetime payments in connection with the Project Applicant’s purchase of portions of Seawall Lot
351, and ongoing payments in perpetuity in connection with the transfer of the dwelling units
that will be developed on the Project site. The Project would also replace the existing surface
parking lot on Seawall Lot 351 with below grade parking facilifies. -

. Transportation. The Project would provide pedestrian and circulation impfovements, including
the widening of thé sidewalks along The Embarcadero, Washington Streets, and Drumm Street.

»  Land Use and Urban Design. The Project would redévelop an underutilized urban infill site
that includes a large surface parking lot with a new mixed use, high-density development with

housing, ground floor retail uses, and new public parks and open space.

e Economic Development and Jobs. The Project would geneféte construction jbbs during the.
construction of the Project as well as permanent employment opportunities to support the
. Project’s new residential and commercial usesduring a period of high unemployment in the City

" and the region.
B.  Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

~ The Agency is approving the Project Variant, with the minor modifications explained pfeviously. To the
extent that the Project differs from the Projecf as proposed in the DEIR, the Agency réjects the Project as
described in the DEIR and the Agency re}ects the Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below
because the Agency finds, in addition to the reasons described in Section VI below, that there is
substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, sodial, technological, and other
considerations described in this Section under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make infeasible such
Alternatives. In making these deterﬁﬁﬁaﬁons, the Agency is. awére that CEQA. defines “’feasibﬂity”_ to
mean “capable of being accomplished in a sticcessful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking

into account economic, environmental, sodal, legal, and techndlogical factors.”
1. Alternative A: No Project Alternative

Consistent Wiﬂi Section 15126.6(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, this alternative assumes that the Project
site would remain in its existing condition. The No Project Alternative (”Alternative A”) is rejected
because it would not achieve any of the Project objectives identified in Section I In particular, the No .
Project Alternative would not further any>of the Project Applicant’s objectives, or ény of the Port’s urban
design, land usé, and financial objectives for Seawall Lot 351 '
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Alternative A would fail fo convert the existing surface parking and private health club uses of the
Project site into a new mixed-use, residential project with ground floor retail uses that create an
enlivened pedestrian experience along The Embarcadero and Washington Street, below grade parking,
new publicly accessible open spaces, and new health club and swimming facilities. Alternative A would
not create any new jobs, either during construction or operation of the project. Furthermore, Alternative
A would not result in the production of any housing units or the payment of in lieu fees to support the

construction of affordable housing.

Thus, while Alternative A Wouid avoid ]'Inpacts associated with the Project, this altémative would not
further any of the Project Apphcant s or Port's ob]ecﬁves or provide any of the benefits contemplated by
‘the Project, and is therefore rejected. The Agency rejects Alternative A on each of these gTounds
independently. ATl of the reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting Alternative A

2. Alfernative B: Existing Height and Bulk

The purposé of the lExisﬁ.ng Height and Bulk Alternative (“Alternative B”) is ﬂp provide an alternative
that complies with the existing height and bulk requirements to serve as a point of comparison for the
haght and bulk of the Project. (DEIR.VL5) Under Alternative B, the project site would be developed
under the existing RC-4 zoning and 84-E height and bulk designiations. (DEIR.VL5) Under Alternative B,
Seawall Lot 351 would be combined with the 8 Washington site, and the Project Applicant would
develop the Project site with two buildings: a south building (south of the Jackson Street alignment and
40 to 65 feet tall) and a north building (north of the Jackson Street alignment and 40-65 feet tall).
(DEIR.VI._G) There would be a total of 297 residential units, which would be approximately twice as
many as under the Project (the Project would provide 134 residential units). (DEIR.VL6, C&R.IO1.Q.27-28)
Compared to the Project, Alternative B would substantially reduce the number of residential parkmg :
spaces (there would be 75 spaces instead of 127 spaces) and public parking spaces (there would be 120
spaces, including 90 spaces for the Port, whereas the Project would provide 255 pubhc parking spaces, -
including the 90 parking spaces for the Port (DEIR.VL6, C&R. 00.Q.27-28) Alternative B would prowde
pubhcly accessible open space in similar quantities, locations, and configurations as would the Project,
including . the _creation of the proposed ]ackson Common and Pacdific Avenue Park. (DEIRVLS,
C&RILQ.27-28)

: Environmental Impacts Compared to Proposed Project. Alternative B would generaﬂy-result in the same -

impacts as the Project. While none of the Pro]ects 51gmﬁcant and unavoidable unpacts would be
‘avoided with Alternative B, Alternative B would lessen the Project’s shadow impacts. (DEIRVL1L
- C&RIL.Q.32) Because the overall height of buildings is reduced under Alternative B compared to the
Project, shadow on some public open spacés would be.reduced, although' Alternative B would have

similar shédow impacts on Sue Bierman Park, the Embarcadero Promenade, and the Port Walk
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Promenade. (DEIR.VL11; C&R.I1.Q.32) - Under Alternative B, there would be more daily person trips
due to the greater number of residential units than under the Project, and these additional trips would
tra.nélate into additional vehicle tips during the PM peak hour. (DEIR.VLY, C&R T.Q.30). The
_increased number of vehicle trips under this alternative, however, would have a marginal effect on the
intersections studied in the Final EIR. The construction air quaiity impacts of Alternative B would be
slightly greater than those for the Project due to the greater amount of construction, and operational
emissions for Alternative B would be proportional to vehicle trip generation, which would be higher than
that of the Project. (DETR.VL10, C&R IT.Q.31) The risk of encountering archaeological resources during
construction would mcrease under the Alternative B between the Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue
a]igzﬁler}ts bécause of the residential building that would be constructed there, although the potential for
-encountering archeological resources would decrease south of Jackson Street because Alternative B's
pa;ldng garage would only be two levels'mstead of three levels. (DEIR. VLY, C&R.J1.Q.28-30) -

Although Alternative B would generally meet most project objectives, and while Alternative B provides
an alternative that would comply with existing height and bulk requirements, the Agency rejects thls
alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA for the following reasons:

«  The block perimeter configuration for residential buildings north and south of the Jackson Street
alignment could result in units with closed courtyard ekposure that would malke them less

marketable:

‘s Alternative B would generally result in the same impacts as the Pfoject and would not avoid any of
the Proje_ct’js significant and unavoidable impacts. Although shadow impacts would be reduced,
Alternative B would result in slightly greater air quality and transportation impacts due to the
greater number of residential uﬁts and construction anci, therefore, does not provide a marked

environmental benefit as compared to the Project. -

e Alternative B does not include any replacement outdoor recreational facilities and would not further .
the Project Applicant’s objective to construct recreation facilities to serve Golden Gateway residents,

. San Francisco’s residents, and waterfront visitors.

« Alternative B provides an inferior urban design form compared to that of the Project because
Alternative B does not provide a stepped transition from the one-two story buildings located north of
the Jackson Street alignment to the eight-twelve story residential building located at the corner of
Drumm-and Washington Streets.” - ' o |

+ While Alternative B would provide the Port with 90 parking spaces, Alternative B would supply

- fewer total puBlic parking spaces than the Project, and therefore is less likely to meet the Project
Applicant’s objective to increase the supply of public underground parking to support the continued
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econormic viability of the Ferry Building Farmer's Market and the retail and restaurant uses at the
Ferry Building, Pier 1 and Piers 1-1/2 —5. ' :

The Agency rejects Alternative B on each of these grounds independently. All of the reasons provide
sufficient independent ground.s for rejecting Alternative B.

3. Alfernative C: Public Trust Conforming -

The purpose of the Public Trust Conforming Alternative (“Alternative C”), Seawall Lot 351 is to consider
a project scheme that is consistent with the public trust values applicable to Seawall Lot 351. (DER
VIL.12). Like'the Project, Alternative C would combine the 8 Washington site with Seawall Lot 351, but a -
hotel would be developed on Seawall Lot 351 (a use that is consistent with the public trust), rather than
the residential uses proposed under the Project. (DEIR V1.12, C&R II1.Q.27-28). Under Alternative C, the
Project Applicant would construct four buildings, similar in scale, conﬁguraﬁon, location, and layout to
the Project, except that the health club would be 12,800 feet and include four ground level tennis courts
and two rooftop pools under Alternative C. (DEIR V114, C&R II1.Q.27-28). Alternative C would include
111 residential units and 160 hotel rooms, whereas the Project would provide 134 residential units and no
hotel rooms. (DE]R VI.14, C&R T1.Q.27-28). The parking garage would include 111 residential spaces
and 112 public spaces, mcludmg the 90 public spaces to serve the Ferry Building and waterfront uses.
Alterative C would prov1de publicly accessible open space in similar quantifies, locations, and
conﬁguratibns as with the Project. (DEIR V1.14, C&R II1.Q.27-28). .

Environmental Impacts Compared to Project.

Alternative C would generally result in the same 1mpacts as the Project. ' While none of the Project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts would be avoided W1th Alternative G, Alternative C would reduce
the potential for encountering archeological resources durmg construction because the below-grade -
parking would not be constructed on Seawall Lot 351, and because excavation for a two-level garage
south of Jackson Street would be shallower than excavation for the Project three-level garage. (DEIR
VI1.14-18, C&R II.Q.28-34) With mitigation, the nnpacts to archeological resources would be less than
significant under both Alternative C and the Project. Under this alternative, there would be more daily
person trips due to the addition of a hotel into the mix of project uses, and these additional person-trips
would translate into additional vehicle and transit trips during the PM peak hour compared to the
Project. (DEIR V11418, C&R ILQ.30- -31). Parking demand under Alternative C would also be more
' intense. The demand for parkmg at the midday peak hour would be for about 459 parking spaces (versus
391 for the Project), but this a_ltematlve would supply fewer spaces (111 residential and 112 public for a
total of 223, instead of the 400 total parking spacefor the proposed pfoject), so the shortfall of parking
would be greater at the midday peak hour than in the Project. (DEIR VI.15—16, C&R M.Q.30-31) Impacts
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to land use, air quality, greenhouse gases, recreation, sea level rise, and biological resources would be

similar to that of the Project. (DEIR VL.15-16, C&R II1.Q.28-34)

Aithough Alfernative C would generally meets most project objectives, and although Alternative C
‘would not require a public trust exchange, the Agency rejects this alternative as infeasible within the

' mearﬁng of CEQA for the following reasons;

«  Alternative C would generally result in the same impacts as the Prdject and would not avoid any of
the Project’s significant and unavoidéble impacts. Although the potential for encountering
archeological resources would be reduced, as with the ‘Project, all archeological resource ifnpacts are
mitigable and less than significant under both the Project and Alternative C

e Alternative C would only create a total of 111 residential units, up to 34 fewer than with the Project,
which would result in fewer housing units being added to the City’s housing stock, and a smaller in-

lieu fee payment under the City’s Residential Ihdusionary Affordable Housing Program.

«  Whilé Alternative C would provide the Port with 90 parking spaces, Alternative C would supply
fewer total public parking spaces than the Project, and therefore is less likely to meet the Project
- Applicant’s objective to increase the supply of public undergrouﬁd parking to support the continued
econornic viability of the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market and the retail and restaurant uses at the
Ferry Building, Pier 1 and Piers 1-1/2 -5, '

The Agency rejects Alternative Con each of these grounds independently. All of the reasons prowde
sufficient mdependent grounds for rejecting Alternative C.

4. Alterﬁative D: Develop Only 8 Washington Lofs

The purpose of the De{relop Only 8 Washington Lots Alternative (“Alternative D”), is to analyievthe
independent development of the 8 Washington site without Seawall Lot 351 to serve as a comparison to
_the DEIR’s proposéd project. (DEIR V118) Under Alternative D, Seawall Lot 351 would not be included .
in the Project and instead would continue in its current use as a surface parking lot owned by the Pott.
The Project Applicant would develop the 8 Washington site with 162 residenitial units in two buildings: a
south building (south of Jackson Street) along Drumnm and Washington Streets, and a north building
(north of Jackson Street), which would include an indoor athletic club and outdoor recreational facilities.
{(DEIR VI.19) A three level underground garage would provide a total of 325 parking spaces, whereas the
Project would provide a total of 400 parking épaces in an underground garage. (DEIR VL18; C&R
]]I.Q.27—28) Alternative D would provide more restaurant and retail space than the Prbject (29,100 square
feet versus 19,800), and smaller health club than the project (12,800 square feet versus 16,350 squa_fe feet). -

-
{
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(DEIR VI.18; C&R I1.Q.27-28) Furthermore, WhereasllAltemative D would provide 3. fennis courts, the
Project would not provide any tennis courts. Alternative D would provide less publicly accessible open
space: only 6,200 sq. ft. of publicly accessible open space along the Jackson Street alighment (as opposed
to the Project’s 10,450 squafe feet), and about 1,500 sq. ft. of publicly accessible open space at the nort’h
end of the site (as opposed to the Project’s 11,8400 square feét), and Alternative D would also not provide
» widened Drumm Street walkway. (DEIR VI18; C&R ILQ.27-28)

Environmental Impacts Compared to Project.

‘Alternative D would generally result in reduced environmental impacts compared to the Project,
although these reduced impacts would not avoidthe Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.
Alternative D would continue an existing barrier to direct pedestrian access to The Embarcadero from
Tackson Street and Pacific Avenue (which would be removed under the Project) because Seawall Lot 351
would not be part of the Alternative D. (DEIR VI.21. C&RIILQ. 27) While Alternative D would: have
slightly fewer vehicle and person trips compared to the’ DEIR’s proposed project because Alternative D
would provide slightly fewer residential units than the DEIR’s proposed project, t, there would be
slightly more person-trips and vehicle trips under Alternative D when compared to the Project because
the Project would provide fewer residential units (134 units) than either the DEIR’s s proposed pro]ect (165
u_mts) or Alternative D- (162 units), (DER IV.D.22, C&R TIL.Q.27-28, 30) Similarly, while AltematLve D
and the DEIR’s proposed project’s air quality impacts were similar, the Project would have shghﬂy less
operational emissions than the Alternative D due to reduced vehicle trip geheraﬁon. (DEIR IV.D.22-23,
C&R TL.Q.27-28, 31) Due to a shift in building height and volume from Seawall Lot 351 to the north side
of Jackson Common, Alternative D would have a greater shadow impact on- the existing Drumm Street
pedestrian path, the proposed Pacific Avenue Park, the proposed Jackson Common, and the proposed
swimming pools. Impacts to air quality, greenhouse gases, sea level rise, and biological resources would

be siﬁxﬂar to that of the Project.

The Agency rejects this' Alternative D as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA for the following

reasons: ' -

o  While Alternative D would have slightly reduced transportation impacts compared to DEIR's
proposed project, Alternative D would generally result in the same impacts as the Project and would

not avoid any of the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.
« Alternative D would not further the Project Applicant’s objectives to improve the pedestrian realm

along The Embarcadero and to improve pedestrian and visual connectivity with The Embarcadero
because no pedestrian access to The Embarcadero would be provided through the Project site along
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the alignments of Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue.. Alternative D would also not further the
objective to develop SWL 351 in conjunction with the 8 Washington site.

s Alternative D. would not further any of the Port’s urban désign, land use, and financial objectives for
. Seawall Lot 351, as presented in its Request for Proposals for Seawall Lot 351, including the
replacement of the existing surface parking with a below grade parking garage and the activation of
the streetscape with ground floor retail uses along The Embarcadero.

e Alternative D would provide considerably less parks and open pﬁblidy accessible open space
- compared to the Project, thereby resulting in fewer benefits to the public.

. The Agency rejects Alternative D on each of these grounds independently. All of the reasons provide
sufficient independent grounds for rejecting Alternative D. ©

5. ~ Alfernative E: Develop Only 8 Washington Lots under Existing Height and Bulk

The ?urpose of the Develop Only 8 Washington Lots under Existing Height and Bulk Alternative
("’Alternatjve E”) is to analyze the independent development of the 8 Washington site without Seawall
Lot 351 under existing height and bulk requirements to serve as a comparison to the DEIR's proposed -
‘project. (DEIR VL18) Under Alternative E, Seawall Lot 351 would continue in its current use as a surface
parking lot, a use consistent with the public trust. The Project Applicaﬁt would develop 8 Washington
site with two buildings: a south building (south of Jackson Street) along Drumm and Washington Streets;
and a north building (north of Jackson Street). The south building would be four stories tall (40 feet tall)
and would include approximately 87 residential units, 17,000 square feet of retail space, and 12,100
square feet of restaurant spa:ce at the ground floor. .(DEIR V1.25) The north building (approximately.40
feet tall) would contain four indoor tennis courts, 30,000 square feet of indoor athletic club facilities, as
well as four rooftop outdoor tennis courts, and one ground-level outdoor tennis courf (a total of nine
tennis courts). (DEIR VL18) The athletic club facility would also include two ground-level outdoor
swimming pools. (DEIR VL18) A two-level, underground parking garage would be constructed beneath
the south building for 21 residential spaces and 120 public spaces (a total of 141 parking spaces).
Alternative E would provide less open space than the Project, including approximately 6,200 square feet
along the Jackson Street right—of—way; and appromnately 6,200 square feet at the end of Pacific Avente.

(DEIR VL18) ' '

Environmental Impacts Compared to Project.

~

Alternative E Wouic_i have reduced environmental impacts compared to the Project, ‘although none of the

proposed project’s significant impacts would be avoided with Alternative E. While the mix of land uses
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for Alternative E would be similar to the Pro]ect land use impacts would be less under Alternative E
because there would be substantially fewer residential units (87 units compared to 134 units). (DEIR
VI.27; C&R.IMLQ.27-28) Alternative E would continue an existing barrier to direct pedestrian access to
The Embarcadero from Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue because Seawall Lot 351 would not be part of
the Project. (DEIR VL.27; C&RII.Q.27-28) Under this Alternative D, there would be fewer residential
unifs than in the Project, resulting in fewer person-trips and fewer vehicle trips, and the transportation |
impacts would be less intense than under the Project (DEIR VI.28; C&RIILQ.30-31) Operational
emissions for this alternative would be proportional to vehicle trip generation, which would be
substantially less than that of the Project. (DEIR VL.28-29; C&RI.Q.31) As a result of the 40 foot height
of the south building, Alternative E would have less shadow impacts on Sue Bierman Park, Jackson
Common and other open spaces, although the reduction in building height would not eliminate
shadows. (DE]I( V129 -30; C&RIM.Q.32). Furthermore, Alternative E would increase shadow impacts to
the Drumm Street walkway.  Impacts relating to greenhouse gases, sea level rise, and bioclogical resources

would be similar to that of the Project.

Besides the No Project Alfernative, Alternative E would be the environmentally superior alternative due

to its reduced development program, site disturbance, and buildmg heights. (DEIR V1.30)

The Agency reJects this Alternative E as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA for ‘rhe following

reasons:

«  Alternative E would not further the Project Applicant’s objectives to improve the pedestrian realm
along The Embarcadero and to improve pedestrian and visual connectivity with The Embarcadero
because no pedestna.n access to The Embarcadero would be provided through the Project site along’
the aligrunents of Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue. Alternative D would also not further the
objective to develop SWL 351 in conjunction with the 8 Washington site. :

o Alternative E would not further any of the Port's urban design, land use, and financial objectives for
Seawall Lot 351, as presented in its Request for Proposals for Seawall Lot 351, including the
replacement of the existing surface parking with a beloW grade parking garage and the activation of

the streetscape with ground floor retail uses along The Embarcadero.

«  Alternative Ewould provide considerably less parks and publicly accessible open space compared to
the Project, thereby resulting in fewer benefits to the public.

»  Alternative E would only create a total of 87 residential units, up to 58 fewer than with the Project,
which would result in fewer housing units being added to the City’s housing stock, and a smaller in-
lieu fee’ payment under the City’s Residential lndusmnary Affordable Housing Program ‘
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*  While Seawall Lot 351 would continue in its existing surface parking lot use under Alternative E, this
alternative would supply fewer public parking spaces than the Project and therefore is less likely to
~ meet Project Applicant’s objective to increase the supply of publi¢ underground parking to support
the continued economic viability of the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market and the retail and restaurant
uses at the Ferry Building; Pier 1 and Piers 1-1/2 - 5.

The Agency rejects the Alternative E on each of these grounds independently. All of the reasons provide

sufficient independent grounds for rejecting Alternative E.

6. The Proposed Project Analyzed in the FEIR

As previously discussed, the Project is the same as the Large Fitness Center Project Variant (“Project
Variant”) that was analyzed in the Final EIR, Chapter VII, C&R IV.37-44, except that the Project Variant
would provide 160 residential units whereas the Project would provide 134 residential units, 26 fewer
units £han under the Project Variant and 38 fewer parking spaces than the project as described in the
DEIR. Furthermore, the Project Variant would provide 420 parking. spaces (160 residential and 260
public parking spaces), whereas the Project would provide 382 parking spaces (127 residential and 255
. public parking spaces), 38 parking spaces fewer than under the Project Va_riant. Under the Project
Variant, the café to be constructed at the corner of The Embarcadero and Jackson Street would be
approxima"cely 1,915 square feet, whereas it would be approximately 1,800 square feet under the Project..
- A more detailed summary of the Project Variant and its environmental analysis is contained in Sections

ICandID. .

The Project has slightly different environmental impacts than the FEIR's propoéed project, although the
impacts and mitigation measures would be substantially the same for the Project as they are for the
FEIR's proposed project. (C&R TV.38-44) %ﬂe the base isolation structural systém of the Project
would require’excavating foundation for the residential buildings 3 to 5 feet deeper than for the Draft
EIR’s proposed proj'ect, the Project’s impacts with respect to archeologic‘;al resources would remain less
than significant with the mitigation. (C&R IV.38-39). Compared to the Draft EIR’s proposed project, the
Project would generate fewer vehicular trips to and from the site during the peak hour resulﬁng in
reduced transportation impacts. (C&R I1.Q.30-31). However, with the base isolation structural system,
excavation for foundations would be slightly deeper for the Project, resulting in additional haul truck
trips to remove more soil from the project site during construction. (C&R ILQ.30-31)

With respect to air quality impacts, while there would be an approximately 15 percent increase in the
number of truck trips generated during construction for the additional excavation with the Project,
resulting in greater co'ns)trucﬁdn related air quality impacts. (C&R 1.Q.31) While the larger fitness

center would generate more vehicle trips than the Draft EIR’s proposed project, this increase would be
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offset by the reduction in trips from the fewer residential units and retail and restaurant space of the
project. (C&R IIL.Q.31) The Draft EIR’s proposed proj'ect would replace 4 of the existing tennis courts on
| the project site and the Project would not provide 'any tennis cou_rts théreby resulting in a greater
reduction of tennis courts under the Project; nevertheless, unpacts on recreation would remain less than
s1gm_ﬁcant for both the Draft EIR’s proposed project and the Project, and the number of residents. per
tennis court would remain lower under the Project than the recommended standard of 1 court for every

5,000 residents. (C&R IV.42—44)'

The Agency rejects the Draft EIR's proposed pro]ect as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA for the

following reasons:

+  While the Draft EIR’s proposed project would generally meet the Project Sponsor’s and Port’s
objectives for the project, the design of the health clib under the Draft EIR’s proposed project does
not respond to comments from the public requesting that the swimming pools be on the ground -
instead of on the roof and that the swimming facilities be enlarged. (C&RIILQ.22-23) The Project
responds to these comments by modifying the design of the health club to provide larger swimming

. facilities on the ground level. (C&R.IILQ.28-29).

¢  The Project would result in fewer vehicular trips generated compared to the Draft EIR’s proposed
project because the Project would provide fewer residential units and less retail and residential space.
In this respect, the Project incorporates those elements of project alternatives that proposed reducing
tr'énspor’ta’don impacts (and associated air quality impacts) by reducing the number of units in the

project.

The Agency rejects the Draft EIR’s proposed projéct on each of these groundé independently. All of the
reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting Draft EIR’s proposed project.

C Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail

The EIR explains that an Initial Project Proposal Alternative, Hotel Only / Preservation of Existing Health
Club Altematlvé, Offsite Alternative / Broadway Al}cemaﬁve, Reduced Sea Level Rise Impact Alternative
were considered but rejected because they either would not achieve most of the Project Applicant’s and
the Port’s objectives, would not reduce significant environmental project ir'npacts,. and/or do not
represent feasible alternatives for other economic, social or environmental reasons. (EIR VI.31—-34:). The
Agency finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent groimds for rejecting these

alternatives.

In addition, several comments received in comments on the DEIR suggested that the EIR should analyze
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additional alternatives, such as a no parking garage alternative, a zero or reduced parki_ng alternative

that has more emphasis on public transit, a parking code alternative, a parking validation system

alternative, a more practicél reduced height alternative, a design options alternative that keeps all of the

- existing Athletic Club’s outdoor uses, or an alternative consistent with the Asian Neighborhood Design's
Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront. (C&R IL.Q.1-7, 16-20). The C&R document
explains that the alternatives proposed by Cofrunenters would not achieve most of the Project Applicant’s
and Port’s objectives, would not reduce signiﬁcaﬁ’c environmental project impacts, and/or do not
represent feasible alternatives for other econiornic, social or envifonm,ental reasons, or are similar to .

. alternatives that were considered but rejected in the Draft EIR. (C&R I1.Q.13-16, 21-22). The Agency
finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting these Alternatives. -

VIO STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS -

JPursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the\ Ageﬂcy h_ereby finds, after
consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the -Projec.t as set forth below independently
and collectively outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for-approval cited below is suffident fo
justify approval of the Project. Thus,.even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported
by substantial evidence, the Agency will stand by its determination that each individual reason is

sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding

ﬁﬁdjngs, which are‘incorporated by reference into this Section VIII, and in the documents found in the
record of proceedings relating to the Final EIR- ) '

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding,
the Agency specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the proposed Project to support

~approval of the Project in spite of the unavoidable signiﬁcant.ilnpacts, and therefore makes this
Statement of Overriding Considerations. Specifically, notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable
impacts to Transportation (Impact TR-9), and Air Quality (Impacts AQ-3, AQ-7, AQ-8, AQ-10),the Project

benefits as described below and described elsewhere in this document, outweigh these impacts.

As'noted in Section IV.B, pursuant to Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201
Cal App.4th 455, 473-475, Impact SLR-3, as an impact to the Project céused by the environment, is not an
impact that must be énalyzed_in the EIR. Nevertheless, out of an abundance of caution the EIR analyzed
this impact, and concluded that this impact is significant and unavoidable. The Agency finds that, even if
this impact were a significant and unavoidable impact for CEQA purposes, the benefits described beléw ‘

and described elsewhere in this document, also outweigh this impact.
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The Agency further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant effects
* on the environment fromi implementaﬁon of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened
where feasible. All mitigation’ measures proposed in the FEIR that are applicable to the Project are
adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore, the Agency has determined that any rermaining
significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following
specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other considerations. Any alternatives proposed
by the public are re]ected for the reasons set forth in the DEIR, C&R, the preceding findings, and the

reasons set forth herein.
" The Project has the following benefits:

 Housing. The Project will increase the City's housing stock by providing up to 134 new housing
. units. The Project will also contribute to the production of affordable housing units in the City
by paying an in lieu fee in compliance with the City’s Reﬂden’nal Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program. Furthermore, because there are no existing housing units on the Project site,
the Project will not result in the demolition of any enstmg housing units or the displacernent or

_relocation of any residents.

« - Parks and Open Space The Project would create new parks and pubhcly accessible open space
where none currently exists. In particular, the Project would create a 10, 450 square foot public
open space corridor north of the proposed residential bulldmgs that would reconnect the City
with the waterfront along the Jackson Street alignment (Jackson Commons). The Project would
also create an 11,840 square foot publicly accessible park at the northern end of the site along and
north of the Pacific Avenue alignment (Pacific Park). These new open spaces would both
visually and phy51ca11y reconnect the City with the waterfront. In addition, the Project would
provide an additional 2 890 square feet of publically accessible open space along. the existing
Drumm Street pedestrian path. ' ' -

« New Nelghborhood Serving Retail Uses. The Project would create approxunately 19, 800 square
feet of ground ﬂoor, restaurant, retail and café space, where none currenﬂy exists, which would
serve existing residents in the Golden Gateway area as well as new residents and waterfront

v151tors

. Beneﬁts to the Port. The Pro]ect Would provide substantial benefits to the Port, mcludmg both
one time payments in connection with the Project applicant’s purchase of portions of Seawall Lot
351, and ongoing payments in perpetuity in connection with the transfer of condominium units
that will be developed on the Project site. These revenues would be used to support the Port’s
public trust responsibilities, The Port would also. receive revenue from the infrastructure
financing district that would be established as part of the Project, and these revenues would be
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used to fund a variety of Port imprbvement projects. The Project would also provide the Port
with underground public parking faciliies, including at least [90] public parking spaces to serve
and support the continued economic viability of the Ferry Building and the Waterfront area.
Furthermore, the Project would beautify and enliven the Ferry Building and Waterfront area by
replacing the existing surface parking lot on Seawall Lot 351 with a dense, mixed use

B .devélopment with underground parking and ground floor retail uses.

e Transportation. The Project would provide pedestrian and circulation improvements, including

| bedestrian access through the former Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue rights-of-way which are
currently blocked by the Golden G'ateway Tennis & Swim Club. The Project would be located

near an abundance of transit optibns and adjacent to the Downtown, Chinatown, and North
Beach areas, which would encourage residents, visitors, and workers to travel to and from the

project site by transit, bicycle and foot, rather than by private automobile.

'« Land Use and Urban Design. The Project would redevelo_p. an underutilized urban infill site,
Whlch currently consists of a surface parking lot and health club facilities surrounded by a 14
foot tall chain-link fence, with a new mixed use, high-density development with housing,
ground floor retail uses, and new public parks opeﬁ space. The Préject‘ would enliven and
activate the pedestrian expeﬁ'ence along The Embarcadero and Waskﬂngfbn Street by including
'»multiple, ground floor, retail uses and well-designed public open space that would be located
within' walking distance of multi-modal transit stations. The Project would reconnect the -
Downtown and landside neighborhoods with the Waterfront and would make the area inviting

to workers and local residents as well as visitors.

« Economic Development and ]oBs. The Project would generate jobs during the construction of -
 the Project as well as permanent employment opportunities to support the Project’s nmew
residential and commercial uses during a period of high unemployment in the City and the
region. The Project would encourage participation by'small and local business enterprises
through a compfehensive employment and contracting policy. The Project’s new retail uses
would provide opportunities for resident employment and business ownership, and the’
proposed addition of up to 134 new households would strerfgthen business at existing

' establishments in the vicinity of the project site. Furthermore, the Project will provide the City
with net new property value by developing an underutilized infill gi’ke with new residential and

commercial uses, taxes on which will help fund critical City services and programs.

Having considered these beneﬁ;c_s, the Agency finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore .

acceptéble. The Agency further finds that gach of the above considerations is sufficient to approve the
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Project. For eaéh of the reasons stated anve, and all of them, the Project should be implemented
notwithstanding the significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR. '

DECISION

That based wpon 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 ADOPTS FINDINGS under the
California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statemnent
of Overriding Considerations, and adopting Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Programs attached as -
Exhibit A. : ' .

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 22, 2012.

Linda D. Avery .
Commission Secretary

‘ AYES: Fong, Anforﬁm', Borden, Miguel
NAYS: Sugaya, Wu. :
ABSENT: . Moore

ADCPTED: March 22, 2012
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of
San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said
public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and
be heard: : '

Date: Tuesday, May 15, 2012
Time: 4:00 p.m.

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room.250 located at City Hall’
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: 8 Washingtonl - Conditional Use Appeal Hearing

File No. 120397. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the decision of the
Planning Commission's March 22, 2012, approval of a Conditional Use Authorization
identified as Planning Case No. 2007.0030ECKMRZ, by its Motion No. 18567 for a
Planned Unit Development, including specific modifications of Planning Code
requirements regarding bulk limitations, rear yard, off-street loading, and off-street
parking, and to allow development exceeding 50 feet in height within an RC District, to
allow a non-accessory off-street parking garage, to allow commercial uses above the
ground floor, and to allow non-residential uses exceeding 6,000 square feet pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 209.7(d), 209.8(c), 209.8(f), 253, 303, and 304, with respect to
a proposal to demolish an existing surface parking lot and health club, and to construct
a new health club, residential buildings ranging from four to twelve stories in height
containing 134 dwelling units, ground floor retail uses totaling approximately 20,000
square feet, and 382 off-street parking spaces within the RC-4 (Residential-
Commercial, High Density) District, and the 84-E Height and Bulk District, and adopting
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, on property located at 8 :
Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351, Assessor's Block No. 0168/Lot No. 058, Block No.
0171/Lot No. 069, and Block No. 0201/Lot Nos. 012-013 (including Seawall Lot 351).
(District 3) (Appellant: Sue Hestor on behalf of the Friends of Golden Gateway and
subscribed by Supervisors Chiu, Campos, Avalos, Mar, and Kim) (Filed. Aprif 17, 2012).

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, notice is hereby given, if you challenge,
in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public hearing.
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In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, persons

. who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments to

. the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be made a part of the
official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the attention of the Board
of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and
agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on

Thursday, May 10, 2012. -

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: May 2, 2012
MAILED/POSTED: May 4, 2012
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