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1 FILE NO. 190657 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Administrative Code-· San Francisco Spedal Tax Finahcing Law- Port of San Francisco] 

2 

3. Ordinance amending the Administrative Code Special Tax Financing Law, constituting 

4 Article 43.10, to authorize special tax financing of certain facilities and services related 

£? to property in the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

· NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Aria! font. · 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }fevv Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Aria! font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Aria! font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

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

13 

14 · Section 1. FINDINGS. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

15 Francisco hereby finds, determines and declares: 

16 (a) Article X of Chapter 43 of the Administrative Code ("Special Tax Financing Law") 

17 provides an alternative method of financing certain public and private capital facilities and 

18 services in the City and County of San Francisco ("City"). 

19 (b) California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 ("Burton Act") and the San Francisco 

20 Charter Sections 4.114 and B3.5B1 empower the City, acting through the Port Commission, 

21 with the authority and duty to use; conduct, operate, maintain, manage, regulate and control 

22 the lands under the Port Commission jurisdiction. 

23 (c) In 1990 the City's voters adopted Proposition H to require the City to prepare a 

24 comprehensive waterfront land use plan with maximum feasible public input. Following a 7-

25 year public planning process, the Port Commission adopted in 1997 the Port of San Francisco 
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Waterfront Land Use Plan ("Waterfront Plan") and has periodically made minor amendments 

to address specific issues arising from capital development projects to existing Port 

resources. 

(d) In 2015, Port staff presented a comprehensive review of land use changes and 

events that have occurred under the Waterfront Plan to the Port Commission. 

(e) In furtherance of the Burton Act and the Waterfront Plan, and with Board of 

SupeNisors approval, the Port has entered into long term leases and development and 

disposition agreements for the improvement and rehabilitation of Port land and assets, 

including (i) the 20th Street Historic Buildings with Historic Pier 70, LLC (Resolution No. 273-
. i 

14, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 140729), (ii) approximately 1 

28 acres of real property located in the southeast portion of the larger area known as Seawall 1 

Lot 349 or Pier 70 with FC Pier 70, LLC (Resolution No. 401-17, a copy of which is on file with 

the Clerk of the Board in File No. 170986) and (iii) Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC, for 

approximately 28 acres of real property that are proposed to be developed for a project 

known as the Mission Rock project (Resolution No. 42-18, a copy.ofwhich is on file with the 

Clerk of the Board in File No. 180092). 

(f) The resolutions cited in the previous paragraph include the Board of SupeNisors' 

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

Code section 21000 et seq., "CEQA'}and Administrative Code Chapter 31, which findings are 

incorporated herein by reference as though fully sc;;t forth, copies of which are on file with the 

Clerk of the Board in File Nos. 140729, 170986, and 180092. 

(g) Approval of this Ordinal'}ce shall not be construed as approval of any capital 

development project to any existing Port resource prior to CEQA compliance. The City will 

conduct environmental review of any such future activities and retains its absolute discretion 

to (a) require modifications to such proposed projects to mitigate significant adverse 
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environmental impacts; (b) select feasible alternatives that avoid significant adverse impacts 

of proposed projects, including the "no project" alternative; (c) require the implementation of · 

specific measures to mitigate the significant adverse enyironmental im·pads of proposed . 

projects, as identified through environmental review; (d) reject all or part of a proposed project 
. . 

if the economic and so.cial benefits of the ·proposed project do not outweigh otherwise 

unavoidable significant adverse impacts of tha~ project; and (e) approve proposed projects 

upon a finding that the economic and social benefits of thep.roposed project outweigh 

·otherwise unavoidable significant adverse ·environmental imp·act of that project; and (f) deny 

proposed projects; and 

(h) The Board of Supervisors wishes to make certain amendments to the Special· Tax 

Financing Law in furtherance of the Waterfront Plan and the Burton Act 

Section 2. Article X of Chapter 43 ofthe San Francisco Administrative Code is 

hereby amended as follows~ 
. .. 

A. Section 43.10.9.is hereby amended asfollows: 

SEC. 43.10.9. INCORPORATION OF THE MELLO-ROOS COMMUNITY FACILITIES . . . . 

ACT OF 1982. 

The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Chapter 2.5, commencing with 

Sectbn 53311 of Part 1, Division 2, Title 5 of the California Government Code) (the "Act"), as . . . 

amended from time to time, is incorporated in and made a part of this Article. Except as 

otherwise provided by this Article, the purposes, proceedings to establish a special tax district, 

limitations on, mode and manner of levying and collecting special taxes and the issuance of 

bonds secured by special taxes. shall be as prescribed in the Act or in the proceedings to fOrm a 

district as set fOrth under this Article, or a combination thereof. 

B. Section 43.10.12 is hereby amended as follows: 
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SEC. 43.1 0.12. DEFINITIONS. 

Unless the context otherwise requires, the terms defined in this Article shall have the 

following meanings. Defined terms used in this Article but not defined in this Article have the. 

meaning given them in the Act. 

(a) "Act" means the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Chapter 2.5, 

commencing with Section 53311 of Part 1, Division 2, Title 5 of the California Government 

Code), as amended from time to time. 

(b) "Board of Supervisors" means the Board of Supervisors of the City,and County· of 

San Francisco. 

(c) "City" means the City and County of San Francisco. 

(d) "Entitlement costs" means the costs to obtain approvals necessary .to proceed with 

development, such as the cost to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, negotiate 

transaction documents, conduct community outreach, and prepare development design and land use 

requirements, but not expenses related to any cmiwaign or ballot measure or any other expenses 

prohibited by law. Entitlement costs may include interim costs as approved from time to time by the 

Board o[Supervisors. 

(e) "Incidental expense" includes all o(the (allowing: 

(12 The cost o[planning and designing [acilit{es to be financed pursuant to this Article, 

including the cost of environmental evaluations ofthose facilities. 

(22 The costs associated with the creation ofthe district, issuance of bonds, 

determination ofthe amount o[taxes, collection o(taxes, payment o(taxes, or costs otherwise incurred 

in order to carry out the authorized purposes ofthe district. 

{3) Any other expenses incidental to the construction, completion, and inspection'ofthe 

authorized work, including costs (or.temporary facilities with a useful life ofat least 3 years that are 

required to construct an authorized facility .. 

Mayor Breed 
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1 (4) Special taxes levied on a property in the district and paid by a developer on behal(of 

2 a local agency or other landowner prior to the development ofthe property. 

3 (f) ''Interim cost" means the market-based return on a developer's unreimbursed capital as 

4 agreed by the developer and the City in a written agreement. 

5 {g)_-(d) . "Services" means, in addition to the "Services" defined in Section 53317 of the 

6 Act and 43.10.16 ofthis Article, operation and maintenance of any improvements that may be 

7 financed under this Article or the Act, and any related studies, testing or monitoring. 

·s 

9 

C. 

SEC. 43.10.15." 

Section 43.10.15 is hereby amended ·as follows: 

AUTHORIZED FACILITIES. 

1 0 In addition to the facilities that may be financed under the Act, special taxes may be 

11 levied and bonds may be issued to finance or refinance any o(the following on or related to 

12 any land in San Pranciscothe City, and the related interim costs: 

13 (a) The acquisition, installation and improvement of energy efficiency, water 

14 conservation, water pollution control, and renewable equipr:nentwith an estimated useful life 

15 of five years or longer and/or energy efficiency, water conservation, water pollution control, 

16 and renewable energy improvements that are attached to or on real property and in b~ildings, 

17 whether such real property or buildings are privately or publicly owned. Energy efficiency, 

18 wat.er conservation, water pollution control and renewable energy improvements may only be 

19 installed on a privately owned building and on privately owned real property with the prior 

20 written consent of the owner or owners of the building or real property. 

21 (b) The work deemed necessary to bring new or existzng building$ or real property, 

22 including privately owned buildings or real property, into compliance with seismic safety 

23 ·standards or regulations. Only v,;erk certified as necessary f? comply r}'ith seismic safoty standa?ds or 

24 regulations by local building &j}icials may befinanced. 1-loprojeet involving the dismantling o.fan 

25 existing building and its replacement by a new building, nor the construction ofa new or substimtially 

Mayor Breed 
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1 new building may befinancedpursuant to this subparagraph: Work on privately owned property may 

· 2 only be financed with the prior written consent o(the owner or owners of the privately owned property. 

3 (c)· Demolition or partial demolition o(existing buildings and structures, but onlv to the 

4 extent that this work is required to prepare areas that will be a) in a public right of way, {2) in a 
. . 

5 publicly owned park or open space, (3) developed with other public facilities or improvements, (4) in a 

6 privately owned, publicly accessible park or open space or (5) developed with facilities or 

7 improvements that are being financed pursuant to subsection {f) and are listed in the resolution of 
. . . ' 

8 formation fOr the special tax district and the ordinance levying the special taxes in the special tax 

10 (d) Work on qualified historical buildings or structures, including deconstruction and 

11 reconstruction work, relocation and flood-proofing costs. Such work shall be tJene. carried out in 

12 accordance with applicable historic rehabilitation standardsthe State Historical Building Code (Part 

13 2. 7 (commencing with Section 18950) &}Division 13 o.fthe Health and Safety Code). Such wWork on 

14 · privately owned property may onfy be financed with the prior written consent of the owner or 

15 owners of the privately owned property. 

16 (e.§.) Sustainability studies and guideline documents related to development in the 

17 planning area governed by the Central So}Ja Plan & Implementation Strategy any area plan 

18 document approved by the Board ofSupervisors. 

19 (dj) The purchase, construction, re·construction, expansion, improvement, or 

20 rehabilitation of real or other tangible property with an estimated useful life of three years or . 

21 longer, whether such property is privately or publicly o'wned, ifthe Board of Supervisors has 

22 provided for the financing of such property in the resolution offormation for the special tax 

23 district and the ordinance levying the special taxes in the special tax district. 

24 (g) For the development o[{i) the 20th Street Historic Buildings (as described in Board of 

25 Supervisors Resolution No. 273-14), (ii) the area known as. Seawall Lot 349 or Pier 70 (described in 

Mayor Breed 
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1 . Board ofSupervisors Resolution No, 401-17).· (iii) the project known as the Mission Rock project 

2 (described in Board ofSupervisors Resolution No. 42-18). and (iv) any previously undeveloped or 

3 underutilized area larger than 25 acres that the Board of Supervisors finds could not be developed 

4 without private investment to fund initial construction o(public utility infrastructure. public access and 

5 open space areas. public right-of-ways, and other public amenities. the private developer's costs to 

6 establish the regulato]yframework governing development in the area and to support the feasibility of 

7 special tax or other financing districts. including entitlement costs. if approved in the resolution of . 

8 formation for the special tax district and the ordinance levying the special taxes in the special tax 

9 district. 

10 D. Section 43.1 0.15.1 is hereby added as follows: 

11 SEC 43.10.15.1. DELINQUENT SPECIAL TAXES. 

12 In proceedings under this Article to establish a district, and notwithstanding any provision of · 

13 the Act. the resolution o(intention to establish the district may include the following in the case of any 

14 special tax levied against any taxable parcel used for private residential purposes to pay for facilities. 

15 (1) the maximum special tax that may be levied against such parcel. which shall be specified as a dollar 
. . 

16 amount that shall be calculated and established not later than the date on which the applicable parcel 

17 is first subject to the tax because o(its· use for private residential purposes. and which amount shall not. 

18 be increased over time except for {ncreases not to exceed 2 percent per year. (2) a tax year after which 

19 no further special tax subject to this sentence shall be levied against or collected from the applicable 

20 taxable residential parcel, except that a special tax that was law[Ltlly levied in or before the final tax 

21 year and that remains delinquent may be collected in subsequent years. and (3) a statement that under 

22 no circumstances will the special tax levied in any fiscal year against any taxable residential parcel 

23 subject to this sentence be increased by more than 10 percent o(the maximum special tax applicable to.· 

24 the taxable residential parcel because ofdelinquency or default by the owner of any other parcel within 

25 the district. For purposes ofthis Section. a parcel shall be considered "used for private residential 

Mayor Breed 
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purposes" not later than the date on which an occupancy permit for private residential use is issued. 

Notwithstanding the above, the district may establish limitations on the increase in the levy of 

special taxes on non-residential property because o(a delinquency or default by the owner o(any other 

parcel within the district provided such limitations are established in the resolution o(intention and 

approved by the qualified electors. of the district at the time offormation o(the district. 

Nothing in this Section is intended to or shall prohibit the legislative body from (i) establishing 

different tax rates for different categories o[residential property and non-residential property, (2) 

changing the dollar amount ofthe special tax for a taxable residential parcel or taxable non-residential 

parcel i(the size o(the residence is increased or ifthe size or use o(the parcel is changed, or (3) using 

special tax revenues deposited into a reserve fund that is intended to pay for authorized facilities to pay 

debt service on bonds following delinquencies by property owners in the district. 

E. Section 43.1 0.15.2 is hereby added as follows: 

SEC. 43.10.15.2. PLEDGEAGREEMENTS. 

A special tax district may enter into an agreement with any third party that pledges to the 

special tax district funds that will be used to pay for facilities or services that the special tax district is 

authorized to finance or to pay debt service on bonds or debt issued by or for the special tax district. 

F. Section 43.10.16 is hereby amended as follows: 

SEC. 43.10.16. AUTHORIZED SERVICES. 

(a) In addition to the service$ that may be financed under the Act, special taxes may 

be levied to finance the following within SanFranciscothe City: 

(i) Recreation program services, library services, maintenance services for 

elementary and secondary schoolsites and structures, and the operation and maintenance of 

museums and cultural facilities if they have been approved by the qualified electors, 

regardless of whether the qualified electors are landowners or registered voters. 

Ill 

Mayor Breed 
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1 (ii) Any other services that the Board of Supervisors has authorized in the 

2 resolution of formation for the special tax district and the ordinance levying the special taxes in 

3 the special tax district. 

4 (b) It is hereby specifically· provided that in proceedings under this Article to finance 

5 ~.gervices, (i) the services may replace or supplant those provided before the district was fOrmed, 

6 despite the limitations in Section 53313, and (i.i) the services financed by the district may be provided 

7 inside or outside the district the limitations se;t forth in the peirultimate paragraph o.fSection 53313 

8 shall not apply. 

9 G. · Section _43.1 0.28 is hereby added as follows: 

10 SEC.- 43.1 0. 28. ALTERNATE PROVISIONS RELATING TO SPECIAL TAX DISTRICTS . 

11 ESTABLISHED ON PROPERTY IN THE JURISDICTION OF THE PORT COMMISSION 

12 The following provisions apply to districts established on Port land: 

13 (a) Assessor's parcel numbers shall not be required in a landowner election. 

14 (Q) In the resolution o[intention to establish a district, the Board o(Supervisors shall fix a 

15 time for a public hearing on the establishment oft he district that may be more than 60 days· after the . 

16 adoption o[the resolution. 

17 (c) · The Executive Director o[the Port Commission shall execute the ballot on behal(o{the 

18 City whenever the City is a landowner o(property within Port Commission jurisdiction. 

19 (d) Debt o(the district may include an obligation to repay the Port Commission for 

20 advances made to pay for authorized costs, the district may execute a promissory note in favor o(the 

21 Port Commission to evidence such debt, and the maximum term o(such debt shallbe specified'in the 

22 Note and shall not exceed the term specified in the Note {ifanv). 

23 (e) To the extent listed in the resolution o(formation for the special tax district and the 

24 ordinance levying-the special taxes in the special tax district, special taxes may be levied and bonds 

25 may be issued to finance relocation assistance and costs related to the relocation o(displaced tenants 

Mayor Breed 
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and/or residents within the territory o(the district, including all the payments required by Chapter 16 

(commencing with Section 7260) o(Division 7 o(Title 1 o(the California Government Code. This 

displacement shall be deemed to be the result o(public action. 

H. . Section 43.10.29 is hereby added as follows: 

SEC 43.1 0.29. JOINT COMMUNITY FACILITIES AGREEMENTS OR JOINT EXERCISE OF 

POWERS AGREEMENT. 

.The City may enter into dn agreement described in Section 53 316.2 oft he Act at anv time. 

Section I. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board. 

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

Section J. Scope of Ordina.nce: In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the offiCial titJe of the ordinance. 

n:\Jegana\as2019\1900627\01379851.docx 
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FILE NO. 190657 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Administrative Code- Sari Francisco Special Tax Financing Law- Port of San Fr~ncisco] 

Ordinance amending the Administrative Code Special Tax Financing Law, constituting 
Article 43.1 0, to authorize special tax financing of certain facilities and services related 
to property in the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco . 

. Existing Law 

The Board of Supervisors has previously established various community facilities districts in · 
the City under the Mello-Roos Act, and under the City's Special Tax Financing Law, . 
constituting Article 43.10 of the Administrative Code ("Special Tax Financing Law").· The . 
City's Special Tax Financing Law incorporates and supplements the Mello-Roos Community · 
Facilities Act of 1982 ("Mello-Roos Act"). The Special Tax Financing Law provides 
supplemental authority to use special tax financing for purposes that are not codified under 
the Mello-Roos Act. · 

The Special Tax Financing Law was recently amended by Ordinance No. 283-18 (adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors on November 27, 2018 arid signed by the Mayor on December 7, 
2018) in connection. with the approval of a special tax district for the Central SoMa planning 
area. Among other purposes, amendments approved by Ordinance No. 283-18 were adopted 
to allow the City to finance facilities and services that are not authorized under the Mello-Roos 

· Act if the facilities and services are described by the Board of Supervisors in the resolution of 
formation and the ordinance for the special tax district. · 

Community facilities districts or special tax districts are formed for the purpose of financing 
and refinancing the acquisition, installation and improvement of certain capital improvements 
or to real property and in buildings, whether such real property or buildings are privately or 
publicly owned, and certain services .. 

Background Information 

Under California Statutes of 1968, Chapter 1333 ("Burton Act") and the San Fran9isco Charter 
Sections 4.114 and B3.58, the City is empowered, acting through the Port Commission, to 
use, conduct, operate, maintain, manage, regulate and control the lands under the Port 
Commission jurisdiction. · 

In 1990, the City prepared a comprehensivewaterfront land use plan; Following a 7-year 
public planning process, the Port Commission adopted in 1997 the Port of San Francisco .. 
Waterfront Land Use Plan ("Waterfront Plari") and has periodically made amendments to the 
Waterfront Plan. to address specific issues arising from proposed capital development 
projects. 

In 2015, Port staff presented a comprehensive review of land use changes arid events that 
have occurred under the Waterfront Plan to the Port Commission. 
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FILE NO. 190657 

In furtherance of the Burton Act and the Waterfront Plan, and with Board of Supervisors 
approval, the Port has entered into long-term leases and development and disposition 
agreements for the improvement and rehabilitation of Port land and assets, including 

• the20th Street Historic Buildings with Historic Pier 70, LLC (Board of Supervisors 
Resolution No. 273-14), 

.. approximately 28 acres of real property located in the southeast portion of the larger 
area known as Seawall Lot 349 or Pier 70 with FC Pier 70, LLC (Board of Supervisors 
Resolution No. 401-17); and · 

• Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC, for approximately 28 acr.es of real property that are 
proposed to be developed for a project known as the Mission Rock project(Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No. 42-18) (collectively, the "Port Projects"). 

The Proposed Ordinance seeks to amend the Special Financing Tax Law to facilitate the 
development of the Port Projects. The Proposed Ordinance seeks to provide authority for, or 

. clarifies through technical amendments, the Port's ability to utilize special taxes to meet the 
specific needs of the Port Projects. . 

n:\legana\as2019\1900627\01366305.docx 
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SPECIAL TAX FINJ~~NCING LAW:AMENDMENT'.S . . 

·Pier 70 and Missic:>n Rock 
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·Project Financing Structures 

__ 1 
-------·-·-
-pORT~ 

SAt/J'RAWClSCO land Value 

• Possible sources to pay for qualified 
project costs: 

• Developer or Port Cap.ital · 

• ·Land Value 

• CFD/IPD 

• ·Goal is to limit Developer Capital- and 
accrual of Developer Return by: 

11 Using CFD/IFD whenever ·possible 

• When CFD/IFD not available, advance land 
value proceeds or Port Capital repaid with 
CFD/IFD once available 
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What is the Speciai·T~3x Financing Law?. 

• Used to create special tax districts, more commonly known as 
Community Facilities -Districts (CFDs) · 

• LocaLiaw supplementing the Mello~Roos Community Facilities· Act 

• Orig.inally .adopted in connection with the GreenFinanceSF program 

• Previously amended in November 2018 in connection with the 
Central SoMa plan·· · 
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·Current Amendments · 

~~ Amendments incorporate 
improvements in the Pier 70 and 
Mission Rock projects 

~~ Two types of amendments: 

_i 
"'"PoR.l-, 

iAN FRANCISCO 

L . Clarify uses of existing law and 
ellminate ambiguities 

2. Expand the law to allow the 
Board of Supervisors to 

· ·authorize improvements .not 
currently permitted 

Historic Buildings Seismic Improvements 

Entitlement Costs 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 · 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

. .TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Elaine Forbes, Executive Director, San Francisco Port 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller, Office of the Controller 

FROM:· Victor. Young, Assistant Clerk 
Rules Committee 

DATE: June 13, 2019 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRO.DUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Rules Committee received the following proposed legislation 
on June 4, 2019: 

File N.o. 190657 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Administrative Code Special Tax 
Financing Law, constituting Article 43.1 0, to authori;ze special tax financing 
of certain facilities and services related to property in the jurisdiction of the 
Port of San Francisco . 

. If you have comments or reports to be. included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by emair at: victor.young@sfgov.org. · 

c: DaleyDunham, SF Port 
Amy Quesada, SF Port 
Todd Rydstrom, Office of the Controller 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

TO: 
FROM: 

LONDON N. BREED 

MAYOR 

RE: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of SuperViSors 

Andres Power ~ 
San Francisco p I Tax Fmancmg Law---Amendments 

DATE: Tuesday, June 4, 019 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Administrative Code Special Tax 
Financing Law, constituting Article 43.1 0, to authorize special tax financing of 
certain facilities and services related to property in the jurisdiction of the Port of 
San Francisco. · 

Should you have any qu8stions, please contact Sophia Kittler at 415.-554-615~, 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE; RooM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02-4681 

TELEPHONE?{~ 5i) 554-6141 
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File No. _1.:...::9=0=82=6::.._ __ Committee Item No: ------
Board Item No. __ ___.__ ____ _ 

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: ______ _ Date: ________ _ 
Board of Supervisors Meeting Date: September 3, 2019 

Cmte Board 

D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D n n 
,--, 

~ u 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D [SJ 

OTHER 

D ~ 
D ~ 
D ~ 
D ~ 
D ~ 
D ~ 
D 1SJ 

Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
introduction Form 
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report 
MOU 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget 
Subcontract Budget 
Contract/Agreement 
Award Letter 
Application 
Public Correspondence 

Appeal Letter- July 22. 2019 
· Appellant Withdrawal Letter- August 29, 2019 
Planning Department Response Memo -August 26, 2019 
Project Sponsor Response Letter- August 23, 2019 
Supplemental Appeal Letter- August 18, 2019 
Planning Memo -July 25, 2019 
Public Hearing Notice and clerical documents 

Prepared by: Jocelyn Wong Date: August 30, 2019 
Prepared by: _______ _ Date: ________ _ 
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July 22, 20.19 

Clerk San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall Room 244 
S.F. Ca. 941 02 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

~ E (;.£ l .i E i) 
8 0 ;, R D 0 F SUPER VI 'ii.U ~:::: 

S 1\ f·~ F R / .. ;···! C i S G 0 

RE: APPEAL OF CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 

CASE: 2014-000203ENV 

PROJECT Address: 655 4th Street 

Dear Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

601 FOURT!-1 STREET COi-\LI 

We are the 601 4th Street Coalition- Homeowners in 601 4th .Street building. 601 4th Street is a: 
> Four story building 
> 30 feet away from the 655 Fourth Street 

Project (655 Fourth Street) in question, is a: 
> 40 story building 
>Two towers 
> 960 residents 
> 38 room hotel 
> Retail 

We are basing this appeal on the following grounds: 

Number 1 -DOES NOT QUALIFY 
The project does not qualify for a community plan exemption under section 15183 of the CEQA guidelines or under 
the Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. 

We submit to you that this project Is not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan. 

Number 2- CENTRAL SUBWAY CONSTRUCTION and 655 4TH STREET PROJECT 
In addition, the proposed project results in effects on the environment that are peculiar to this project that were not 
identified as significant effects in the Central SOMA Environmental Impact Report (EIR). One example of this is the 
Central Subway construction project. This major construction project has been ongoing for the last four years in front 
of 601 4th street. Fourth Street is partially blocked. There are construction crews drilling and digging five days a week. 
The cumulative impact of the Central Subway project and the 655 4th street project was not taken into account in 

·the SOMA EIR and subsequent studies. 
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60 7 FOURTH STF?EET (()/\LiTIC)t\1 
~·· ~i!L~~"1f?Z% --

The proposed project WOULD result in cumulative impacts that were not addressed in the SOMA EIR. The cumulative 
impact of the Central Subway project immediately outside our front door combined with the new project 30 feet 
adjacent to our homes, was never addressed. 

Number 3 -- MILLENIUM TOWER SOIL AND FOUNDATION 
The proposed project WOULD result in significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was 
not known at the time of the Central SOMA EIR was certified, would be more. severe than were already analyzed and 
disclosed in the EIR.In addition to the Central Subway Project, additional issues relating to the soil surrounding the 
project as evidenced by the problems with the Millennium Tower, have not been adequately addressed. 

Number 4- LOSS OF AFFORDABLE OFFICE SPACE 
This project will cause the loss of older smaller commercial buildings that provide more affordable office-type space 
for new small businesses, including technology start-ups which cannot afford newer space that provides more 
amenities. Such buildings are vital to SOMA's character and the City's economy. Thus the project is not consistent 
with the Sdn Francisco Genera! Pian. 

Number 5 --INCREASED TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
The SOMA EIR never addressed the unique cumulative effect of this project and the confluence of traffic from: 
> Oracle Park 
> 4th and King Street transportation Center: MUNI, CaiTrain 
> Chase Center 
> Uber, Lyft 
> Facebook, Google buses 
> Taxis 
> Electric scooters 
> Bicycles 
> Hotel guests from 655 Fourth Street 
> Businesses employees from 655 Fourth Street 
> Residents from 655 Fourth Street 

Number 6-- HEARING DAMAGE AND LOSS dB LEVELS OF 96 
Other unique effects ofthis project are the vibrations caused during construction. Our building is within 30 feet of 
the construction site, with trucks utilizing the driveway directly adjacent to our property. 

Decib/e Level Comparison 
> 60 dB-- Current Central Rail construction 
> 85 dB-- Hearing damage warning 
> 86 dB-- Average construction noise during 3 years 
> 96 dB-- Height of construction noise 

Because our building is within 30 feet of the project, there are unique issues in regard to air and soil pollution. 

Number 7- PEDESTRIAN INJURY 
The SOMA EIR and subsequent studies never considered the driveway of 601 4th street. The driveway entrance 
and exit is on 4th street, a busy street with a lot of pedestrian and automobile traffic The driveway crosses over the 
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601 FOURTH STREET COALITION 

pedestrian sidewalk. Both during construction and after the completion of the project, the problem of pedestrian 
access, and or Injury will be greatly exacerbated. 

We reserve the right to supplement our issues and arguments in this appeal. 

We submit that the CEQA exemption violates the US Constitution ,the California Constitution, the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the San Francisco Municipal Code, and other controlling law, which we may describe In 
supplemental materials. 

Thank you for your consider9j:ion. 

~:/;~~:,;.;:;:~ 
Kevin Rueii.~h/ ·. 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 
kevrudich@aol.com 

Michael Cruz 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 
michaelcruz1 00@comcast.net 

OTHER MEMBERS OF THE 601 FOURTH STREET COALITION 

Michael Guthrie 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Carol Guthrie 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Katharina Natividad 
. 601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Noel Natividad 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

Sandy Lee 
601 Fourth Street Coalition Member 

EXHIBITS ATTACHED 

1 San Francisco Planning Department Certificate of Determination Community Plan Evaluation 
2 Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation 
3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

cc: Usa Gibson I Environmental Review Officer 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
80/~~-~-PLANNING DEPARTMENT s /\ ;-,J t ::. .... 1'.-! r~: :~, :;c 

Certificate of Determination 
Community Plan Evaluation 

'if~ ~ r, p '" r r} 
if'l~ iu"i // fkl I, •)C ._u " <....F L- "- ..._ l! t ~" V 

, v JYI 16~0'fiqission St. 
,, . ·-'---· __ SUite 400 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Street 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Mixed-Use Office District 
400-CS Height and Bulk District 
3787 /Lots 26, 28, 50 and 161-164 
71,290 square feet (1.64 acres) 
Central SoMa Area Plan 
655 Fourth Street Owner LLC attn. Jeremy Bachrach 
415.344.6277; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer .com 
Elizabeth White 
415.575.613; elizabeth. white®sfgov .org 

San FranciShd, 
CA 94103-2479 

,B.eceP,tioo: 
415:55!i:6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.63"17 

The 655 Fourth Street project site is approximately 71,300 square feet, located in San Francisco's South of 
Market (SoMa) neighborhood, on the southeast comer of Fourth Street and Townsend Street. Composed 
of seven lots (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 of Assessor's Block 3787), the project site is currently occupied by 
three buildings (one of which contains residential units), an approximately 4,000-square-foot surface 
parking lot, and a 2,300-square-foot loading area. The proposed project would entail demolition of the three 
existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, and vegetation on the project site, including street trees 
and other plantings. The project would merge the seven existing lots and construct two new buildings 
containing approximately 1,003,970 square feet of residential area; 24,500 square feet of hotel area (38 hotel 
rooms), 21,840 square feet of office area, and approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail use. 
The proposed project would consist of approximately 960 dwelling units in a mix of 242 studios, 330 one­
bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom condominiums. Each building would have 
two towers: one of which would rise to a height of 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 
25 feet above the highest occupied floor) and the second which would rise to a height of 370 feet 
aboveground (including 10 feet for rooftop appurtenances). 

The proposed project would also include a 94,500-square-foot below-grade, four-level garage containing 
building amenities, a vehicle drop-of£ area, a loading dock, back of the house retail operations, refuse 
handing area, 276 car parking spaces, and other back--of-house features such as mechanical equipment 
required for operation and maintenance of the building. A 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street 
would provide two vehicle lanes and one two-way truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the 
basement level. The project proposes 540 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls to be located in the basement and 
81 Class 2 bicycle parking stalls at grade.1 

1 Class 1 bicycle spaces are spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and· work-day 
bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and employees. Class 2 bicycle spaces are spaces located in a 
publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building 
or use. 
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Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street 
201 4-000203Ef\IV 

The project would include a number of wind reduction features: a porous Tower 1B fa«_;:ade; canopies 
installed on all four towers; a wind screen installed on southside of Townsend Street near the intersection 
of Townsend and Lusk streets; and onsite landscaping consisting of shrubs and deciduous trees. 

The proposed project would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximah:ily 55 feet below the 
ground surface for construction of the below-grade parking garage and building foundations, which 
would require the removal and disposal of approximately 142,000 cubic yards of soil. 

The approval acHon for the proposed project is the approval of the large project authorization by the Planning 
Commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA 
determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083,3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide that projects 
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or 
general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (ElR) was certified, shall not be subject to 
additional environmental review except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project­
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior ElR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying ElR; or d) are 
previously identified in the ElR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying ElR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 655 Fourth Str.eet 
project, described above and incorporates by reference inforrnation contained in the Programmatic EIR for 
the Central SoMa Plan (PElR). 2 Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine 
if the project would result in any sigilificant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

FINDINGS 

As summarized in the Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation (Attachment A): 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 
the Central SoMa Plan; 

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the project 
or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Central SoMa PEIR; 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Cenl:ral SoMa Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department Case Number 
2011.1356E. Available online at: 

https:Usfplamung.org/enviromnenta]-review documents? field environmental review categ target id=214&items per page=10, 
accessed June 3, 2019. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNIN(;; DEPARTMENT 
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Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street 
20 14-000203EI'.JV 

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that 
were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR;. 

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new 
information that was not known at .the time the Central SoMa PEIR was certified, would be more 
severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and 

5. The project sponsor will tmdertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Central SoMa 
PETR to mitigate project-related significant impacts (see Attachment B). 

Mitigation h1easures are included in this project. See the attached and sighed Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program . 

. CEQA DETERMINATION 

The project is eligible for sh·eamlined environmental review per Section 15183 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. 

DETERJ\11~~ATION 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Lisa Gibson Date 
Environmental Review Officer 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation 

B. Mitigation: Monitoring and Reporting Program 

CC: Jeremy Bachrach and Saral1 Demus-Phi.llip,s, project sponsor; Melinda S.arjapur, attorney; Supervisor Matt Haney,District 

6; Linda Ajello-Hoagland, Current Planning Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File 

SAil FRANCISCO 
PLANNINCi DEPAHIM.ONT 3 
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Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

· Staff Contqct: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Certificate of Determination 
Community Pian Evaluation 

2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Str~et 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Mixed-Use Office District 
400-CS Height and Bulk District 
3787/Lots 26, 28,50 and 161-164 
71,290 square feet (1.64 acres) 
Central SoMa Area Plan 

655 Fourth Street Owner U,.,C ath1. Jeremy 13achx:ach 
415.344.6277i jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 
Elizabeth White 
415.575.613; elizabeth.white@sfgov.org 

1t350·Misslon St. 
Suite400 
san Francisco; 
CA 941 0;3c24.79 

Reaeptiom 
415.558;f.\378 

Fax: 
4i!!.55B;64ti!f 

PHinning 
lmiirmatioi); 
415.558;6377 

The 655 Fourth Street project site is approximately 71,300 square feet, located in San Francisco's South of 
Market (SoMa) neighborhood, on the southeast corner of Fou~th Street and Townsend Street Composed 
of seven lots (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 of As~essor's Block 3787), the project site is currently occupied by 
three buUdings (one· of which contains re&idential u:ruts), an approximately 4,000-square-foot surfa.ce 
parking lot, and a 2,300-square-foot loading fire a. The proposed pr.oject would entaH demolition of the three 
existing buildings, associated .surface parking lots, an<;i vegetation on the project sUe, including street trees 

and other plantings. The project would merge the seven existing lots and construct two new build.ings 
containing approxim.ately 1,003,970 square feet of residential area, 24,500 squ;ne feet of hotel area (38 hotel 
rooms), 21,840 squa:re feet of office area, and apprqximately 18,454 squar:e feet of ground-floor retilil use. 
The proposed project would consist of approxima,tely 960 dwelling 1,mits h1 a mix. of 242 studios, 330 one­
bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom cond.ominiums. Each P\lilding would have 
two towers: one of which would rise to a height of 42? feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 
25 feet above the highest occupied floor.) and· the second which would :rise to a height of 370 feet 
abovegrotmd (including 10 feet for rooftop appurtenances). 

The proposed project would also include a 94,500-square-foot below-grade, four-level garage containing 
building amenities, a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, back of the house retail operations, refuse 
handing area, 276 car parking spaces, and other back-of-house features such as mechanical equipment 
required for operation and maintena>-rce of the building. A 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street 
would provide two vehicle lanes and one two-wa.y truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the 
basemen.t level. The project propt)ses 540 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls to be located in the basement and 
81 Class 2 bicycle parking stalls at grade.t 

1 Class 1 bicycle spaces a;·e spaces in secur.;, weather·protccted facilities intended for use as long·,term, overnight, and work-day 
bicycle storaga by dweJling unit residents, nonresidential occup,ml,, and employees. Class 2 bicj,cle spaces are spaces located in a 
publicly-accessible, ):Ughly visible location intended for tl'ansient or short-tenn use by visitors, guests,· and pah·ons to the building 
or use. 
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Certificate of Determination 655 Fourth Street · 
2014-000203ENV 

The -project would include a number of wind reduction features: a porowi Tower lB fa~ade; canopies 
installed on all four toweJ;s; a wind screen installed on southside of Tov.'IlBend .Street near the intersection 
of Townsend and Lusk streets; and onsite landscaping consisting of shrubs and deciduous trees. 

The proposed project would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 55 feet below the 
ground surface for construction of the below-grade parking garage and building foundations, which 
would require the removal and disposal of approxi,nlately 142,000 cubk yards of soil. 

The approval action for t-he propo:;ed, project is the approval of the large project authorization by the Planning 
Commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA 
determination pursuant to section 31.04(1.1) of the San Fr.&ndsc;:o Administr<ttive Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

Caltfornia Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 a.nd CEQA Guidel.ines Section 15183 provide that projects 
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or 
general pian policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to 
additional erlviron~ru::ntal review except as might be ne<;essary to exarrdrte \·vhethel.' :there arc p;rojcct 

specific significant effect~ which are pec::uli;~r to the project or its site. Secti9n 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to (:hose effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 

. parcel on· which th~ project would be located; b) we.re not analyzed as $lgnjfic<mt effects in a prior EIR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the projflct is cqnsistenti c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumul£J.tive impacts that were not disc::ussed in the underlying EIR; or d) .are 
previously i<;l.entified in the EIR, but which, as a result o£ substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are deterrnined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
disc::ussed in the underlying ErR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peoiliar.to the pared or 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project. solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination: evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 655 Fourth Street 
project, described above and incorporates l?y reference information contained in the Programmatic EIR for 
the Central SoMa Plan (PEIR). 2 Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine 
if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

FINDINGS 

As summarized in the Initial Study- Comm1,1nity Plan Evaluation (Attachment A): 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density establi:ihed for the project site in 
the Central SoMa Plan; 

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the eJ.wh·onment thil.t are peculiar to the :project 
or the project site that were not identified ilti significant effects in the Central SoMa. PEIR; 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Central SoMa Plan Fino) Envi~onmental Impact Report. P)arti)ing Department Case Number 
2011.1356E. Available online at: 

https:Usfplanning.org/envirorunental-review dncuments?field environmental re~~ .. id=214&items pe.LJ2f!S~· 
accessed June 3, 2019. · · · · 
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Attachment A 

initial Study- Comrrwn1ity Plan 5valua.tion Checklist 
Cas" No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

8/oclc!Lof.: 
Lot Size: 
f'lan Aren: 
Project Sponsor; 

Staff Contact: 

A. PROJEGT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location 

2014:~Q00203ENV 

655 Fourth Street 
Central ScYuth of Market (SoMa) Iyii:<ed·Use Offi.c~ District 
400·C$ ;Height and ·BvJk Di&trict 
3787/Lots 2,6, 28, 50 and 161-164 
71,29.0 sqwue feet (1.~4; 4\Cre;>) 
C~ntral SoMa Arc,11, Pl<tn 
655 Fourth Street Owtl\\~1' LI,C attn. Jer.:;rny Elachr.a<:h 
415.344.6277; jbachr.ac®tislunanspeyer .com 
Eli~abeth Whi.te · 

} 9~0-1\!!~~ioii, Sf; 
s-ufteAoo 

~ln~~~~~stfA 
f{~?pptl(jp: 
ll.1s;~~~.~n~ 

Ea~; .·. . 
41ij,~5!'1;640~ 

Pl~nnli\g 

thform!lilom 
4J$;!$~M~17 

The project site is located at 655 FomthStreet, 28Q-290 Tovvm;end Street, and 292.-296 Townsend Street in 
San Francisco's South of Market (SoM<J.) neighborhood (Figure 1, Project Lo~:;ation),l The intersection of 
Fourth Street and Townsend Street is· directly so1,1th of the p•·oject site, with Fo~uth Street to the west and 
ToWnsend Street to the south. The eiev<).ted 1~80 strll(:tu,re is approximately two blqclq; J:lorth, and the 
Ca.ltrain Station is loqated diagon\llly across the street, al; the intersectlcm <::>f Townsend Street. and Fou.rth 
Street. Oracle Park is lo!;'ated tv,ro bkld".s to th~ ~>(ll.Jtht;ast, The closest f/l.JJ;>Uc tmn11it stop is l.ocated at Fourth 
Street a.nd Townsend Street.. Jt ~~rvea the B.~Bm:Patc:<;~d~t.·o Histo.rk Strer)tCAl.'i the N·)1.1.dilh ll.!ld T.:fplrd Street 
Mqni Metro Rail lll:ws; Uw 10, ilO, 4!3, and 47 Muni B11s llxw~; anQ. 81X and 8:2-X: l.;u,s U.nes, Fl.gu.te ?,, Vic:irdly 
Map, provides a_n, aerial view o£ the sit<:J, · · 

Exisf:i:ng Site CondHiop.s 
The approximately 71,300-squa~e-foot project site (1.64 ac;res) is composl')d of S(W~n lots (lots Z6, 28, 50, and 
1€$1~164: of Ass~fisor'~ Block 3787). Bt~ilcl.ings em lots 26 and :?8 wer~ built in 1947. Tbe bulldmg on lqts 164~ 
164 wus b1,1ilt in 1996. l?igm:e 3, Exi?ting Proje(:t Site C:ondi:tion.s, illtJah·ates existing $lte conditions, 
inclu~ing locations of the lots, building hetgh~s, an.d accest.) h;tto ttw project site. The project site c\,Jrrently. 
contains three buildings, an apf.,roxhnately 4,000-9ql!are-foQt swf<tce p<!-rldng lot, and ?I 2.,300-square-foot 
loading area. The project site is completely developed, has minimal l~Jndscaping, a:nd haf.l served largely 
commerciaJ land uses. The projec;t site measures approxim'ltely 2,75 t\'let along each border, 

Lot 26, in the northwest portj.on of the site, fronts on~(l fourth Street anc\ consists of one buik\ing, The ope,story 
portion of the building on the southern end of the l,ot is \::1-trrently occl!pled by The C:reamery~a cl'\fe and 
restaurant. /". restl;lurant, gym, anq several commer-ci;.;l office t;enants occnpy the r~st of the building on the 
remainder of lot 26. 'Tiv: buUdL.J.gis 12 to 33 feet high and ~s not set ba.ck from the property lim; at t.he street front. 

Fo!iowir)g S11n Frandsqo conv~ntion, Mar)<;et Street ;md slr<'ets parqlld to it a~e considered tQ run east/weat 1\Uct 
the perpe\1djcular t\ll.m\l.exed ~tr~~ts uve cmwif:lered to run nor-th/1-;outh. 
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Lot 161 is a, priv!ltejy-oY~'.\led driveway accessed via a 31-foot-wide cnrb cut along ToVI'nsend Street, which 
diagonally splits u'le project site b1'!tween lot 26 ftnd.lot Z.8. This driveway is upproximately :475 feet long by 
30 feet wide and is lined with apprmdmatdy 30 ~rees. There is one larget tree on the project site located on 
lot 161.. Excluding the lo<;lding zone, there are 14 oH-street parking spaces along lot 161 on the southem 
portion of the project site. There Are also 11 off-street parking spaees (including one handiCap ~p<'lce) within 
lot 50, a surface pa:r:ki.rig lot. Lot 50 is accessed via a 12-foot-wide curb ClJ~ along Townsend Street. 

One bt~ilding occupies lot 28 1~1 the 11outheastern portion of the sH0. The two-story portion fr.onting 
Townsend Str~et is occupied by HP Bt,Herq.!p (1:etail busines$). The one-story p~n'tion !;;ehind HD . . 
Buttercup i!> occupied b.y Bultha.U:p (il remoqelh1g bw;ines~) ;i~nd a.cce~sed fron). the s~rrface p<11'ldng lot that 
is lot 50 and the loading are9 t\1<1t is part of \ot 161. 

L.9b} 162~164 c;<msist of one thre<Hlt.ory btdlding: The fir~t floor is a em:n:rnercial unit ;;md the upper two 
floors are two sep;uate residential wuts. Off"stn:e;1t pf!rklng fm• lo.ts162, 163, \lnd 164 is accessed vla the 31~ 
foot-wide curb cut on Towns1md Str~et, and eCJch lot hus an \'!illl'Stnenf, fqr· one parking Spilce within lot 161 
and an ea1;1ement for ingre1>s and egress through lot 161 t;o acc;:ess the res('lrved paxking spa.ces. 

The northwest property ltnB of the project si.te faces the vehku:1ar access driveway for 601 Fourth Street. 

Exi!>ting Land Use Designation ,and Zonh}g 
The pl'oject site falls within the Central. SoM<:l plsm m·ea, whkh wa11 ev?lh.t\\ted :in the C~nt.ral SoMa Pl<)ll Final 
Progr:;1mrr\a tic Environrn<;nJa,l I:rnpa\:t Report (Central SoMa Pl;\UZ), t:ertified on May 10, 40i8. 1'he ?-Orring for lhe 
project site is Central SoMa Mi>;:ed,-Use Of1ice and Central SoM<i Special Use Djshict, which collectively permit 
a mix of residential and noru.esident:ial uses, inciuctio.g office, rel;ail, s.maJl-scale light industrial, and tourist 
hotels. The project site is lpcated within the 400,CS height and bulk (ilatricts, q.s s\wwn in Figure 4, Height and 
Bvlk Urnits. 

Project Characteristics 
The 651,5 Fourth Street P.rqject (project or prop.Q~e<l project) WQi.lld e:nl;<:lil demolition of th~ three exi~ting 
builrlillt?f>, associated S~IrfCJce parkbg lots, ~wi vegetation 01,1 the pmjed; site, i~1cluding street trf)e(3 and other 
phmtings. The :PN)~ct wou.l,d mer.ge the swen li'Xisti,ng btf! and cons.t:rw;:t; \Wo new 39·story1 4:?5-fooHall 
bujldi,ngs conta.inn;g ilpp:rox,ima.te:ly l,014,9~$ i:lguare f~et o( resid(lntial <.}re~, includlng 10,906 ~q(J.are ft;et of 
lounge and ~vent sp11t:e, 24,509 aqw~re fe~;t pf hotel <o:ea! 21,1?40 sqJ.:tare feet of office area, 18,454 square feet of 
ground-floor retail vse, <md 2,4~4; ~Jquare .Eed qf interior privatdy owned, publicly a<;ces;;;il;>le ppen iipflce 
(POPOS). The new development would also it'\dt!,de a :t70,300-square-foot bf!lpw-grade, four-l<wd i;Jr>fiement 
cont¢li."J,g l;mildi:ng anwni,t:l.e.s, a vehidt';l dropc{Jff area, a loading d<>ck, b<lc;k·of-house r~taJJ 9Pe~·ation;;1 refufle 
handling area, car parl~ing, <tnd otlwr );lack7<>f-hqu.se fe!'ltur~s st1ch a$ med<l'l.nical equlpmJ~11r requirecl for. 
ope~·ation and maintenance of the buildinl?. The project is Si:J.bject to Health Code arti~le 38 and would l,Je 
equipped with appropriate (MERV-19) filtration !iyst.erns.2 

2 

For sensitive-tJSl? projects within the air pollutant expos\lre zone, such as the proposed project, E~rticlt!38 requires 
the project !lpon.~;H)r to submlt an ~nhanced ventlJation. proposal for approval by tlw Departo.1en\ of 1.\ll?lk Ii~alth 
that achieves protection from PMzs (fine particulate m<:~Uer) equivalent t9 ~hat associated with a Minirn.wn 
Efflcie~1cy Reporting Valut:; (MERV) J.3 filtration. 
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FIGURE2 
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T'ne proposed project-would consist of approximately 960 dwelling units in a mix of approximately 242 
studios, 330 one-bedroom units, ::351 two-bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom units. 1n addition, Building 
2 would include 38 hotel rooms, which would be located on the sixth and seventh floors. The lobby entrance 
for the hotel would be accessed through the building's central plaza. 

Each building would be made up of two tower structures, one approxim;;;tely 55 feet taller than the other 
(Figure 5, Axonometric View of Proposed. Project). Ui:Uike a typical building where each floor is the same 
square footage, these buildings woulQ. have large ground floors and each subsequent higher floor would be 
slightly smaller than the floor below it until approximately two-thirds up each tower, when all floors would 
become l,lTlifor:Ql In size. This design creates a stepping effect, allowing for private balconies on the lower 
portions of each tower. Fruther, cantilevered floors are placed in such a way as to allow for the two segments 
ofthe building to operate as separate structures until the seventh floor, where they connect as one building 
(Figure 6, Proposed Project Rooftop View). TI1e two towers would be placed on the site as mirror images of 
each other. TI1is design would give the impression of four distinct buildings. All towers within the two 
buildings would include screened rooftop appurtenances, including mechanical elements such as cooling 
towers, a generator, elevator penthouses, and bt1ilding maintenance units. All towers would access common 
basement levels, with residential amenities on the first two levels, such as a swimming pooL a children's play 
area, a fitrtcss center, bike facilities, pet care, spa faciliticr.i spt~ci~l L_...-. .. tcrcst rooms supporting music, gan1os, 
and maker activities; and car parking oi,1 the lowest leveL Figure 7, Proposed Project Ground Floor Plmi, 
provides a plan view of the proposed ground floor uses m1d shows the location of the off-site wind screen 
proposed on Lusk and Townsend streets (described further below). 

Building 1 
Building 1, on the west side of the project site, would be split into two towers, which, for the purpose of 
environmental analysis, are referred to as Tower 1A and Tower 1B. 

TowerlA 
Tower 1A would rise 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 25 feet above the 
highest occupied floor) and have 39 floors of residential units. The ground floor of Tower 1A would 
feature one level of retail space and residential lobbies facing a landscaped central plaza. As shown 
in Table 1, Tower lA wm).]d have 3,070 squ<>re feet of grou.nd.-floor retail and ;?.97,075 square feet 
of residential space. On the ground floor, Tower 1A would be set h<~cl.< from the property line by 
44 feet, creating the Fourth Street Plaza. TI1.e bases of Tower 1A and Tower lB would be separated 
by m1 approximately 28-foot-wide public pedestrian walkway, known as the Fourth Street 
Gateway, leading from Fourth Street into the central plaza. Aiter the ground floor of Tower lA, the 
first six floors would angle toward Tower 1B until they join together.on the seventh floor. The 
floors of Tower 1B would cantilever towa,rd Fourth Street by 5.5 feet and then by incrementally 
smaller steps on each floor. The northwest comer of the building would be set back approximately 
44 feet from Fourth Street to allow for a landscaped street-leve~ plaza. Pedestrian access to 1:he 
central plaza would be provided between Tower 1A and Tower 2B from the North Alley. 

ll 
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Table 1 
Proposed Building Uses by G:r9ss Square Feet 

Ev<;nt sp~ce will generally serve as a rcsic!ential ;:un~.rlity during most hours; the .frequency of events expected for the space is· 

approximat~ly two large events and two me(lh.tm·sized events p.er month. 

Note: Table values have be~n rouJ.\ded . 

12 

. 'To\.Vel' lB 
Tower 1B would b~ 370 fe~t high, including rooftop. <1ppurtenances 10 feet above the hi.ght;st occupied 
floor. Similar to Tower 1A; th~ grou11d flopr of Tow1;1r 1B WO\lld feature one k;vel of retail spac~ and 
residentiallob\:l\es f~cing a ll'UldBcq.ped qontral plaza. Tower 1B would have 4,130 sqLiare feet of ground­
floor retail, 2..,484 squ;rrefeet of interior J?OPOS, and 208,986 square feet of residential space. Tower lB' s 
Townsend $treet-facii<g ff..lc;.ade wovld step b<~ck. 8 feet after tl-w first floor l'Jnd then in incrementally 
sml'Jilet st~ps eveJY floor until it n~aches a 103"(:oot setback at 220 feet in height. At this point, the 
building would rise as 4 flush ver~cal f9c;ade. Tower 1B's Fourth Street fa.;ade would incorporate a 
smaller incremental setback staTting at 2 feet 11fter the B.1·st floor and then in incrementally smaller steps 
every floor until it reach.es a height of 85 feet. At 85 feet above street level, the building would reach a 
20-foot setback from Foqrth Street, at which pob;tt it would rise as a flw;h vertical fa<;ade. 
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FIGURES 

Axonometric View of Proposed Project 
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FIGURE 6 
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Building 2, on the east side of the project site, would be split into two towers, which, for the purpose of 

environmental analysis, are referred to as Tower 2A and Tower 2B. Similar to Building 1, the two towers of 

Building 2 would be different heights. 

Tower2A 

Tower 2A would be 425 feet high, includh1g rqoftop appurtenances 25 feet (otbove the highest occupied 

floor. Tower 2A would front Town.s<;,nd S!ret~t and the r.djacent prop<)rties to the east of the project site. 
The tower structures would be mirror images of Building 1, but the 28-foot-wide gap would continue 

down to the basentent level following lhe footprh1t of the vehicular ramp. Similar to Building 1, the 

grow1d floor would feature 4,254 square feet of retail sps,ce an.d a residenti.allobby. Above the grocmd 
floor, Tower 2A would hav~ 318,305 square feet of resi.di;mtial spac(:. Consistent with Tower 1A, the first 

:;ix floors of Tower 2A would, step toward. Tower 2B and th~ two towers would join together on level 
seven. Starting at tlw second floor, the tower would cantilever toward the neighb~ring property over 

the driveway on TowJ;lSend SlTeet with the same dimensions as Tower lA of Building 1. On the 

Townsend Street side, the rnassing wo1.1ld step b11ck starting ;1t 2 feet after the first floor and then in 

i.T1crerr1entally sn1c.Uer steps every floor \UTtil it reac:r~es a height of 85 fee±. TI1e rooftop app;..trtenances 
wo1,!ld be consistent with Tower 1E Cl .. nd re<Jch a height of 25 feet abvve the lop o[ the lasl occupied floor. 
Pedestrian ac.ce13s from Townsend Street to the cen\nil pla:z:a WOi.J.ld be provided between Tower 1B and 

Tower 2A through the Fourth Street an,d Townsend St:reet Gateway. 

Tower;m 
Tower 2B would be 370 feet high, including rooftop appurterwnces 10 feet above the highest 

occupied floor. The ground floor would have 7,000 square feet of retail space and the second and 

third floors would have 21,840 squaJ;e feet of office space. Above the ground floor, Tower 2B would 

have 179,604 square feet of resi<J.ential space. The six.th and seVenth floors woult;l.have 38 hotel 

rooms totaling 24,509 square feet and an entrance throttgh Tower 2B' s central ph.tza frontage. The 

eighth floor o£ Tower 2B would contain a 10,900-squar€-foot residential an1enity and event space 
with an outdoor terri_l.ce. n would hold a maximum occupancy of 300 individUal$. This space is 

intended to function as a meeting and event space available for buUding occupanto;; it will also be 

avnilal;>le fm: rental and reservation by externql enti.ti.es and groups for limi.teQ. programn;1ed events 

(approximatdy two l9rge events and two n:tedimn-sir..~d events ~;~re expected. per Jnonth). Large 

events would include iJpproxim.;>tely 15~2.00 p.«opk <:~nd meqium {~vt;<nts would include 

approximately 75-150 people. Events on the ex~erior eighth floor WOl.lld generally be restricted to 
a 10 p.m. C0111pletion tl:me, thqugh on qcqu;ion event!) mny go beyond 10 p.m. If.required, an 

ent~rta.inment event pe:nnit w'mh1 b~? ol;>tnined fron1 the San Francisco Er1tert;;linment Commis::;ion 
for associated f.V\Onts~ The int~rior eighth floor event spac~ would have no event Xe$b·jcttons. Tower 

213 wowd be set back 80 feet frcrn Townscmd Street ?f grade to allo.w room for a vehi1=ular ramp 
accessing below-grade parking. Unlike J3uilciing l's Tower 1B, Building 2's Tower 2B would star!; to 

step back 9.5 feet at 80 feet high. Incremental step-backs would continne until the 1;milding reaches a 

totall25-foot setback from the rear property line at 270. feet high, at whid1 pojnt it would rise as a 

vertical fa'rade. 

!9 
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Access to the £our respective lobbies would be providea through the publicly accessible central courtyard. 
Ground-floor retail uses would be connected to the ceni.ral courtyard anci to the public right-of7way along 
Townsend Street and Fourth Street. A 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street would provide two 
vehicle lanes and one two-way truck 1<!11e to &ccess !;he vehicular ramp to the basement level, serving the 
valet parking drop-off and a loading dock with five loading bays. 

Floor plans for the 2nd-3rd, 8th, lOth, 33rd-36th, 37th, and 39th floors are shoY\rn in Figures 8--13. 

Loading Dock Operations 
The loading dock would facilitate fue majority of delivery operations for the building, including fue folloWing: 

" Residential move-in and move-out operations 

G Residential package, furniture, dry cleaning, grocery, and other deliveries 

'" Retail food supply/servicing and wholesale delivery 

" Refuse compp.ction and recycling services 

• Load in and load out of prepared food an~ materials for events (as described apove) 

a Buildmg maintenance service vehicles 

· The loading dock would also contain a central receiving office and a processing/storage facility for package 
processing for building resider1.ts. 

Loading .Zones 
The project proposes to establish a new on-street loa <;ling zone for passenger loading (white cmb) along the 
north side of Townsend Street adj9cent to the project site. The zone Wotllci measure approximately 120 feet in 
length (equivalent to approximately five on-street parking spaces). Within ibis loading zone, 45 feet of the 
120-foot lm~ding zone would be reserved for San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 
vehicles during the hams of 6-9 a.m., Monday through Friday. 

20 
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Driwway <lTI(l Lqading Operaql;ln P~aJ;i 

655 Fourth Street Project 
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The proposed proj~ct would result in new constrnci;!on of rnor<:J than 100,000 gross square feet; therefore, the 
" ' ' 

propo;:;ed project is requiJ;ed to implement !'! driveway ;md loa.dirtg operi;\nons plan (DLOP) pursuant io 
pl\UU):ing <;ode section 1.55(u). As reqqired nnder phmni.ng code section 155(tl), the project sponsor is required 
to prep<m:; a DLOP to reduce potential cont1ic!;s between .;lriveway and load:\ng operations, includh1g 
passenger and coU1mercia1loadlng activities aw;! ped0st~ian, bkyc;les, and vebiel<:Js, to maxixnizE) reliance of 
off-street lop.diqg spaces to a<;<;ommodate loadlng dem;md, and to en~~tre that Qff-str!;'et loadlng activity is 
cmc.sidered in the proposed project's design. The propo~ed DLOP includ(;lB the following components: 

~ Loading Dock Mqruzgement. To ensur~ thilt off-~!:l"e~it lqading facilities are efficiently use(!/ and that 
trw::ks \:h<Jt <?.te longer than c<U1 J;le S(lfdy accomm(ldated are not permitted to use a building's 
loading dot;:k, tlw project sponsor will dr,>wlop a plan for mana11e1nent of the buil~'!iug':;; loading 
dock and ensure tha.t tenants in th~ P\lHding ;1re lnfoJp'\ec! 9f lhnltatiQnb ?Jn<;l cont;iitiont> oq los,ding 
schedules and tn.JCk sbe. · . 

"' Lo(lding Dock Attendant. Bu:ild41g management will employ atten.dant(s) for the project's loading 
dof'k ThP. :)ttendant would l;e st[Jtl.one<~ a.t the proj<o,ctis driveway t0 dire<;t freight lo<lding/service 
vehide:;; entering anc,! exiling the l;:>uJldlng and UV0i\} ilPY !l&fely,rt~l.ateq conflicts with pedestrians 
on t.:he sidew·alk dudng tj:u~ a.m. and p.m. peak p!i'riods of traf:fi.;o, bkycle, ar~d pedestrian activity, 
with extep(:\ed ho~m as dictated l;>y tr<J,ffk, bi.;:yde1 an4 pedestrian cm~~i;itions £lnd by activity in the 
loadlng \lock 1111'! project will 'l.lso install audible and/or vlsipli3 warnihg devices, or co):r\par&bly 
effeci:Jye warning d~vh;<OS f\S (lpproved by tlw ~?an rnW\dS~O Planning D~?partrnent !.lnd/or the 
SFMTA, to fll.ett pe<;lestdans qf th;!) ou~bound vehld0il from l'bli! \oading dock 

., Large Truck Acce@s. The J.o3.clh'g dQck ilttend9-nt will \jlctote nw maxin1llm. ~ize of t~ck that ~an i;Je 
i.\Cco:rnmodatei;{ at the Q.tH>H,9loading IM'etl .• l,H m·d.~r to <!CCo~n.!.~lOcl<~.tt? a.ny \argt; tru~:ks (i.e., generi.!lly 
longer than 40 feet) IJ<at rn.ay n~qHh:a t).CI'W'\iona! acct;ti!i:? to tk\10 ::;ite (e.g., L<;t:ge move-in truc.ks th<.Jt 
need occasional acce$.s for 'both r~:,;id~ntip( and (:ommen~ial ten,.nts)1 the DLOP plan will h1clud.e 
procedures a.f? to the loptic1n of on,strGet accon1modation1 ~ime-of"day restricl:ions for 
2ir;comr\10c\(lti.ng li.irger vehidfl.>, i'\1:1d procedv:ws to rw.~erye iWaUabl!" r:u~bsid.e space pn 11djacent 
stn.~ets from the SFMTA. 

" Trashll~cycling!Con!pQst CtJ!lwtion D1'$1~;n lf!td Nitmagi/11Jettt. ~nw Frofect .sponsor or representative 
will meet ·with the apprqpriate, rep:<;:,O!ntat;ive. from Recology (or other trash collection firm) to 
dete11,11.ine tha location 8.J1d type of t:p;t8h/recydit<g/com.post bins, freq1.~ency of collections/ and 
procedure:? for collection activitieg, i:ndwHng the J.oca tion of X-!.ecology i;rucks during collection. TI1e 
location of the trash/recy~ling/q:;.mpost ~ton~g<; roorn(s) for t'i:ich building wl1l be ind,i,c:ijted on the 
building plms prior to submittal of pla~~~ tn thci bui)(,[jng department Procedures for collection 
will eru;;ur~ that the colleclion bins ~:rfl 119t p].ap:ld H'Hhin any sidewalk, bicycle facility, parking lane 
.or tra vell~ne <1dj11cent to t\:-e prqj(:ct site ?,t any time. · 

" Deli·oery Stomg~. Tiw 1oadli1g dpcl,<; area. will be d('lsign<'~~t to allow for nnassisted ci.;livery systems 
(i,e., a range .of delivf!lry By~ten\S th<1t f;)H.minilttl the ·ne<;d £or human interventi<;m ;J.t tlw rec~Jiving 
end), par·tit.::ularly for u:>e when th!il NGeiwx 6itc ((;),g,, n~t;:dl space) is not in qp(cJr<J,H,,n, Bxamph~s 
c:oukl if1cJude the receiver site p;:oovidlng a k<?y o1; declroni.c fab to loai;ling vehicle qperators, which 
enables ~he loadir\g v~hic\e ope pl. tor to de,pasit the goods im1ide the businetw or in a sf;cured area. 
that is sepl1rilte\i fl;o~n the b1.l$:iness, · 
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The final DLOP and all revisions will be reviewed and approved by the environmental review officer or 
designee o£ the planning depattmen~ and the sustainable streets director or designee o£ the SFMTA. The 
DLOP will be memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit. 

Parking and Valet Operati,ons 
A vehicuJar ramp from Townsend Street would, lead to an approxim11tely 94,500-square--foot, tJ:u·ee-level 
subterranean garage with approxjmately 276 vehic;le parking stalls serving the resid~ntial and retail components 
o£ the project. There are anticipated to be approximately 40 sp<tces on basement levels 1 and 2, for a total of 80 
spaces, with the balance of the vehicle parking capaqty located on basement levels 3 and 4 .. TI1e garage would 
be open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. No vehicle stackers or special'parldng -?ystems are proposed. 

The parking would be unbundled and open to all occupants, visitor,, and gue~:Jts who choose to park their 
vehicle in the valet-operated garage, a!> described below. Of the 276 parking spaces, 240 would be made 
?V?ilable to residents, 15 wo1,1.ld be made available for the retail qses, six spaces for office w;e, three for hotel 
guests, and 12 car-share parking spaces. 

When vehicles arrive at thl;! first basement level, sigtlage and an attendant would assist drivers in pulling 
forw!:lrcl, E\Ild exiting th~ir vehlde. The valel E!.llendant would greet the Qccupant a11d request expec~d time 
of departure. The attend.ant wottld also help guide tho occupant to the proper tower. The valet attendant 
would park the vehicle in one of the levels ))dow. Code-required Americans with Dis!lbill.tles Act spaces 
would be provided and managed by the valet operator, If the need arises, specially equipped vehicles 
yvould be guided to the appropriate parkb.1g space by the valet attendant Whe1,1 the patron returns for their 
vehicle, they woulcj. either pre-request their car or gv.ests wovld go to the valet office to pay and request 
their car. Pre~requested C~J.rs w9uld be st~ged near the pick-up/drop-of£ zone. The standard garage 
operation would employ approxi.mately fiye valet attendants. 

~i<;ycle Parldng/Sto~age 

The proposed project would provide 540 class 1 bike parking stalls within three rooms on the basernent 
levd and 81 class 2 stalls at-grade near the r.tlain pedt:lsf;rian entries to the buil4ings.3 These WOI,lld be 
a,ccessed through an elevator con.nec(jng to the ground level. 

Landscaping 
Tile project would have apprmdmately 59,595 square feet of open space, including 3S,HiO squal'l;! feet of 
private and commonly accessible open spaces for building residents and 2,484 square feet of grol,lnd-floor 
exterior POPOS (Figure 14, Proposed Access and Grovnd Floor Uses). POPOS areas would be provided 
within the central courtyard between the two buildings, at the Fourth Street Plaza in front of Towe1•1A, in 
other areas in front of or between the buUdings, and <Jt an enclosed space at the corner of Fourth and 
Townsend streets. The POPOS would include landscaped trees and vegetation, seating, and public art 
displ11.ys. The project would include 70-foot by 70-foot privately accessible terraces located on the 37th floor 
of each building. The amenity floor in Tower 2B would include a terrace on floor eight 

34 

As defined by the San Fr.ill\dsco Planning Code (section 155.l(A)), class 1 spaces ~re ''spaces in secure, weather­
protected f&dliiies intended for use as )ong-terJ,n, overnight, a.nd work,\-'(ay bicycle storage by dwelling unit 
residents, nomesidential occupants, and employees," ;md class Z spaces are "spaces located in a publicly­
accessible, highly visible loc(ltion intended for tr<~nsient \U' shorHe.rm ~se by vl~itors, li;uests, and patrons to ~he 
build1ng or use." 
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The project design was modified through an iterative process of repeated wind tunnel tests that resulte<;t_ 
in the following wind :reduction features: 

Tower lB woulQ. be modified to include a. design that would add more porosity to the fa<;ade, 
referred to as a Voided Terrace. 

G Canopies woulQ. be inst<Jlled on Tow~rs 1A, 15, 2A, and 2B to improve wind speeds within the 
Ce11±raJ Plaza. 

A 6-foot-wide and 10-foot-tall vegetated wind screen would be installed perp-endicular to Townsend 
Street and 2 feet from the curb near the intersection of Lusk and Townsend streets to irn,provewind 
speeds on Townsend Street (see J:ligure Ui, Pedeshi.an Wind Screen on Townsend Street). 

A combination of shrubs (5 feet tall) C~nd porous vines attached to a 10-foot-tall artificial barrier 
would be installed on site within the alleyw·ays beh/Veen Towers lA and lB, as well as between 
Towers lB and 2A and between Towers lA and 2B, to improve wind speeds in the alleyway. 

e Deciduous trees would be installed on the Fourth Street Plaza and withb:1 the Centr~l Plazii to 
improve wind speeds iri. each respective atea. 

The project would involve removal of five street trees, including two London plane trees on Townsend Street 
and thtee ptrrple leaf plum trees on. Fourth Street. Approximately 26 sh·eet trees would be planted as part of 

·the project. 

The final streetscape would be designed in conformance witl1 the City and County of San, Francisco (city) 
Better Streets Plan• and would widen the sidewalks along Fourth Street from 10 feet to the recommended 
width of 15 feet. The project would also include comer bulb-out.~ consistent with Better Streets Plan 
recommendations. On-the sidew;;;lk along the south side of Townsend Street near Lusk Street, El 6-foot-wide 
and 10-foot-tall wind screen would be instalLed to improve wind $peeds on Townsend Sb:eet (see Figme 15). 

Building Designs 
Solid L-shaped panels and large glazed openings are proposed for the b~1ilding fa<;ade. The size of the 
openings would change gradually ElS the two tpwers merge, E?ch rooftop would have a screen wall to 
conceal cooling towers, mechanical equipment, the elevator penthouse, and ~uilding maintenance units. 
Thesc:r:een walls on top 0f Towers lA a:nd 2A would be 20 feet tall and those on Towers lB and 2B would 
be 10 feet talL The screen would be shorh'H' than the maximum height of some of the rooftop 
appurtenances; however, the appurtenances would not be Visible from. the Sl.llTOunding buildings Of the 
street leveL The screen wall system would be an extension of the main tower exterior wall and would be 
constructed with the same materials, with th10 exception. of. custom metal louvf,lr grid it! fills at the 
openii•gs in lieu of the window glazing Ut>ed in the tow~r portion< The acoustical performance of the 
screen wall system ancl. the metal louver infill would be desi~necl, to reduce wechanical equipment noise 
to below the limits required by article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, the Noise Ordinance, 

City and County of San Francisco. 2.010. Better Streets Plnn. Adopted December 2010. Available online at: 
https!//sfplanning.org/resom;cefbetter"str~cts-plan, acc~ss(;ld h1.ne 3, 2019. 
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The project would provide one life safety diesel gf!nerator in the basement of Tower 2A with an appropriate 
diesel particulate illter for the engine exhaust. Since the project is not a commercial building, no additional 
tenant-related generators are anticipated. The project would have multiple domestic hot water and space 
heating, gas-fl.red, high-efficiency natural gas boilers located within the tower penthouses. 

At rooOev~l (level 41 for the taller towers and level3'7 for the shorter towers), each of thE) t?J.ller towers 
would contain the fol,lowing m.ech<mic<!l equipment; 

Q A two-cell cooling tower 

" Exhaust fail~: b~tlwoom. exhaust, J:esldential kiJc::llefl ex!1aust, corridor exhaust, smol<;e exhaust 

" Supply f;ms: stair pressurization, corridor ve;n.tUI;lti9n air hm,dlit\g wuts 

~ · Enclo:.;ed condenser water pump rooms 

~ Enclosed boiler rooms 

Each of the shorter towers would cont11in the following mechanical equipment at roof level: 

a Exhaust fans: bathroom exhaust, resi,d~;lntlal kitchen ~xh;:mst, corridor exhaust, smoke exh;1Ust 

a Supply fans: stair pressudzation 

Green Building Requiremen,ts 
The project would feature !:'11 on,site rpinwater <~nd gr<Jywater harvest\J.1g and treah1.1ent facility that would 
reuse ~he treated water to meet 100 percen~ of the nop-potable water dem;mcL Ad.<;l.ition<tlly, the project is 

. being designed to ;:1ch.ieve Leadership in Energy a11d Environmental DeE;ign (LEED) Silver certific<ttion. 

The project would provide dorr).et:;tic water Sl)b,:(). .. ll'ite:dng (l.}ong wUh low-flow (WaterSen.se) fixhl.l'es 
th.rovgh.out the buildings to track wq.ter use. 

38 

776 



777 



~unity·Pla•t Evaluation 
.:;;,m;,} Study Checklist 

40 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

778 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203~NV 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Stut;!y Checklist 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2:014-000203ENV 

The project would require approval of a Transportation Demand Management Plan, pursuant to planning 
code section 169. TI1e proj~ct has elected the folll.wving tran$porta.ti.on demand manflgement measures to 
sati9fy its obligations Ulcde:t: the program: 

" ACTWE-1: Improve Walking Conditions, Option A (Residentiai). The project would complete 
streetscape improvements consistent with the city's Better Streets Plan and any local streetscape 
plan to ensure that the public rigl;lt-of-way is safe, accessible, convenient, and attractive to 
pedestrians. This Wmlld entail widening the sidewalk fTom 10 feet to the city's recommended 
sidewalk width of 15 feet adjacent to the tJite and incorporating additional streetscape de$ign 
elements and s;;tfel:y tcic;>ls f.l.S identified by city staff that contr.ibtJte to vehicle-mileHraveled 
reduction and increased W'llking. 

,. ACTIVE-2: BiC1jcle Parking, Option A (Retail and Office); Option B (Residential). The project would 
provide class 1 and cl;Jss 2 bicycle parking spaces aB required by the planning cod(O for office and 
retail uses. For residenti?lvse, the project would provide O)'le class l bicycle parking space for ~;:ach 
of the first 100 dwelling units, and one class 1 space f:or every two dwelling units thereafter. The 
project Trvculd ;1lso provide tv.ro clf1$S 2 bicycle parking spaces for 0-very 20 ~welling units. 

"' ACTIVE-SA: Bike Repair Station. The proje(;t would provide a bicycle repair station on site consisting 
of a designated, secure area within the building, such as within a I;Jicyde storage room or in the 
building garage, where bicycle maintenance tools an.d supplies would be readily available on a 
permanent basis and offered in good condition to encourage bicycling. 

~ CSHARE-1: Car Share Parking a11d M.embership, Option C (Retail); Option D (Residential). For retail 
uses, the project would provide one c<~:c-share lnembership per employee and car-share parking 
spaces as required by t.l-je plruming; code. For rt:sidenti'3.1 uses, th!': project would provide one car­
share membership per dwelling unit and one car-(> hare pa.r.ldng space per each 80 dwelling units. 

.. DELlVERY-1: Delivery Supportiw AtttenWes. Th~ project woqld f<1dlitate delivery services by 
providing an !\tea for receipt of deliveries tha~ offers one of the following: (1) clothes lockers for 
delivery services; (2) te~;nporary stor<J.ge for package deliveries, laundry deliveries, Cllld other 
deHveri.es; or (3) temporary refrigerE)tion for grocery deliveries. 

b FAMILY-1: Family TDM /J.menities, Option 14. and 8 (Reside1ltlal): The project would provi.de a secure 
location for storage of personal ccw seats, sb;ollers, athletic or extracurricular gear, and cargo 
bicycles or other large bicycles. The project wquld also provide one collapsible shopping/utility 
cart for every 10 dwelling units :;;ncl one cargo bicycle for every 2.0 dwelling units. All equipment 
shall be kept clem1 atld well maintained. Cargo l;Jicydes ru1d c<Jrt.s sh!J.ll be rtvailal:;>le for use to any 
unit by advanced rese1:vation on an howly basis, 

" FAMILY-3; Family TDM l?tJckage: "l11e project would. provide am~:nities 1\9 describc~d for the 
CSHARE-l and FAi\11LY·1 TDM Mt;a,sttr0::;. 

<> INF0-1: Multimaclal Wayfinding Sigrwge. The project would provide multimodal wayfL."lding 

signage in k<;y loqltions that can witlwtiJnd weaUwr •;lenwnts (e.g., wind, vain). This Rigni.lge >vould 
?.lert bujlding occupants and visi\t;n:a to ne;wby transportation s<;rvi.ce~ and infra~trncture, 

inch,1ding h;i'\nsit, qike-shan\ c9X-ehar0 parls;ingr bicyde par};ing and amenities, shm.vers and 
lockers, m1d t<1.x:i stands. 
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"' INF0-2: Real-Time Transport«fion Displays (Residential). The project would provide real-time 
transportation information on large television sc.reens or computer monitors in prominent 

locations (e.g., entry/exit areas, lobbies, elevator bays) to highlight transportation options and 
support informed trip-mal<ing. 

.. INF0-3: '[ailoT'ed Transportatioll Marketing Services, Option B (R~tail & Residential): The project would 

provide building qccupants with tailored marketing and communication campaigns, inducting . 
~l<centive:;; to encourage the use of sustainable h·ansportatim1 modes. 

o PKG-1: ·Unbundle Parking, Location E. All accessory parking spa.ces would be leased or solc;l 
separately from rental or purcha,se fees for the life of the project, so that residents or tenants have 
the option of renting or buying a parking space at Wl. additional cost and would, thus, experience 
a cost savings if they opt not to re~1t or purchar;e parking. 

\> PKG-3: Par/dng Cash 9ut: Non~ Residential Tenrmts (Retail). Any retail tenant employer in the project 
that subsidize!'! parking .for its ~rnployees will be required to provide all employees with a choice 
of forgoing 1:1ny subsidized/free parking for a caflh payntent equivalent to the costs of the parking 
space to the ernployer. 

" PKG-4: Parking Suppl)F Option F {Office); Option H (Residential). The project wouid provide 
accessory parking space!> at rates less th;m or equal to the applicable neighborhood parking rates 

for each 11se C?-tegory. 

to the extent that these measures affect vehicular or bicycle parking, loading operations, and building 
design, these features have been incorporated into the project's physical description and plans. 

Improvements in the public right-of-way would be l:United to vviderring sidewalks, creating bulb-outs, 
planting ~treet trees, col.1Btructing a wind screen (onfhe south side of Townsend Street), and connecting 
~?ewer and stormwater drain services to the existing CQ1')1bil1ed l:)ewer and stormwater system. There are 
three point$ o£ connection on Fourth Stree,t and one connection on Townsend Street. 

Relocation of Existin~ Ten;,mts 
TI1e proje<;t sponsor has agreements with the existing offir,:e, :retail, and residential tenants to vacate the premises . 
prior to construction. 1bere are no other reloc;atiqn plam; for existing retail or market-rate residential occupants 
aJthesite. 

Bird Safe C()ntrol~ 
In compliance w~th city Sti;il1dards for Bird-Saft~ 'Building~?} all bakony guardJ;ails would be extensions of 
the solid pa.rapets and would be made from wire mesh with a solid rail. Glass wind barriers at the 37th 
floor terraces would receive bird-friendly treahnent !?Uch a!3 Ornilux Bird Protection Glass6 or similar. 

Any lighting would be limited to the grounc;i floor and public terraces o~ the 8th and 37th floors. All lighting 
would be shielded 9r directed downward. There would be no fa<;ade vp"lighting or beacons. 

44 

City and County of Sun FnmciB<;:o. 20l1, Strmdarrls .for BirrJ-Sqfo Buildings. San_ Fnmci_sco Planning Departn1.ent. June 2011. 
Avail11hle at: https://sfplanning.orgfstaw..-lard.s,bir(}·SAte-buildint,>s, (!C<;:0Qied)tme 3, 20l9. 
Ornihtx Bird Prot~clion. Glass has a patterned., UV-reflective CQi'!(;i]-1g making it vL~ible to birds while remaining 
virtually transparent to th~ human eye (http://W'NW.Qrnilux.com/). 
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Construction activities for both Buildings 1 and 2 are anticipated to take approximately 34-36 months. 
Buildings 1 and 2 would be constructed concurrently; phased construction of the project is not proposed. 

The proposed project would use concrete-framed buildings supported on a 12-foot-thick, steel-reinforced 
concrete mat found,ation. No pile driving woqld be used for the project. A grid of drilled tension piles 
would be required ·due to the depth of the proposed basement. The primary structure would consist of 
cast-in-place concrete core walls, concrete sheer walls, concrete columns, rebar flat slabs below and at 
grade, and post-tensioned slabs above grade. The 24c to 32-inch-thick concrete core and sheer walls 
reinforced with dense layers of reinforcing steel would provide the struchtre's lateral resistance to wind 
and seismic loads. 

The project site would be initially enclosed by a temporary, covered chain-link fence to prepare for 
demolition of existing structures and other early site activities, It is anticipated that the city's metered 
parking spaces located on Fovrth Sh·eet and Townsend Street would be incorporated as part of th.e site 
logistics and materials movement plans. )3us stops currently on Fourtl1 Street and Townsend Street would 
rt;quire tempormy relocation. Bus stop relocation would be coordinated with SFMTA and subject to 

SFMTA approval; all temporary relocations would be made within an estimated l)(te-block distance of 
permanent locations. The bike lane currently located on Townsend Street would also require temporary 

· relocation. Temporary locations for the bil<e lane would be detennined ll"t consultation with San Francisco 
Public Works and SFMTA at a future date, taking into accow.t cumulative construction conditions vvithin 
the neighborhood at the times any relocation should occur. 

The project site would be operated and managed strictly in accordance with city regulations. It is possible 
that there would be sidewalk closures and occasional road closures surrounding the project site; all 
temporary sidewalk and road closures would be subject to SFMTA review. 

The three existing buildings on site, adjacent su,rface parking lots, and access driveway canopies would all 
require demolition. Any materials that can be recycled wowd be separated on site from the waste debris. 
All materials would be loaded by excavator onto covered tractor-trailers and transported to either recycling 
centers or directly to landfill. All soils, construction waste, and any hazardous waste would be handled in 
accordance with all federal, state, and loq,llaws, and would be sent to the appropriate facility based on the 
~oil classification, which would be determined during excav;:ttion. It is anticipated that there would be 
approximately 100-150 trucks required to dispose of the demolished materials over an approximately four~ 
week period. . . . 

In:tmediately following demolition, for approx;imately five to si-x month(;, hazardous soils and materials 
would be rempved. Approximately 69,600 square feet of the project site would be excavated to a depth of 
approximately 55 feet below grade, resulting :in th~ removal of approximately 142,000 cubic yards of earth. 

Dewatering wells would be installed to drop the water level within the site and. would be contained by a 
water cor,tainment wall. The project would .only require d~watering during construction and only to the 
depth necessary to support coru;truction of the foundatic;n, The tie-back $horing system, or equivalent 
shoring system, would follow closely behind the mass excavatiqn. The entire excavation and shoring 
operation would take five to six months. The anticipated eqt,1ipment and ti.rne durations required to 
accommodate and supply the mat]S excavation and te1nporary shoring operaHons are discussed below. 
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Foundation construction would require two to three months to cornpleb;:. Fol.lowing installation of the 
tension piles, a single mat slab ( 4-12 feet thick) would b~ cast in -two weekend operations. Nighttime work 
is anticipated during the continuous con,crete pours {or the foundation. Approximately 1,200 concrete 
mixers would be required over a continuous ;'1.4-h.our period to pour the mat slab. The mat slab would 
require nighttime work for approximately eight nights (Friday snd i:Jal:urday nights for four weekends); alL 
other construction on the project is anticipated to be compMed within standard business hours. 

Once the mat slab is poured, basement construction would immediately .fol!ow. It would require fou.r to 
six conp:ete pours per week; e<>ch concrete pour would req11ire 20-40 trucks. Construction of the four 
basement floors would take approximately five to six months, No nighttime work is anticipated during 
constn~ction of the ba13ement floors. 

Construction of the cortcrete qnd pteel building!) woul.d Qeh>in immediately after the basement is completed to 
the grourtd floor, Daily deliveries of steel-reinforc-ing 911cholf,l, link beams, and other ma,teriah would occur as 
the flow of consfn_1ction dictates. The cono·ete requirement£; would be the same as the basement construction: 
there would be fom to six concrete pours per week, and each pom; would :reql!ire 20-:40 trucks, This concrete 
schedule would continue for an addJti.onal 9 to 11 months after basement construction; the entixe concrete 
structure and. extelior fat;;ade constrLlction js expected to b.~ cornple~ed over a. 12- to 14-month timeframe. 

Com;truct\on of the ext~rior wall WPJ-lld begin onr~e the concrete super1)tructu.re is completed past the 
seventh floor, completlng app:roximatc:ly one floor of ext()riqr wall panels p1.3r week.. Fi!<;Hde panel deliveries 
would take place on a d~ly basis. Xnteriur framing and f:jnishes would take approximately 16 months to 
complete. External p?ving ?<Ild landscaping wquld begin once the su.perstmctme and external wall is built 
ancj. would teqtdre approximf.ltely four moi:tths to complete. 

There would be approximately 8-:-10 ~.<)yi;: of nighttime work for additiorwJ <Jdivit.ies that are required to 
occur at night by tbe San Frandscp Euild,l.ng Deparhnent (e.g., lai•ge equipmeJ;lt deliveries, tower crane 
erection$, and ()versi<:ed loads). The project sponsr~r would apply to the city for permits for these 1:\(idif;ional 
activities on an as-regl,Iired basis. These a~Ctivitie:if would ta,ke pl<J.ce at the commencement of the basement 
excavatiol) and cotlstrucf:ion, and at the commencement of construction o.f thE:! concrete super-struchues. 

Project Approvals 

The propose<;! p:r:oject would require the followin~ approvals: 

San Francis~o BQard of $!J~ervi&ors 

" Approval of ~idew<rlk legislation 1J.nd a majm~ cncrotlchrnent per1J;lit 

San FranC.lsco Planning Commiss.ion 
~ A ID.rge pro}ecl; i!Uthorizaljon, with ex~~ptlons, per plmming t;ode .section 329 for projects entailing nfvv 

constru.ction of a bu:ilding taller tJ1.an 85 feel: in height or gi-e<Jter than 25,000 gross square feet in floor area 

.& Conditional use authodz(ltion pel-' planxting <;ode section(> 317 and 848 to estabUsh a new hotel use 

a.nd remov.;. two ox;~stirtg residentl\ll dwdling units fro1,1:1 the property 

Adoption of findings of consistep,cy w(th (he S<:~n Ft<Uldsco General Plan and priority poll(ci~;;s of 

pli'tnnlng code section lOLl 

San Francisco General Plan referral Jor ~idewalk h:Jglslf)tion to wlden sidew:;,lks, implement 

streetscape hnprovements, and i(ttplen<<?nt otb.er p.tJblic realm improvements 

782 



San Fr~noisco Public Works 

655 Fourth Street Project 
7,014-000203"ENV 

@ Review and approval of pE>rmits for street improvements for modifications to public sidewalks, 
street, trees, and curb cuts 

" Approval of permits for streetscape occupancy dvring construction 

~ Recommend11tion to the board of supervi:wrs for side·walk legislation and a 1najor encroachment 
perrnit, and approvals to implement streetscape i!nd other public realm improvements 

n Approval of parcel mergers and airspace pan;el (conclominium,) maps 

San Francisco Department of Bui!~ing insp~ction 

Approval of demolition permits for existing buildings, grading/excavation permits, and 
site/builqing permits for new constJ:uction 

e Approval of a permit for nighttime construction 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

G Approval o£ special traffic pennHs for temporary occl,lp<nlcy of streetG and sidewalks during 
construction by the Sustainable Streer.s Division 

~ Approval of constrqction within the public r~ght-o£-way (e.g., bulb-outs, wind so:een and sidewalk 
extensions) 

~ Approval of designated color curbs for on-street freight or passenger loading, or other restricted 
parking for the benefit of ten£\nts, operators, and customers 

~ Review and approval of proposed. ch:m.ges to on-stroet passenger loading zones, if necessary 

San Francisco PubH~ Utilities Cqmmisskm 

Q Approv<tl or a storm,wq.ter management plan tlwt ~;;o:mplie:;; with the city's stonnw<Jter design 
guidelines, inch1d.ing an erosion ancj. se~Hment control plan (Public Work$ <:ode article 4.1) 

" Approval of any changes to existil:<g publicly owned fire hydrants, water service laterals, water m.eters, 
<1nd water mains axid approval of new hre, stw<dard.,. :i.Trigation, <Wd recycled water service laterals 

" Approval of a landscape plan and n w;;tter Sllpply assesSJ;nent 

Q Approval of the use of dewatering wells (Public Health Code article 12.B) and required doc:umentation 
per the Non-Potable Water Ordinance Qoint approvELil:Jy Department of P11blic Health) 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 

" Approval of a construction dust control plan per Health Code article 22B 

~ Approval of a site mitigation plan in compliance with article 22A of the S~ Francisco Health Code 

~ Approval of a work plan for soil 1>~1d groundwg.ter characterization, if determined necessary 

a Approval of required doc:umentation per the Non-I:'ota]:;.le Water Ordinance Qoint approval by the 
Si?ll Francisco Public Utilities Commission) 

~ Review for compli<tt1Ce with article 38 of the Health Code for enhanced ventilation 
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
o Approval of a permit to operate the proposed b(l.ckup emergency generator 

The approval action for the proposed project is the approval of the large project authorization by the planning 
commission. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day ~ppeal period for this Califomia 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determinati0n pursmmt to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

B. COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA GuideUnes section 15183 mandate that projects that are consistent with 
the development density established by existing ;.?;Qning, community plan, or general plan policies for 
which an environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, shall not be subject to additional e~wironmental 
review except a,s might be necessaty to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects that 
are peculiar to the project or its site. Guidelines section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to 
the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis 
of that impact. 

This initial study evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the proposed 655 Fourth 
Street project described above and incorporates. by reference information contained in the Central SoMa 
PEIR.7 The following project-specific studies were prepared, or reviews conducted, for the proposed project 
to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified , 
in the Central SoMa PEIR8: 

0 Archeology review .. Noise and vibration· assessment 

Q Pedestrian wind study .. Water supply assessment 

0 Transportation study .. Air quality analysis 

• Supplemental wind scree}1 analysis 0 Geotechnical report 

" Assessment of transportation hazards " . Greenhouse gas compliance checklist 
related to proposed wind screen .. Phase I environmental site assessment 
Shadow analysis 

c. PROJF;CT SETIING 

Site Vicinity 
The surrounding neighborhood is a mix of comtiJercial, res~denti.al, and entertainment land uses housed in a 

mixture of primarily three- to seven-story built;lings, ranging frc;nn 30 to 70 feet in height (Figure 3). The 
neighborhood (sometimes referred to as China B<!sin) is built largely on landfill along the southern edge of 
SoMa. As noted above, the elevated l-80 structure i.s located approximately two block-s northwest <;>f the site 
where it crosses above Fourth Street and the Cal train Station is located diagonally across the street, bounded by 
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San Francisco Planning Depart11-1ent. Central SoMa Plan Fin!'ll Envil•onmental Impact Report. Planning Department 
Case Number 2011.1356E. Available online at: https://sfplann:ing.org/envirornnental-review-documents?field_ 
envirornnental_review_c:ateg_..target_id=214~items_per_page<? 10, accessed June 3, 2019. · 
Projec;t-specjfic studies prepared for the 655 Fourth Street project qre a:vailab](i for public review at the Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, 41h Floor, San Fran.dsco, CA 94103 as par.t of: case file number 2014,.000203ENV .. 
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Townsend Street to the north and Folll'th Street to the east Oracle Park is located two blocks to the southeast 
along the King Street coJ:ridor, which is developed with residential condominiums and numerous restaurants. 

Extensive public transportation (four to six lines depending on time of day) aLso run.'! along this portion of King 
Street. The Muni Metro Central Subway extension is currently tmder consh-uction (schediued to be completed 

in late 2019) and will operate along and beneath Fourth Street in the future, with the closest stop at Fourth Street 

and King Street. 

There are no hospitals, daycare facilities, housing for older ad.ults, or convalescent facilities within 0.5 

miles of the project site. The neare::;t schools to the proje<::t "1te are the Bessie Carmichael Middle School 

on Harrison Street, which is west of Fourth Street, approximately 0.4 miles northeast of the project site, 
!tnd the Five Keys Ch~rter School on Oak Street, which is north of Bryant Street, approximately 0.4 miles 

west of the site. The nearest chlldcare centers are the Yerba Buena G<Jrdens Child Development Center, 

approximately 0.8 miles northeast of the project site, and the Mission Head Start Mission Bay Child 

Development Center, approximately 0.6 miles southeast of the project site, The nearest residence to the 

project site is located 35 feet northwest of the project site. 

Cumulative Setting 

CEQP·~ Guidelines Gc:;tiort '15130(D)(l)(i'i) defines CU1J11_}lativc projects ~ls paSt, pres~nt and reas~~nably 

foreseeable projects producing related or q.unulative :impa,cts. C~QA Guidelines section 15130(b)(l) provides 

-two methods for cumulative imp<,~ct analysis~ the '11\J:;t-ba.<ieci opproach~' <J.nd the "pl)jections-based approa,ch." 

The list-based approach uses a list of projects producing closely related hnpac;ts thaJ could combine with those 

of a proposed project to evaluate whether tl:le pfoject woqld contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The 

projections-based approach uses projections contalnec! in p general pl11n 01~ related planning document to 
evlllu<,Jte the potential for cwn.ulative ilnpacts. This project-specific CEQA analysis employs both the list-based 

and projections-based approaches to the cumul;J.:tive impact analysis, depending on which approach best suits 

the resource topic being analyzed. The following is a list of projects in the general vicinity of the project site that 

Jnay be included in the cumulative analysis for certain loc<\llzed impact topics (e.g., cumulative shadow and 

wind effects). The following projects within the Central SoMa Plan area ha.ve environmental review applications 

on file and were already evaluated programmatically vvithin the Central SoMa PEnt. 

" 505 Brannan Street {Case No. 2015,00970.4ENV)l The proposed 505 13ran!W\ Street Project would 

consist of a vertical addition providing up to 156,000 squ,are feet of office space on 11 floors above 

the existing building. The completed building would have a height of 240 feet · 

" 598 ,Brannan Street (C;'!:';e No, 2012.{)640E): The proposed deve.lopment would demqlish fhe four 

existing one~ and two-story mmrnercial, ind.usbial, ful.d Wi).T(?house buildinr;s a:nd ;'lSSotiated surface 

parking lo!:s and construct four new buildings contoining 922,700 square feet of office, 60,500 square feet 

of retaiVproduction distribution repair space, 5,600 gross square feet of clilld care space, and 72 dwelling 

units. The 598 Bmnn(l!l Street Project wou\d also includ~· a new approximately 38,000 square-foot park at 

the center of the development site 

~ 61(}-(i98 13:rru:rna.n Stree~ (FlowcJ; Mi>rt site) (Case No. ;t.U15-004Z56Et..jV): 'Dw proposed d,evelopment 

vrould demolish all existing build1'1gs on. the ptoi<?ct site and construct thre\'1 new buildings containing 

office space, retail/restaurant space, and the new wholes<Jle flower market. The proposed project would 

include approximaiely 2,3:;;2,000 squarG feet of new cons\tuction, consi~ting of 2,032,800 square feet of 

office space, 204,000 sqt,Iate feet of ret<~H/restaurant spal;:o, mel ns,ooo square feet of vendor space for 

fue new wholesale flower m9rket 
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"' 88l:)luxo:m~ Street (Tennis Club sit£) (Case No. 2015,012490ENV): The proposed development would 

include the demolition of the existing buildlng on the project site and constmction of three new 

buildings contalning approximately 840,100 square feet of office space, 8,100 square feet of production 

distribution repair space, 16,600 sq1.1are feet of ground floor retail/restaurant, 4,600 square feet of a child . 
care fac;il)ty, 29,700 sqJ.liire feet of a comJ;J.lunity/recre<,ttion center, 134,00 square feet of a private tennis 

club, and up ~o 118 units of affordable housing. The proposed 88 Bluxome Street ProjeCt includes 
approximately 1,262,4.()0 sqpare feet of new con.struclion 

., 636--648 Fourth Street (2015,003880ENV): The propo!:Jed development would include the demolition 

of the existing one- and two-stmy cQnunerciai buildh1gs ond general advertising billboard and 

proposes to COf\.Struct a 350-fooHall prh:narily residential tower with 427 tmits and approx.L.-nately 

3,200 square feet of grotmd-floor c,Q:mme:rcial space 

"' 330 Townsend Street (2016-00910;lENV): The proposed development wowd include demolii.ion of 

the existing two-story and partial basement office building and construct an approximately 300-
foot-tall, mixt;d-use retail and residential building. The 330 Townsend Street Project proposes to 

include approximately 375 dwell~g units and 12,000 square feet of retail space 

Other cumulative projects in the project area consist of the following, which were included in the 
cumulative analysis for the Central SoMa PEIR: 

" The Sixth Street Improvement Project (Case No. 20l4.1010E), which would reduce two existing 

travel lanes on Sixth Street in each direction to a ~Jingle lane in each direction, along with right-of­
way and sidewalk improvements betw·een Market apd ];}:ryant streets 

~ The University o£ California San Francisco's Long-Range Development Pl<ID, which guides growth 
and direcl$ the planning of 2.4 milli.on gross square feet of University o£ California San Francisco's 

researcl1 and c;level0pm~nt, instihrtional, housing, m,1d recreational w;es over a 20-year period 

" The San Francisco Gi;u1ts' Mission Roc)</Seaw<lll Lot 337Project (Case No. 2013.0208E) 011, a parcel 
bounde(i by Third Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Rock Street, and China Basin Park 
adjacent to Pier 48 that would be developed to include up to approximately L6 million gross square 

feet of residenti;:~l uses (1,600 units), up to 1.4 million gross square feet of commercial uses, and 

about 5.4 !'\Ctes of open space throughout the parcels 

Dovvntown Rail Ext~nr.;ion, which will extend Caltrain commuter rail from its curtent terminus at 
Fourth and King street:; to the new transit center; it will also deliver the California High-Speed Rail 

AtJ.thority's future high-speed rail service to the transit center 

a Transbay Progr&m Phase z, which propos~s construction of a new Fourth and Townsend Street 

Caltrain st!'ltion; completion of the transit center's train station, inclu.ding a pedestrian connection 

to BART and Muni; and a new interc~ty bus facility 

The following projects were not analy;;ed in the cumulative analysis in the Central SoMa PEffi., but are within 
0.25 miles of the project site and thus included in the cumulative analysis for the 655 Fourth Street Project 

48 

Br;uman Street Safety Project (Case No 2018-014568ENV): SFMTA has proposed pedestrian and 
bicycle saf~ty improvements along Brannm,l Street between The Embarcadero <IDd Division Street, 

including a road diet from £ow travell.i1nes to three travel lanes, with a center two-way left-tum 
lane; bicycle lanes i.n both directions; interse•;tion improvements including left-turn pockets and 
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pedestrian safety enhancements (e.g., crosswalk improvements); and signal timing changes. The 
Central SoMa PEIR evaluated, at a project level, similar changes to Bram1a11 Street that would 

include a road diet, but only between Second to Sixth streets. 

a Townsend Corridor improvement Project (Case No. 201B-011913ENV): SFMTA is proposing 

improvements along Townsend Street between The Embarcadero and Eighth St;reet, including 

enh<,mcements to existing bikeway facilities and improving connections to transit and surrounding 
destinations. A preferred design for near~term improvements has been developed for the segment 
between Fourth Street md Eighth Street that includes protected bh:ycle lanes Md a new "sidewalk 
island" along the south side of the street between Fourth Street and Fifth Street to provide a 

continuous raised sidewalk along this section and physically separate bicyclists from moving 
vehicle traffic in the eastbound direction. 

~ Fifth Street Improvement Project (Case No. 2.019-012169ENV): SFMTA would implement bicycle, 

pedestrian, transit, md loading/parking improvements along Fifth Street between Townsend md 
Market streets in the SoMa neighborhood. This project is a Vision Zero Project, and, while the 

Central SoMa PEIR discusses Vision Zero, this specific Fifth Street Improvement Project was not 
originally included in the Central So!vl.a PElH. curnulative ana lysis. 

The nearest open spaces to the project site are Victoria Manalo Draves Park (on Sherman Street just west of 
I-80 and northwest of the project site), Soqth Park Children's Play Center, and Gene Friend Recreation 
Center (at Sixth and Folsom streets); each of these parks is a Re<;reation and Parks Department properly. 
Mission Creek Parle (on the edge of Miss~on Creek at Fifth Street) and South Beach Park (nmth of Oracle 
Parle) are under the jurisdiction of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. There are other 
privately owned, publicly accessible plazas, gardens, a11d open spaces nearby, including areas associated 
with Oracle Park. 

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The proposed project could significantly affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following 

pages present a more detailed checldist ;'lnd discussion of each environmental topic. 

0 Lar,d Use/Plqnning 0 Creenhous~ Gfls gn1issions 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Aesthetics ·!ZJ Wind D H<!Z<!rds /lt Hazardous Materials 

0 Population and Housing 0 S~:}dow D Mineral Resourc~B 

~ Cultur~l Resourc~?.s D Recr~ation 0 Energy 

D Tribal Cultural 0 Utilities/Service Systems D Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Resources 

~ Transpoliation and D Public Services 0 Wildfire 
Circulation 

~ Noise [SJ Biological Resol..)rces 

(8] Air Quality D Geology/Soil? 
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The Central SoMa PEIR identified signific()nt plan-level impacts related to land use, cultural resources, 
transporto'1tion and circulation, noise and vibration, air ·qu;;~lity, wind, biological resources, a1.1.d haz9-rds and 
hazardous ma.teri<>ls. AO.diti011ally, the Central SoMa PEIR identified significant ct,UJJulative impacts 
related to land use, C;l.lltural nis0ux·ct~s, traJ.L?portatlon C\Hd circulation, 11oise and vil;>ration, and, ai):' quality. 
lv1itigation me<1.sures were idcmtifiE!d for the above impacts; these would re!iuce im,pacts to biological 
resow~s and hazards and hi;iZardous nw,teri;Us to Iess-tl1an-significant levds, but wpu.ld not reduce 
impacts t() the remaining resource top~cs to l~ss-than-sigxti.ficant levels. Therefore, environmental impacts 
resultitJ.g frmn impl?-mentatiqn o.f the plan :rela~ed to laJid U$B, cultural resottrc(ls, transportation and 
circulation, noise and vibration, atr quality, and wind would re.rnmn· signific;;mt a,n.d unavoidable. 

This initilli stui;l.y cl:te.;:klist evalu()h~s wh\;ther \:he environrnentoJ irnpacts of the proposeg project are addressed 

in the Central SoMa PEJ.R certified or1 May 10, 2018. This lnitial study checklist provides a project-specific and 
cumulative amly;>is of envirqnment<)l effects ~Q dete1mine whether the pl\lposed project would result in 
significant impacts that are peculiar to the pmject or project (;iff;; thiOit were not identified as significrmt project­
level, cumulative, or off-sit!': effects in tl1e Contr(ll SpMa PEIR; Ql' that w!"re previously identified as significant 
effects t.~at, as a result of snbst<~.ntial naw i_n_f:ormation that was not known at the time that the Central SoMa 
PEIR v,ras ceriified, are determin.ed to have a more severe hnpa\:± tha.n: discussed in lhe Central SoMa PEJR 
(r~fere~1ce to the Central SoMa PEIR in fuJs Jiomrnent indudet?, by referenct), <tnlliysis contained Jn the Central 
SoM~J. initi<U study). Such i.rnpilcts, if any, will be t;>vah1ated in a project-specific; mitigated negative decli!ration 
or envirorupentlli ir)lpact report. If no such b:npficts are ideni;lfi;cd, no. additional environmental review will be 
required for the project beyond that provided k1 the Cen,t:r<U $oM[~ PEIR ?nd thi.~ project--specific initi~ study in 
accordqnce with CEQA section 21083.3 aqd Cji:QA Guideli11e.5 section 15183. A:;; di6CUGsed below in this initial 
study checklist, the proposed project would not l'.:!sult in new aignjfiCill1.t environmental effects, effects that are 
peculiar to the project site, or ef£ects of grea.ter severity tha1.1 were alre<ldy am~lyzeti and disclosed in the Central 
SoMiiPBIR. . 

Mittg<1tion measure:? identified 4t the Central SoM~t PEIR ill'S discussed cmder each topic area, and measures 
that are applicable to the proposed project are Sl,Ullmariz~d in the relevC~nt sections of fhis initilli stud,y. 
Applicable .project n:lil:if?atlon measures -~~e dGnoted by topic c;ode and number. For example, Pwject 
Mitigation MeaS.ure M-CR-1 refers to the first idqnti.fieL1 cultp.rai resOL1~·ce m~tigatioq measure lha,t applle;:; to. 
the proposed project.9 The full text of n,1itlgati.on measure>' th(lt are applic.:,ble to the proposed project is 
included in the mitigation monitoru)g an.d reportin~; program (.Atti!chment B to the Com:r.ounity. Plan 
Evaluation Certific~te of Determirw.tion). 

Upd<1-tes to th.~ I~itif.ll Sh1dy Chet;!klist 
In Marcj1 ?,.019, the Sf.ln Fr0n.dsco Pl<!l\rth:tg [?\Jp<)rtmen~ qpdated itE! initial 0tudy check.Hst to reflect 
revisions n:1ade by the Cq/ifomi,a Natut•al. R!l!lom"ces Agency to Appendi_x G of thiOl CEQA Guideline·s. The 
topio.; f).11cl qw:~:;tions in thl'! <\epm;t;-r\ent'!l re;vts~Gd cl·w\:'kliflt pr;,:> reff!?c.te•;i in chis initial stqdy checklist. 

50 

Note th~t sort.\'? Cenlriil S.olVll\ PEU.t n1itlgai)ll.l'! J110llSm~ tnpk t:<?d~s q(fret from tho~Ji? in thi~ ipWnJ study ch.<;ck\ii!t 
becaUBe th.ls lniti;-;! t}l.ud.y chop)dist h<1s ~~:JG.n ~~pd<lied. to mflo,:t n'!vlsiona to CEQA G11ir.je]inQ6 AppencHx G (seq 
ljpdah;s to the ):pi,!.:lal Sttlq~t Ched!:lisl), 
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Aesthetics and Parking Impacts for Transit Priority In fill Development 
CEQA section 21099(d) states, "Aesthetic; ancl, par.l<ing impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site located ,:vithin a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significantimpacts on the envirolUnent."10 Ac<::ordingly~ <')esthetics and parking are not to be considered in 
determining if a project has the potential to result in signifi\::ant environmental effects for projects that meet 
all of: the following thret; criteri<\: 

e The project is in a transit priority <\rea 

The project is pn an infill site 

~ The project is residential, mixed-use resi.denqal, or an employnwnt center 

The proposed project meets each of the above thxee criteria; thus, this checklist does not consider aesthetics 
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA,ll 

E.1 Land Use and Planning 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that impleme;nt<ltion of thE; Centtal SoM& Plan would not physically 
divide an established community because the plan does not provide for any new major roadways, such as 
freeways, that would disru.pt or divide tl1e plan area. Implementation of the plan would, however, result 
in street netvvork changes within the plan area, inch,tding improvements to mid-block alleys and mid-block 
crosswalks. However, these clw.•ges cou\d (,iecrease physical barriers by re.;lucing the length of many of 

. the plan an~a block faces an.;l thereby fadlit~te pedestrian movement tlu:ough the neighborhood. 

The Central SoMa PElR dete~mined tl'lat adoption of the Centr<!l SoMa Plan would result in a significant 
unavoidable plan-level and cumulative imp8,c~ related to land w;e and planning because it would conflict 
with a policy in the environmental protec!:ion element (lf the city'r:; general plan related to noise.l2 

Specifically, implementation of the plan would generate significant traffhrelated noise on Howard Street 
under the two-way option for H;oward and Folsom streets. In addition, the plan wotjld conb:ibute to a 
c;Umulative impact related to traffic noise em several street segments in the pl;u1 area. Such an increase 
would conflict with general plan policy 9.6 related to modifying sh·eets in a way thc'1t increases traffic noise. 
Implementation of Centr~l SoMa PEIR Mitig'.ltit:m Measure M"NO-la, Transportation Demand 
Management for New Development Proj~dt>, 13 wonki substantially reduce traffic noise, but not to a less­
than-significant level. In addition, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M·NO-lb, Siting of Noise 
Generating Uses, woulg be required to em;ure that noise-generating uses are appropriately sited to reduce 
noise-related impacts to a less-than-signifiqmt level. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

See CEQA section 21099(q)(l). 

San Francisco Planni11g Department, Eligibility Checlclist: o;QA section 21099- Modernization of Transporta,tion 
Analysis, Case 2014-000203E;NV, 655 Fou.rth Sl;reet. . . . 
San Francisco General Plan Environmental. 'Protectipn Element policy 9,6. Available at http://generalplan. 
sfplanning.orgt]6_Environmental_Frotection.ht:In. Accessed November 6, 2018. 
The requirements of Central SoMa PEIR )Vlitigation ]\{jeasci·e M-N0-11'\ have been adopted in planning code 
section l69. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer required for subsequent dev~lopment projects. 
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Topics 

Significant 
lrrmact Peculiar 
to Project or 
Project Site 

1. 

a) 

LAND USE AND PI.,ANNING-Would the praj!)ct: 

Physically divide an established community? 0 
b) Cause a significant physical environmental 

·Impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Project-Specific Analy$is 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
In Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

D 
0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 
D 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-Q00203ENV 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

The proposed project would be built on seven·adjacent parcels (lots,26, 28, 50, and 161-164) that are all 
located on block 3787 and would not result in physical barriers along the major streets adjacent to the 
project site, including Fourth and Townsend streets. The proposed publicly accessible open spaces would 
serve to create mid~block pedestrian walkw;;tys connecting Fourth <;111d Townsend streets. The proposed 
ptoject would improve sidewalks asijacent to the project site in accordance with the Better Streets Plan. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not phy$ically divide an established community. 

The Central SoMa Plan designates the project site as.Mixed-Use Office. The proposed project would add 
office, hotel, residential, and retail uses to the project site, which are uses that are anticipated under the 
Central SoMa Plan for the project site. The plam1ing deparhnent has determined that the proposed project 
is consistent with the Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office Zoning District and the 400-CS Height and Bulk 
District and is therefore consistent with the developme~1t density principally permitted for the project site 

·under the planrring code and zoning map provision.H . 

The requirements of Ceri.tral SoMa PEDl Mitigation Measure M-NO-la have been incorporated into planning 
code section 169. As discussed in the project description, the project proposes various measures to meet the 
transportation demand management-requirement of the planning code. With regards to Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb; the reader is directed to tl:le noise analysis completed for this community plan 
evaluation initial study, which identifies this mitigation measure as being applicable to the proposed project 

In light of the above, the proposed project woul<l not result in physical environment?! effects beyond those 
disdosed.in the Central SoMa PEIR. related' to a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of mitigating an environmental dfect, . 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development proje(!ts nearby th&t were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR's analysis. The only additional cumulative projects not evaluateci in the Central SoMa PEIR are three 
streetscape projects along Fifth, Townsend, and Branmm streets. The three streetscape projects would not 
divide an established comm1.mity as they wotlld primarily increase safety of those streets for all u,sers. The 
proposed project in combh1ation with cum).llative projects, including the three streetscape projects, would 
increase traffic noise, but would not n'$1J,lt in more severe cumulative land use irqpacts than previously 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

14 Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Departrr)ent, Community Plan Evalu<JtiOJJ Eligibility Determination, ()lrrent . 
Plamring Analysis, 655 Foutth Street Mutch 13, 2019, . 
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Consistent with the Hndings in the Central SoMa PBIR, the proposed project, individually and 
cumulatively, would not result in a significant impact related to the physical division of an established 
community. The Central SoMa Plan identified a significant and unavoidable impact due to a conflict with 
general plan policy 9.6 related to modifying streets in a way that increases traffic noise. The proposed 
project would implement a transportation demand management plan in accordance ·with planning code 
section 169, which would help to reduce project-generated traffic noise. For the reasons discussed above, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant environmental impacts that were 
not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to land use and planning or that are peculiar to the project 
site, nor v-muld the proposed project re~mlt in more severe project-specific or cumulative hm(i use impacts 
than were identified in the Central Solvia PEIR. 

£.2 Population and Housing 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
A principal goal of the Central SoM<l Pl?Jn is to. \3-CComrnodate anticipated population and job gTowth 
consistent with regional growth projections and to support a gn3ater mi"X of l:!S!;!~ w"bile also emphasizing office 
uses in po:rlions of the plan area. The Central, $oMa PEJ.R found thut the development proJects that couid be 
proposed and a.pproved purswmt to tlw plan's zonins ccmtrols would accommodate populaiion and job 
growth already identified for San Ftatlcisco <;~nct projected to occur within city boundaries and, thus, would 

not induce substantial unplanned population growth.l" Th':: enviromnental effects of population and job 
growth resulting from. the plan are add;;es?ed in the Central SoMa PEIR and its initial study. 

'The Central SoMa PEIR stated that the estimated housing den1?nd ~esulting from plan-generated employme11t 
would be accommodated by increaser, ir1. how:ing supply, primarily within the plan area anQ. elsewhere in San 
Francisco, and development under the Cent-ral SoMa Plan would not generate housing demand beyond 

projected housing forecasts. Office an<;l otb.er non-residential development would be required to pay in-lieu fees 
to address housing needs from commercial development projects }wrsuant to the job!;;-housing linkage program .. 
Therefore, effects of the Central SoMa Plan rel<)ted to population and housing would be less than significant.t6 

Slgnitiqar>t 
lmp•ct Peculiar 
ta Project or 
Pr6je-r;tSite 
-~. ~.~.--

POP!JLATIQN AND HOUS,NG--Wouicl the pnCfjct(lt: 

Induce substantia! tmplannect population growth 
in an ar10a, either qir!'lctly (for example, by 
pml)osing new home~? and bt.Jsinf)?Ses) or 
inqirecfly (fw example, through extension of 
roacls or other infrastruc;ture)? 

Q 

b) Displace subs\aniial numbers of exi~tjng p1mple 0 
or hol!sing units, necessit:,ting the cons\ructiQn 

16 

of roplace:ment housing? · 

Central SoM~ PEIR, Appendix B, p. 84. 
Centra.l SoMa PEIR, Appendix I?, pp. g,!~go. 
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The existing project site contains tvvo residential units and npproximately 60,000 square feet of commercial 
space. The proposed project wouJd develop approximately 21,840 gross square feet of office space, 24,509 
gross square feet of hotel space (38 guest roo~s), 18,454 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space, 
and 1,014,968 gross square feet of residential space (960 dwelling units). The project is estimated to generate 
a,pproximately 2,256 total residents (net new)17 and 149 office, hotel, and retail employees at full occupancy 
(approximately 22 fewer employees than are currently on site),16 Project-related residential growth at 655 
Fourth Street would amount to approximately 9.2 percent of the residential development anticipated in the 
Central SoMa Plan. These direct effects of the proposed project on population and employment increases 
were accounted for in the Central SoMa PEIR growth projections, which found that the plan would result 
in an increase of about 15,580 residents and 32,000 employees in the plan area. 

The occupants of the two existing dwelling units would need to relocate upon commencement of 
construction activities. After completion of the proposed project, there would be a net addition of 958 
dwelling units on site. Therefore, although there would be a temporary displacement of housing units, 
there would be a net increase of residential units within the project site, and, thus, the project would not 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa PEIR' s 
analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under the Central SoMa Plan and would not 
result in more severe Cl.!mulative population and housing impacts th?,n p:t;eviously identified in the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in physica~ environmental effects with respect 
to population and housing that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR or that would be peculiar to 
the project site nor would it have more .;;evere impacts th<Jn those identified in. the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.3 Cultural Resources 

The Central SoMa PEIR anticipated that subsequent development projects resulting from the zoning 
changes could result in significant impacm on cultural resources. The Central SoMa PEIR identified 10 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant culhrral resource impacts. Even with mitigation, 
however, the Central SoMa PEIR anticipated that the significant adverse impacts on historic. architectural 
resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in the plan area (including 
as-yet unidentified resources) could not be fully mitigated. Thus, the Central SoMa PEIR found these 
impacts to be significant and unavoidable. Impacts to other resources covered under this topic were 
determined to be less than significant with mitigation. A more comprehensive discussion of the Central 
SoMa PEIR findings and the proposed project's L.'tlpctct with respect to each cultural resource subtopic is 
included below. 

17 

16 

54 

Populf!tion es.timate is based on, 4..35 persons per household; see https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/facl/table/ 
sanfranciscocitycalifomia,\]SfPST045217 
Employment calculations 4> this section are based on the following employment density ratios: an average density 
of 200 square feet per offic£;? E;rnployee, 350 square feet per retail employee, anc,l787 square feet per hotel employee. 
See Central SoMa Plan Initial Study (February 2014), p. 82 (http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2011.1356E_IS.pdf). 
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Topics 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCEs-Would the project: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 

_Project Site 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 0 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O 
significance of an archaeological re.source 
pursuant to § 15064. 5? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 0 
·interred outside offormal cemeteries? 

Historic Resources 

Central SoAla PE!F? Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

0 

655 Fourth Street Project 
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No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
"Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that plru1~level and cumulative impacts to individually identified 
historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in 
the pliU1 area, including as-yet-unidentified resources, wquld be significant 811d unavoidable, even with 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigatiotl Measures M-CP-la, Mandatory Consultation 
Regarding Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resom:ces; M-CP-lb, Documentation of 
B.istorical Resource(s); M-CP-lc, Oral Histories; M-CP-ld, Interpretive Program; and M.CP-1e, Video 

Recordation. The Central SoMa PEIR also determined t.hat construction could adversely affect historical 
resources by dam.aging historic <\tchitectural resources during construction activities. However, 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mi.tig<~tion Measure M-CP-3a, Prated Htstorical Resou,rces fl;om 
Adjacent Construction Activities, ru1d M;itigati!)n Measure M-CP-3b, Construction Monitori11g Program 
for Historical Resources, would reduce this impact to less than significa11t. 

Historic Architectural Resources in the Project Vicinity 

The project site currently includes three buildings. Builr:~ings on lots 26 and 28 were built in 1947. The building 
on lots 162-~64 was built in 1996. The plru11Ling depql'llnent surveyed all buildings on fhe project site as part of 
the South of Market Historic Resources Survey completed in 2010,19 TI1e survey determined fuat none of the 
buildings on lhe project site are hi};torjc reso1.1rces. 

The nearest identified lustoric resource to the project site is the building at 601 Fou.rth Street at fue corner of 
FoU1th Street and Brm811, approximately 40 fest nm;thwest of fue project site. The ~01 Fourth Street building 
is eligible for designation under arl:i,cle 10 of the planning code (Preservation of Historicat Architectural, 811d 
Aestl1etic Landmarks), TI1ese desig11ati.ons provide for official listing of buildings, liU1dmarks, e1nd historic 
districts throughout the city tnat have "a special character or special historical, architectural· or aesthetic 
interest or value." fn addition, as described in the Central SoMa PEIK the buildings approximately 200 feet 
northeast of the project site are part of the Clyde 811d Crooks Warehouse Historic District called out in fue 
Central SoMa PEIR as a Proposed Extel1sion to tl1e South End article 10 Lru1dmark District. 

19 San Francisco Planning Department. South of ·Market Area Historic Resource Survey. Available at 
h tlps :/I sfp Ianning. o r,g/project/ cent-ral-~oma-historic-resourc;;s-su rvey 

55 

793 



C:omrounity Plan EvaluatiQn 
lnitii!l Sf.udy Ch~ck\ist 

655'-,;.,.&A'-""~t Project 
-~203ENV 

Project-Specific Analysis 
There flTe no historic resou:rceg on the proj!=\'t site; therefore, there are would be no direct i1Jlp<,tcts to historic 
archltedural resources as a result of demolition of the existing buildings on the project site. No mitigation 

measures are required to addreqs the <:iemolition of the e:><;isting buildi[tgs on the project site. Furthermore, 

there would be no indirect impqct to the ar,i;icle 10 Clyde and Crookll Warehouse Historic District as there 

is a sufficient buffer provid!=d by the 260 Townsend Street building, which is situated between the project 
site and this historic district. -

Conshuction of the project would not reguire pile driving, and therefore any potential dan<age to adjacent 
histork rr;!sources resulting from vib:tations generated by pile-driving <!ctivities would not occur. Use of 
othe): construction eq1_llpment could also r0sult in vibration at levels that could affect nearby structures. As 
demonstrated in the noise section of this initial study, vib;rationlevels from constwction activities at the 
closest historic resource, 601 Fourth Street, vmui(iJ:r;: approximately 0.05 peak particle velocity (PPV). This 

vibn1tion level is well below the standard of 0.25 PPV established by the California Department of 

Transportation as potentially resulting in d?JlT\ilg~ to historic buildings.2o Therefore, Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Meas.ures M-CP-3a. and M~Cf'-3b wol!ld no~ be, requ.ired E!nd historical resource impacts from 

the proposed project would bGless tha,n signific!'l,nt. 

. Archa~oiogicai Resources and H~Jmiln Remain$ 

Central SoMa PElR Ana(V$i.S 
The Centrql SoMa PEIR found that development U11d.er t]l_e plan could cause a substantial a ¢I verse change to th.e 
significance of archaeologic;;~l resources because the entire plan area is considered generally sensitive for both 

prehlf;toric ~JLd historical archa.eologi_cal resources indl!<ling human bUl'ials. Central §oM!l PElR Mitigation 
Measnre M-CP-4a, Project-Sp~ci£ic Prellminru;y Mobeological A9sessment, which requires site specific 

archaeologic:al review of inCUvidual projec\$ for identification of appropriate aTchaeo logical assessment ;:~nd data 

recoveq measures, as needed, and CE\n!-ral fjloMa PEIR. IVli(ig~tio:fl Measure M-CP-4b, Procedm~s for 
1\t;ddental Di!lcove.ry of Archeologic.'l). ResQlm;:t;s, w~re fow1d to reduce significant impact!': to archaeological 

resonrcl'!s and hlilnan remains to less-tha_n"sl.~n.lf-iQ.-'U1t kvf:'ls. 

Project~Specif{c Analysis 
The planning department co:rr,tpleted a prelh)<in~ry ai'dhaeolosriciL\ review for the project site.21 Based on an. 

updated, pr~;:histori.c archaeological sensitlvily !Jl~p mcet~tly drnfted for the City of San [lretndsco,22 !his . 
particular projed site has low sensil:i.vity for sub~nerg;ect, J)utled, or prehistoric archaeoiogica_l. resources 

because the site was S\lbmerged t1y the rising bay sQme ll\()00 ye~rs ar;;o. Although. humans were present i_n 

the wider region by this date, few s,rcJ:-uwologkal si;lE!s daling thi~ ear~y have been founrl, and none in S<ln 
Francisco. On this accovnt1 the potenHEil fy·c hrrp<1c::\s to prel-\isi;oric axcha13ologic~l r,~sm.i.rces, an.d to prehistoric 

human remains, appears to be low. Hovvever, ~rchiv;;~.l :Pl.apping indic<;ltes that t'No maptint(~ feat)Jre'! (piers) 
were present on .;:ithE:r side of the site in. W57. R.em.nantt:~ of these feature!J could be present irl the landfill or 

on the bay bo!:l:om mug th:;tt underlie$ th.e p~·ojed fiite, nwst likely in the areas l}f the pcll'cd that are c].osest tQ 

21 

22 

56 

Californ1a Depe~rtln.;11t of Tmr,tsportation. Trfl11SV(?rtaf.ion and ConstructJ'on Vi!Jmtion Guiilt~nce Mamral, Table 19. 
September 2013. Avai11lhle at h\tp;//www,dot.ct\.govfhqi('nv/noisP./pp_b/TCVGM_Sepl3_FINAL.pdf. Accessed 
Apri\17, Z.Q19. 
San Francisco Fhmnlng Pepartrnent. 2017. Preii1!d1111ry Arc/weqlogic!ll Eeviewfot' 65.5 Fowth Street. M~y 8, 2017. 
Far Wl;lst~rn Anthrop;Jh;:,gical He$eardl Gro't[~· ~019, DRAFT. Geoarchaeo./ogiml AsMssment a11d Site Sen~itivity 
Modei for the Ci!y rmd County of San Frmici~lXJ, Cn!ijin·nla. Cont'ide;llial docun1.ent on file with the Environmental 

PlrJnning Depflrtm~nt, 
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Blmome ;;md Townsend streets. If disturbed during excavation, the proposed project would result in a 
significant impact to archaeological resources. The significant archaeological impacts associated with the 
potential discovery of historic archaeological deposits or features dming soils-disturbing activity resulting 
from the proposed project would be reduced to less-th<Jn-significant levels with implementation of Project 
Milig<ttion Measl,lte M·CR-1, Archaeological Te[lth:rg (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-CP-4a). The full text of Project lVlltigation Measure M-CR-1 is provided in the mitigation 
m~nitoring a11d reporP.Dg program (Attachment B to the ~ommunity Plan Evf1luation). This mitigation 
m13asure would require the project sponsor to retain the services of an archaeologi.cal consultant to tmdertake 
an archaeological testing program and be av;Jilable to conduct <m archaeological monitoring and/or data 
recovery program if r~quired pursuant to results of the testing prograr!\. . 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are currently no cumulative development projects nem·by that were not encomp~ssed in the Cenh·al 
SoMa PEIR's analysis. The only adl;litional cumulative projects not evaluated in the Central SoMa PEIR are 
three streetscape projects along Fifth, Townsend, and Bra1mai1 streets. Theproposed project in combination 
with these other cumulative projects would not result in new cumulative impacts. to historic resources that 
were not disclosed in the Central. SoMa PEJR because they would not directly affect a historic resource or 
district and because impacts to ar<;:haeologkal resources are typically site specific and do not generally 
combine to result in cumulative archaeologis:al resource impacts. Therefore, the project would not result in 
more severe cumulative cultural resource impacts than were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
As demonstrated above, the proposed project would not result in significartt project-level or cumulative 
impacts on cultural resources that were no~ i~ientified in the Central SoMa PEIRt nor would the project 
result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts on cultural resources that are more severe than 
those identified in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR o~· th0t an; peculiar to the project site. Project Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-1 would apply to the proposed project. 

E.4 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
Based on discussions with Native Americail tribal J;epreserttatives in San Francisco, while tl.1ere are no other 
l'..nown or potential tribal cqltural resources in San Fr;;mcisco, prehistoric archaeological resources are 
presumed to be potential tribal cultural reso11;rces. The Central SoMa l;'EIR identified a potentially significant 
impact to prehistoric archaeologicat resowces that also may be tribal cultural reseurces as a result of plan 
implementation and developed Central SoMa, PEIR Mitig~tion Measure M-CP-5, Projed-Specific Tribal 
Cultural .Resource Assessment, to addres$ this impact. Under this mea~mre, a project-specific archaeological 
assessment may identify additional archaeological testing or monitoring requirecl to assess the potential for 
impacts to tribal cultural resow;ces at the project site. Tiris mitigation measure applies to any project involving 
soil disturbance of 5 feet or greater below grmrnd surface. These projecl:q are required to be reviewed as part 
of the project-specific preliminaty archaeological evaluatiol.1 to determine if they ntay have significant effects 
on tribal cultural resources. If it is detern;tined that a project may have a significant effect, the project is 
required to develop and implement an archaeological resourc'e preservation plan or, if the resource cannot 
feasibly be preserved, an interpretive plan. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, impacts of subsequent developmen.t projects on tribal cultural resources would 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels. · 
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Topics: 

4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 

a) Cause a substanti<>l adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resoun;~, definec( 
in Public Resources cod~! section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or ctJlturall<mdse<tpe that is 
geographically defined in tem1s of the size a.nd 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
Vl'ith cultural v~lue tq a Californi<> Native 
America.n hibe, and th.<>t js; 

i) 

ii) 

Listed or eligible for· listing in the . 
California Register of Histmical 
Resources, or in a local registet• o£ 
historical resour~:es as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

A resource determined by · the iead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth 
in subruvision (c) of Public Resources 
Code section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) o£ 
Publi.c Resources Code sec!:ion 5044.1, 
the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar. 
to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

0 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SaMaPEIR 

D 

D 
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Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantia/ 
New Information 

D 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified In Central 
SoMaPEIR 

TI1e project site is in a location yvith no reco:rded prehistoric archaeological sites in the vicinity. Further, 
as noted above, the preliminary arch9.eqlogkal review indicates that the potential for prehistoric 
archaeological resources or human rernains to be present at the projed site is low ,23 On this basis, the 
potential to encounter tribal cultural resour!='es also i.~ low, No impad is anticipated. 

Cumulative An~lysis 

As explained in the Centr11l SoMa PEIR and aga.in above, hnpac:ts to archaeological resources, inclU:ding 
tribal cultural resources, are typically site specifk ;md do n.ot gen~r11lly combine to result in cumulative 
impacts. Therefore, the project would not resclt in more severe cumulative tribal cultural resource impacts 
than were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
As demonstrated above, no tribal cultural resOl:\tCeS are expected to be present at the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant im.paccy to tribal cultural resources that 
were not identified in. the C:entrl'll SoMa PEIR, nor WQ\lld the project result in significant. project-level or 

23 

58 

San Francisco Plamring Department 2017. Prelim.i:naty Archeotogical Review, 655 Fourth Street (2014-000203ENV). May 8, 
2017; updatedMay2019. 
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cumulative impacts to h·ibal cultural resq[lrces that are more severe than those identified in the Central 
SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the project site. 

E.5 Transportation and Circulation 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result in 
signific;lnt impacts on transit, pedestrians, \ffiO. lo11ding, alm1g with signific<J.nt con::;truction impacts, The 
Central SoMa PEIR identified 10 tronsportation mitigation mef,lsures; however, the Central Sl)Ma PEIR 
anticipated that the significant impacts on transit, pedestrians, loading and construction could not be fully 
mitigp.ted.. Thus, the Central SoMa PEIR found these irDpacts to biO! significant and l\navoidable. The Cenh·al 
SoMa PEIR fom<d impacts to emergency vehicle access aE; n result of the amoqnt of growth <mticipated 
tmder the plan in combination with the propose<~ street network changes could be significant, and 
identified four mitigation measures to reduce im.p<1.cts to emergency vehicle access t,o less than significant. 

Additionally, the Central So MEt PEIR condudf.d Cl plan-h:vel analysis Md project-level screening analysis 
of the vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) impacts of sub.sequent development project:; enabled under lhe plan, 
such as the proposed project, and found that VMT impacts would noi. be signJfkanl· .. Th;;; proposed project 
consists of lond uses (residential, office, and retail24) that were analyzed. in the VMT ;;malysis in the Central 
SoMa PElR and is loco.te(i in a transportaHon. analysts zone 642 that was analyzed in the Central SoMa 
PE1R. Therefore, the proposed project would also not result in significant VMf impacts and this topic is 
not addressed below. 

!Pan meant 
lmp•c! P•GJlliar 
IQ Projeat or 
Proj~Gt Site 
~-~~--.. -

(5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCU!._ATION-:-\Nol)ld the pr{)ject: 

Sigqiflcartt 
Impact not 
lii~ll(ifled 
in Central 
SqMa PEIR 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 0 0 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities? · 

b) Conflict or be inGQnsistent with CEQA 0 
Gui<;lellnes section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

c) Substantially increa:;e hazards due to a 0 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompo.tibie U\'G$7 

d) Result in im:,dequate emergency act::ess? · 0 

Project-~peclfic Analysls 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
lmpa~i du? to 
S!!bstantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

0 

Nq Significant 
Impact no( 
Previously 
Identified In Cenlraf 
SoM't P_E_IR ___ _ 

A transport('l(ion r;tudy was prepared for the p~·opos0d pmjcict ~o ev~lut~te potentia.! projed·specific effects, 
and this study is summarized below 1.1long with a more comprehensive discussion of the Central SoMa 

PEIR findings fOJ; each transportatto:rr subtopk.<':' The project·specific transportation study estimated the 
net new person trips and dislTibution of those trips among various travel. modes, n;fem~r,l to as the project's 

2? 

The proposed project also includes a ::\8·.·\'QOm hotel, whkh for purpQ.ses o£ VM.T \'lD!llyBis is considered f.\ residential 
l(lnd usc; and therefore addres>ed in the C:;ntral Solv!~ PE]J{' s VMT <~nnlysis. 
AECOM, 2019. 655 Fou.rth Stre~t Transportation hnpa~:t Study. Prepared f9r the San Francisco Planning 
Department, Environmental Planning Division. Febnwry 12, 20~9. 
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travel demand. The travel demand was then vsed to a[;lsess the project's impact on transportation and 
circulation, as discussed below. 

Travel Demand 
The existh<g tenru<ts/businesses ?.t the project site can be generally classified into one of three land use types: 

" General office (Layer Busines:;;) . 

e Eating/drinking (The Iron Cactus and The Creamery) 

e General retail (United Barbell/CrossFit SoMa, Bulthaup, and HD Buttercup) 

Existing uses at the project site cnrrently generate approximately 325 peak-hour person-trips across all 
existing uses. Net new person-trips by mode an.d ·vehicle hips, including trip credits for eyJsting \lSes that 
would be removed with the project, are Sl.lmmarized in Table 2. Trip$ by mode for the e>-.1.sting and 
proposed uses were estima.ted using San Francisco Guidelines data. 

Table 2 
Project Travel Dem;Uid- Net New Trips by Mode 

Source: 655 Foiuth $tTeet Transport~ lion Impact Study, Case No. 2014-000203ENV, AECOM 2019. 

Note: Component values may nQt sum to total values dLte to r.ounding. 

Traffic Hazards 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis . 

The Central SoMa PEIR defines a traffic ha:zard a::; any physical feature tha,t impairs the ability of drivers 
to see other vehicles, pedestri<ms, or bicyclists. As d~st;:rlb?d in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR, subsequent 
development projects under the plan would generally not inb:oduce unusual design features that would 
result in traffic hazards. Development projects are required to undergo v0rious levels of city review ·to 

60 SAH.FRANGISCO 
~~1\ll)l:tN!i; 1:!\:'f!'.lf,RU.\~i!IIIT. 
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ensure that proposed pedestrian access, vehicular access, and streetscape improvements follow 
appropdate design guidelines and qre constructed consistent with city standards. The Central SoMa PEIR 
concluded that traffic hazards resulting from implementation of the plan would be less than significant. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

The proposed project would result in a general increase in vehick traffic activity on the surroimding 
roadway network, including several of t:he streets in the vicinity of the project site that are classified as part 
of the Vision Zero High Injury Network?,<;- namely, Third Street, Fourth Street (north of Bluxome Street), 
TownseJ;td Street (between Third Street and Fifth Street), and Brannan Street (west of Jack London Alley). 
However, the project wo-qld represent a marginal increase in spedik types of tra,ffic activity along these 
streets that could be potential sources of vehicle-vehicle conflicts (such as permitted left-turn movements). 
The project would add less than 100 vehicle trip.5 during the weekQ.ay p.m. peak hour on left-turn 
movements with the highest levels of project-g<merated vehicle activity, ;mcil as the westbound left turn at 
Fourth Street/Townsend Street, the northbouml left tum at Uurd Sh·eet/Townsend Street, and the 
eastbound left tum at Third Street/King Street. 

At these various locations, the project wouid represent only a minor i.P.crease in vehicle traffic on thes~ turn 
movements relative to backgrolmd h;affic Jeveis and wouid not constitute a substantial hm>ard fur 

motorists. In addition, the existing lraffic signal phat;ing at sever<:li of these locations already includes 
protected or permitted-protected phases27 for the affecte<;lleft-tum movements, reducing the potential for 
vehicle-vehicle conflicts. 

The project does not involve any cl11mges to the roadway network or include any design features that could 
cause major traffic hazards. In particular, the project's streetscape improvements would primarily consist 
of enhancements to the pedestrian realm, including building setbacks 11nd street trees, and would not 
:indude any modifications to curb lines along the adjacent street frontages. In addition, the project would 
remove the two existing curb cuts serving the project site :;md construct a single consolidated curb cut at 
the southeast comer of the site, This change would reduce potential impacts a5 one consolidated curb cut 
offers fewer opportunities for velude--v~hicle and vehide-pedestrian or -bicycle conflicts. 

The project also proposes to install a vyind screen ol,1 Town!;end Street. The proposed wind screen wouJd 
be located opposite the project site, between the active pedestrian walking ru;ea and street traffic within the 
sidewalk along the south. side of Townsend Street (see Figt~res 7 and 15). 

Potential i.JJlpacts from the wind sc;reen could result from. the reduction in. sight distance for people: driving 

and biking. An analysis of the proposed wind screen e~<an1.ined the sight distance as measured from the 
approximate centerline of the travel lane or bicycle lane at the apprQ)dmate eye height of a motorist or 
bicyclist, respectively.zH 

The analysis indicates that the location of th~ proposed wind screen ·would not fall vvith:in the sight dist£mce 

triangle for peoJ?le driving or bildng and appn;>aching the intersection, even when assuming a conservative 
stopping sight distance of 200 feet The analysis also shm·lls that the proposed Y'rind screen woult;l not 

2G 

27 

28 

Vision Z~ro is S11n Ftancisco' s Nad safety policy, adopted in 2014. 
Protected phases refer to traffic control indlc;J.i:ions (such as sign.als) that arE; adjusted to provide that all conflicting 
v~hicu1nr movements are stopped to accommodate movements typically a:>r;ociated vvith higher risk. 
AECOM. 2019. Assessment of Potential Transportation Hazards R~lated to Proposed Wind Screen 655 Fourth 
Street Transportation Impact Stw:\y (Case No, 2014-000203El\1V). 
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obstruct motorists' or bicydists' sightlines to the pol~J-mounted signal, which is located along Townsend at 
the intersection of Lusk Street and the driveway for a large residential building. 

Even assuming that the proposed greenery extends several inches outside of the physical frame of the 
screen, it would be 1,mJikely to obstruct sightlines to the near-side traffic signal head for people driving or 
biking. Further, the stu.dy shows that sight dist(tnce to oncoming ~raffle along Townsend Street was not an 
issue for ~xisting motorists in most situations, as the majority of these conflicts are already ellmhwted by 
the traffic signal. A small percentage o£ righHtu'n•on-red activily was seen mnong motorists exiting the 
driveway; however, n1otorists generally make this movement in two stages, checking for adequate gaps in 
oncoming traffic along e<Jstbound Tovvnl)end Srreer before entering the traffic flow. Given these 
consider?-tions, the proposed wind screen is 1,1nlil~ely to subs~untiully affect sight distance for motorists or 
bicyclists exiting the residential driveway .. 

The intersection of Townsend Strr.;et with L1.1Sk Street and the residentl!ll driveway only features one 
crosswalk across the ea9t leg of Town,send S\Teet. The cross\Nall~ across the west leg is a" closed" crosswalk, 
with a "NO PED CROSSING" sign mounted within the sidewalk directing pedestrians to use the east 
crosswq_lk. Therefore, the proposed vvind. screen VvP1.Ild have no effect Qfl crm;swalk safety at this location 
peqrnse crossirtg is not. pt:rrrdtted. For motorists and bicyclists altr~mpt:ing to enter the residential driveway, 

· the proposed wind screr,:n may pa:ttiaily obstrucl vi('nNs of ped,esh·ian activity in the sidewq.lk along the 
s~u~th ;;ide of Townsend Sh'eet for .;; b1ief pqriod of tirr€ (pver a short distano;) a,s th~y approach the 
intersecl;ion. However, th0se motorists <.~nd bkyclis!;s would gt;;nerruly !;~ t:r::rv~ling no faste, than the speed 
limit (25 miles per hour (mph)) upstreom of th,~ int~rsectlon, (l!ld wcru(d need to substantially slow down 

approadung the intert>e~;:tion to adequately negotlqte ~he tnm. As pedestrians would h<we the right-of-way, 
any such motorists an(i bkydit>ts are already mquire<.i to yield (U<d exercise caution wllen traversing the 
sidewalk and entering the driveway, w}J~h would continue lo l'<Jmain the case whether or not the proposed 
wint;l screen is c;nnstructed. Given these consideratimv>, the proposed wind screen is muikely to 
auqstani:ially affec;t sight dist&nce for motorist::; entering and exiting TI~e Beac;on driveway. 

Cumulative Analysir; 
Under cumulative conditions, vehicle activity on tl.10 surrow1ding ;;treet network would likely i.ncrea(>e as a 

:resul~ of development projec!:ii wifhi:n Cen.tral SoMa <md b9c:kgrotmd ~:;rowth elsewher~ in the city and the 
region. This would. gener<~lly be exper;:ted to lead to an increase in U1e potential for vehicle-vehicle and vehicle­
pedestrian or. ~biop;:le conflicts (e.g., pemlittttd lefl;.-wm 1110Vements), ·whi~h coulc;:l. create hazurds for traffic 
circulation. However, tl)!'!>C effElc;ts woulc:\ be offset by h·ar~9portaJ:ion network changes prop6sed as pa..rl: of the 
Central SoMa Plan, s1.1.cl1. a$ an improved bi<:yde m)t\'l'oJ)(, 1.mprovem.ents to sidewalks and other pedestril'\11 

i'\m.enities, and infraslntcl1~tf; improwm.ents to p.1ini~e con.tlicts beh'>'e\311 v!)hicles, pedestriqJ.<s, an,d bicydes. 

111ret1 cumul;)t1ve streetsc~pe prqjects not aJ'lalyzecl in ~h.e Central SoMa PEll(, o.nnulaliye ana,lysil> wen~ 
identified as part of the prqjecHlpGcific ~:ttnmlpJh;l;) imp!lc~ w.wlysis, f\ll three prqjec;ts, the Brannan Stre~t Saf~ty 
Project, the Townsend Corridor J::m.provcm1.ent: Proje.::t, an(:{ the Fifth Street Jmprovement Project, propose 
pedestria\1 and bkyde saf,ety ir~provements within and l'tdjaqmt t() the plan area. The Brannan Street Safety 
Project. is a modified version of ~he street nciwork proposal for this street that W<JS already analyzed in the 

Certh•al SoMa PEJ:R from Second to Sixth stw~ts. The 'fowns.end Corridor lmp~ovement Project incl1,1des 
protected bicycle l;u1es <md a. n(lw sidewalk island alon.g the south side of tlw streets between Fourth and Fifth 
streets to provide a continuous J;aised sidewalk ruQ11g thi,s section and physically separl;lte people bic-ycling fxom 
moving vehicle traffic in the eastl;Jound direction. 1he Fifth Sh·eet Improven;ent Project would hnplement 
bicycle, transit, parl:Jltg, and loading improvement:> along Fifth Stn;et. All o£ these projects vrou.id increase the 

s<J.fety of traveler!> ~n and thrO\lgh the plan area and wwld not. exar;etbate existing traffic hazards. 
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The project would contribute to an increase in vehicle activity on surrounding streets but does not propose 
any features that would result in a tra,ffic hazard or preclude or inh~bit the future implementation of 
transportation network changes proposed as part of the Central SoMa Plan or other traffic safety measures. 
Given these considerations, the project would not result in new sigTlificant CL\mulative impacts related to h·affic 
hazards that were not identified m the Central SoMa PEJR o-r result in an increased severity of traffic hazards 
th!'t were not discussed in the Central SoMa PEIR.. 

Transit 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEIR found that growth resulting from Central SoMa Plan implementation, including 
proposed changes to the str~et system, wo1.1-ld result in significant impacts on transit capacity (due to 
increased ridership demand) and transit operations (due to delays to transit vehicles).29 The Central SoMa 
PEIR identified three mitigation measures ·to. reduce these impacts: Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Me;tsures M-TR-3a, Transit EnhancemeJ;lt~ (i.e., enhanced h·ansit funding, transjt corridor improvements, 
transit accessibility improvements, and Muni storage imd maintenance improvements); M-TR-3b, 
Boa;rding Improvementsi and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restri,ping at Townsend/Fifth 
Streets. Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M~ TR-3b and M-TR-3c would be implemented by the city 
and are not applicable to individual development projects. Cenh·al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-
3a contains requirements for both the city and developers of subsequent development projects. One portion 
of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a that applies to subsequent development projects 
requires the city to establish fee-based sources of revenue toward transit improvements. The Central SoMa 
Plan levies fees on subsequent development projects to finance the phm's public benefits package, which 
includes $500 million for local and regional transit improvements, Therefore, this portion of the M-TR-3a 
has been implemented with approval 9f the Central SoMa Plan and implementation of the plan's 
development impact fees. No~1etheless, dqe to tmcertflinty regarding the feasibility and effectiveness of all 
of the transit mitigation measures, the Central SoMa PEIR determined that these impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Project·Specific Analysis 
The project site is well served by both local and regional transit s~rvice. Local rail trartsit in the vicinity of 
the project site is provided along the Muni Metro Extension, which connects into the eastern end of the 
Market Street Subway at the Embarcadero Station and operates along The Embarcadero and King Street, 
terminating at Fourfu & King Station, approximately one block south of the project site. Service on fue Muni 
Metro Extension is provided primarily by the N-Judal1 and the T-Third Street. Caltrain's San Francisco 
(Fourth & King) Station -located diagonally opposite the project site at the southwest corner of the Fourth 
Street(rownsend Street inters.ection-is also a major hub for Muni bus service, including the 10 Townsend, 
30 Stockton, 45 Union/Stockton, 47 Van N<;ss, 81X Caltrain Express, 82X Levi Plaza Exp:ress, and 83X Mid­
Market Express. Slightly further away from the project site, supplementaty service is provided by other 
bus routes through SoMa, including the high-frequency Bayshore Expresses (8 Bayshore, SAX Bayshore 
"A" Express, and 8BX Bayshore "B" I;:xpress). 

Regional public transit service is provid~d by a variety of h·ansit operators including BARTi the Alameda­
Contra Costa Transit Districtj the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District; the Peninsula 

29 The S!tn Francisco Planning Department no longer considers transit C<~pacity as an environmental.effect. This is 
consistent with state guidance in which the addition of new users is not treated as an adverse physical 
environmental effect. 
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Corridors Joint Powers l?oa.rd; and thEJ San Mateo County Transit District. Regional transit services not 
within walking or biking distance of the project site can also be accessed by connecting local transit service. 

The project would generate approximately 581 net new transit person-trips (336 inbol,.lild transit person-trips 
and 244 outbound trm1Bit person-trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

The project would not result m the permanent r,~location or removal of any existing bus stops or other changes 
that would alter transit service. 'TI1e existing aU-day (i.e., at all times) near-side Muni zone at Fourth 
Street/Townsend Street adjacent to the project site, currently used l;>y the 10 Townsend, would remain at this 
location. Likewise, the on-street parking restrictions stretching east of j:his zone to LuskStreetwould also remairi 

. in effect1 ?lfuough there would be a reduction ln the available G\lrb space for Muni staging/layover (from 
approximately 275 feet 1mder exisl:ing conditions to approxi:rnately 181 feet with fue proposed project), The 
proposed project would restore fue existing 127fool;-wide curb cut (that currently serveB lot 50); howev~;:r, the 
project also proposes a new 35-foot-wide curb cut on Townsend, Street and 71 feet of curb to accommodate fue 
portion of the project's on-street passenger loading z9ne fuaJ would be in effect at all times. These modifications 
under the proposed project woulc~ ultimately reduc(l the amount of available curb space for bus layover from 
existmg conditions. 

The project would also remove the existing 31-foot-wide existing curb cut serving the lOading area for lot 
28, which is currently located within the extents of the ali-day Muni zone used by the 10 Townsend. While 
the project would slightly reduce fue available curb space in fue temporary zone used as staging/layover 
for the 81X Caltrain Express artd 82X Levi Plaza Express, it could also reduce curb q1t-related vehicle­
transit conflicts for the 10 Townsend at the ail-day zone. 

Project-g~rierated vehicle b:~fic would be most concentrated on th.e segment of Townsend Street between 
Third Street and, Fourth Street, as the projeds sole vehtGle ingress/egress i.s proposed on Townsend Street. 
All project-generated vehicle traffic would be concent:r<~ ted in the westbound direction, of Townsend Street 
with restrictions in place prohibiting ldHurn movement13 il1to and out of the driveway." While Townsend 
Street is not a major transit corridor, it accommodates an h:qportllnt ::;econdary line (the 10 Townsend), and 
the segment .in fue vicinity of the project site (i.e., rwar the Caltr~in (3t1l,tion) also carries sh01:t segn:u~nts of 

. many other Muni routes, il1cluding major lines such as the 30 Stodzhm artd 47 VanNess, .Projer;:t-generated 
vehicle traffic could result in significant impacts an transit opera.tiQns i.qcludi11g temporary delays to the 10 
Townsend bus due to vehicle ingress/egres& assoctated with the project's below-grade garage and project­
generatt:d vehicle traffic attempting to ma.ke a righHu.m movement approaching the intersection of Fourfu 
and Townsend from. westbound Townsend street. These hnpacts wen; previo-qsly identified as significant 
plan-level impacts on transit operations ill the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Given the considerations des<;ribed Q.bove, the project could cause a substantial increase in delays or 
operating costs sucl1 that significant aciverse impa.cts in transit service levels could occur. Central SoMa 
PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a includes actions related to queue abatement specific<~lly intended to be 
tmdertal<en by sponsors of subsequent development projects within the plan are<;~. Therefore, this specific 
portion of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Meam1re M~ TR-3a would apply to the project's impacts to transit 
operations and is identified as Projecl: Mitigation Measure. M·TR-J., Queue Abatement. However, it is 
uncertain if thiil mitigation measure would fully mitigate the project's significant impacts to transit 
operations. Therefore, consistent with the findings of the Central SoMa PEIR, the project's impact on transit 
operations would remain significant and unavoidable wiU1 mitigation. 
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Cumulative Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEll\ identified a ClJmulative transit impact. For the rec,sons discussed in the project-level 
analysis above, the project would contribute to i:hat previously identified significant transit impact. The BrarLnan 
Street Safety Project, Townsend Corridor Improvement Project;, and Fifth Street Improvement Project propose 
pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements within and adja<;:<:nt to the plan area. The Townsend Corridor 
Improvement Project includes protected bicycle lanes and a new sidewalk island along the south side of frte 
streets betlveen Fourth and Fifth stteets to provide a continuous raised sidewalk along fuis section and 
physically separate people bicyclli1g from moving vehicle h·affic in the eastbound direction .. The Fif.th Street 
Improvement Project would implement bicycle, transit, paxking, and loading improvements along Fifth Street. 
1he 655 Fourth Street transportation study analyz,ed the impacts of the proposed project in combin:;ttion 
with these cumul~tive projects and determined that the cumulative transit impacts would not be more severe 

.. than those identified in t\1e Central SoMa Pem.. The Cenll"al SoMa PEII<. evaluated d<anges to the street network 
along Brannan Street within the plan m:ea, and becm1se the project'$ drive·way is proposed to be on Town ... <:end 
Street, vehicle trips generated by the proposed project in cqmbi.nation with the modified Brmman Sh-eet Safety 
Project would not result in new or more seven>, impacts to tra:nsit operations on Brannan Street. Further, both 
the Townsend Corridor li:nprovement Pro,iect 2.nd Fifth Street Improvement Project include h·m•sit 
enhancements, such as boarding islands, thai; wu~tld facilli;ate ltansil service. T'nerefore, the proposect project in 
coinbination with i:h~ Tovvnst:nd (:orrido1~ In1pruveinent Proje~t and Fi.+th Str~t In1prcvement Proj~ct ·v.rou1d 
not combine to r<.:sult in more severe cumulative transit impacl7 than wem disclosed in the CentTa] SoMa PEIR. 

Pedestrians 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

The Central SoMa PEITZ determined that development tmder. the pl~n would not result in pedestrhm safety 
hazards nor result in substantial overcrowding on ::;idew<:llks or at corner locations, but would result in 
overcrowding at the following crosswalks: 

0 TlLi~·d Street/Mission Street: east ar'd w~st crosqWC'llks (weekday midday and p.m. peak hours) 

~ Fourth Street/Mission Str~et: ea~>t i.).nd west Ci'Qsswalks (weekdi:ly midday and p.m, peak hours) 

a Fourth Street(l'ownsen\i Street: \·vest crosswalk (wed'.day midday <tnd p.m. peak hours) 

" Fourth Street/King Street: west crosswalk ('Neekday p.m. peak, hour) 

The Central SoMa PEIR identified Central SoMa Pl3IR MHigaUon Measm0 M-TF,.-4;, Upgrade Centr(ll SoMa 
Area Crosswalks, whereby the SFMfA wmdd widen cro.ssw<tlks <tt three inter~o>ed:i,ons in th~ plan ilma, a.s 
feasible. However, bec<111Se the feasibility ·of e:ross·walk widening b('!yond Hw cunent width is uncertain due 
to roadway or other physical constraLrtts (<;;.g., presenc'E: of btt.s stops or platfqrms), the Central SoMa PEIR 
conclude<;:l this impact would remain signifi.Gmt a:rtd unavoida.ble. The Central SoMc, PEIR determined thal 
cunmlative it11pacts to pedeshian overcrowding would also be signifir,m1J and unavoidable. 

Project-Specific An~Jiysis 

The project would not generate any activlties or include any design or f.e:;~tu,res that would create hazards 
for pedestrians or interfere with pedes(Tiart <iccess or circulation. Given existing traffic levels and the 
estimates of project-generated vehicle traffic, th~ project is not expected to s11bstantially increase overall 
traffic levels along these streets such that it could create potentially haz?.nlotts conditions for pedesh·ians 
or otherwise interfere with pedestrian acces:; or circula~il)n. The project would also implement se;;verai 
improvements to the pedesh·ian r.ealm, including setbacks along the entire Fourth Street frontage of the site 
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~nd a portion of the Townsend Street frontage of the site. TI-tis improvement woqld essentially increase the 
effective width of the sidewalk available to pedeshians. Additionally, a proposed POPOS at the southwest 
comer of the site fronting the Fourth Street/Townsend Street intersection and proposed public walkways 
would maximize pedestli!Ul connectivity into, out of, and through the site. 

Affected crosswalks in the immediate vicinity of the project site include the south and west crosswalks at · 
Foqrth Street/Townsend Street; the north, south, a.-1d west crosswalks at Fourth. Street/King Street; and the 
west crosswalk at Fourth Street/Brannan Street. These identified locations reflect the dominant pedestrian 
circulation patterns to/from the Caitrain station and Muni.'s Fourth & King StatioiL Given the location of 
these crosswalks (along the west side of Fourth Street) relative to the project site (located on the east side 
of Fowth Street) and the expected routes for project-generated foot traffic, the project is unlikely to 
represent a substantial share of the over'!ll pe(iesl;rian activity in these particular crosswalks. In particular, 
pedestrians arriving at the project site from areas to the :north (e.g., Market Street) or south (e.g., Mission 
Bay) would likdy have positioned themselves on the east side of Fourth Street by the time they reach the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, knowing that the project site is located on the east side of Fourth 
Street and the areas on the west side of Fourth Sh·eet are undeveloped (e.g., the Caltrainrailyard and the I-
280 terminal at Fifth Street/King Street) or almost exclusively residential in nature (e.g., the blocks west of 
Fourth Street between King Street and Mission Creek) and woutd not .be major attractor::; of projecl­
generated pedestrian activity. 

Based on the location of <~ffected crossw!llks in the Central SoMa Plan area, the proje~t site is unJikely to 
represent a substantial share of the overall pedestrian activity at these locations. While the project would 
generate some transi,t riderehip on Caltrain, it is muikely to represent 'l substantial contribution to the 
overall pedestrian activity in the affected (west and south) crosswall<s at Fourth Street/Townsend Street. 
'This is because the project's net new weekday p.m. peak-hour transit ridership to/from the Peninsula/South 
Bay is expected to be approximately 57 person trips (33 inbound person trips and 24 outbound person 
trips). 0£ these transit l'iders, some would likely use other transit providers (e.g., BART, SamTrans), but 
even assuming that all of this project-generated ridership is assign!,'d to Caltrain, the project is unlikely to 
add more than 2-3 pedestrians to either of these crosswalks during the busiest signal cycles, and would, 
on average, only add up to one additional person per signal cycle (assuming a 60-second cycle) over the 
course of the entire peak hour. 

The proposed project would also install a 6-foot,wide an,d lQ-foot~tall wind screen on Tovvnsend Street near 
the :intersection of Townsend and Lusk Street. The proposed wind screen would be located opposite the 
project site, between. the active pedestrian walking area and sb.-eet traffic within the sidewalk along the south 
side of Townsend Street. The intersection in this location muy features one crosswalk across the east leg of 
Townsend Street. The crosswalk across the west leg is a ''closed" crosswalk, with a "NO PED CROSSING" 
sign mounted within the sidl]walk directing pedestrians to use tl;le ea,st crosswalk Therefore, the proposed, 
wind screen would have no effl;ct on crosswalk s21fety at tl1is lo<;ation beciJ,use crossing is not permitted. 

For people driving and biking who attempt to enter the residential driveway at this intersection, the 
proposed wind screen may partially obstruct views of pedestrian activity in the sidewalk along the south 
side of ToV\rt1Send Street for a brief period of time (over a short distance) as they approach the intersection. 
Howevet, people driving and biking would generally be traveling no faster than the speed liinit (25 mph) 
and would need to substantially slow dovm approaching the intersection to adequately negotiate the tum. 
As people walking would have the right-of-way, people driving and biking are already required to yield 
and exercise caution. when traversing the sid,ewalk and entering the driveway, which would continue to· 
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remain the case whether or not the proposed wind screen is constructed. Given these considerations, the 
proposed wind screen would not create hazardous conditions for people walking. 

Based on the analysis above, the project would not create .potenti,ally hazardous conditions for people 
walking or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site or adjoining areas. Therefore, the 
project would result in less-than-significant i):npads lo pedestrian safety and access. 

Cumulative Analysis 

The Brannan Street Safety Prpject, the Townsend Co~1i.dor Improvement Project, and the Fifth Street 
Improvement Project all propose pedestrian a_nd bicycle safety improvements within and adjacent to the Central 
SoMa Plan area. The 655 Fourth Street transport<\ lion study ant~lyzed the impacts of the proposed project in 
combination with these cumulati.ve projects &nd Q.etennined that the cumulative impacts to people walking 
would not be more severe than those identified in the Central SoMa PEJR. All of these projects would enhance 
the pedestrian realm and therefore would not combine with impacts of the proposed project to result in new or 
more severe cumulative impacts to people walking than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

·For the reason~ discussed above, in-tplernentation of the proposed profect would TLOt result in si0J.Jficant 
impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to pedestrian tJafety lhaL are peculiar to 
the project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe cumulative pedestrian impacts than 
were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Bicycles 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR determined that both plan-level and cumulative impacts to bicycle safety and 
access would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation meat;ures were identified in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. However1 the Central SoMa PEIR identified two improvement measures- Improvement 
Measure I-TR-5a, Protected Bicycle Lane "Public Echtcation. Campaign, and Improvement Measure l· 
TR-5b, Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys-entailing outreach and data collection 
to be undertaken by SFMTA related to the protected bicycle lanes proposed by the plan along Howard 
Street/Folsom Street, Brann.an Street, and Third Street/Fourth Street. Neither of these improvement 
measures are applkable to subsequent development projects within the plan area. 

Project-Specific Analysis 
There <>re multiple l;Jikeways in the vicintty of the project site, including Townsend Street/Division 
Street, The Embarcadero/King Street/Third Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Fourth Street (south of 
Townsend Street), Second Street, Fifth Street, a,nd the San Francisco Bay Trail. Bicycle turning 
movement counts conducted at key intersection~ in the vicinity of the project site show that Cl\.rrent 
bicycle activity in the vicinity of the project siLe is generally concentrated along Townsend Street, with 
slightly lower activity levels along Fourth Street and marginal activity along Third Street, Branmu1 
Street, and King Street. 

The project would provide class 1 bicycle parking in secure stor?-ge rooms, as well as class 2 bicycle parking 
in various on-site locations at street level. Public walkways svch as the Fourth Street Gateway, Townsend 
Street Gateway, and North Alley would provide convenient access bei:ween the interior of the project site 
and the adjacent streets (Townsend Street anlt Fourth Sh·eet), Project-generated bicycle activity would 
likely be distributed across both Townsend Street and Fourth Street, although there may be higher 
concentrations along Townsend Street. In particular, Townsend Street £~atures clas,s 2 bikeways and offers 

67 

805 



Commul'IHy Plan Ey;;!IJ,ation 
IniVal Study Ch~ckli~t 

~.Ti•>lnt'i:o~~~ 

~· 

com1edions to north-south streets with bikeways (such as Second Street, Fifth Stree~ and SeveP.±h 
Street/Eighth Street) that may be more attractiw alternatives to bicycling on Fourth Street, which does not 
feature any designated bikeways. 

:Potential vehicle-bicycle corilli.ct poiJ;tts ;;~ssodate.cl with !:he project vwuld be most concentrated along 
Townsend Street, whic;:h is a major route {Qr bicydists mtd the location of the proposed vehicle ingress/egress 
for the below-grade garage. In padicu.lar, all vehicles entering an.d exi.ting the project site v{ould rteed to cross 
the westl;>ound class 2 bikeway along To~·nsend S(reet, which can result in increased mnflicts near the 
driveway for bicyclists using this bikeway. This is not expected to constitute a puj)stantial hazard for bicyclists, 
however, ;lS motorists WOUld generally haW W10bstructed sightlines and/or substantial sight di;;tance 
toward~? approaching bicyclists along westbotmcl Fifth Street. In partict~lar, traffic entering the driveway 
would have unobstructed sight)inetil towards bky~ltst$ using the bicycle !aJl.e ar,d would. be req\lirec!. to wait 
until there is sufficient space i11 the flow of pe()pl~ bi.qydh1g (<~nd if applicable! westboun~:t'vehides and 
pedestrians in the sidewall() to clear ~heir vehicle before eqq•m(.:hing into the pikeway .. 

Similarly, the project would provide a larg(;, unobstructed <;!riveway apron and 35"foot-wide curb cut, 
Which WO\lld lllJ?Ximize the field of vis]on for motorists exiting the project E;ite and reduce potential 
vehicle-bicycle conflicts. A smaller t:!Utb cUt or, pl'im.:wily, obstructions such as building 
walls/columns, street tr~e~, or adjacent Qf'HJtrE)0t parktng spaces, for example, can m.ake it more 
dlffic~1lt for exHi,ng motorists to se~ ped~"sl:ria..ntJ in the sidev\ralk or oncomtng bkyclis ts and motorists 
along Townsend Street, 

As C(iscnssed a:Pove, an analysis o£ the proposed w'ind screen was conducted to d~tennine whether it could 
present any potential hazards to people wall<h(.g, bicycling, and (!riving. The analysis indicates that the 
iocation of the proposed wind screen would not fall within the sight ·distmce triangle for people biking . . 
approaching the intersection, even wlwn i'!SSUlJ.ting a conservative stopping sight distance of 200 feet. The 
analysis also shows that the proposed w:lnd screen would not obstrvct bicyclists' sightlines to. the pole­
mounted signal, which is located along Townsend at the inters11ction of Lusk Street and the driveway for a 
large :residential building. ~<or, bicyclists attmnptil1~ to enter the residential driveway at t~1t; intersection of 
Townf!end Sh·eet with Lw;;k Street, i:lw proposed wind S!;reen may p;;~rtially obstru.ct views of pedestrian 

. ~ctivity in the sidewalk along the south sid~ of Towp~t;:nd Stre~t for a bri.ef period oftime (over a short 
distwc~) as they approach th'" in.tersection. ~i~;rwever, these bicydists would likely be traveling no faster 
than the speed iimit (25 mph) upstream pf th~ i.nters~~cUon and wo.uld need to sub(Jtanlially slow down 
approaching the inters(~ction t~ a.dequately negotiR.te the rum. As pedestrians would have the right-of-way, 
any such bicyclists are already required ~o yield. a:rd exercise C?uti0n when traversing the sidewalk <111d 
entering the driveway, whkh ·would contill.P.\0 to rem<Jin ~he case whether or not the proposed wind screen 
is constructed. Given these consideratimw, tlw propp::;ecl wind screen would not subshmtially affect sight 
distance for people bi.cycling tha.t are exiting The l)eacon d.J:iveway and impacts to people bicycling would 
be less than significant. 

Cumulative A!lCJfys/$ 
The Br<~rman Street Safety J;'rojer:t, TPWl'll?f,nd \;';t)lTidm: IrnproVE))'l0.nt Projectr and fifth Street Ir.nprovement 
.Project all propo!l{;' pe~lei;>trian 911d bicyc;Je safety lmpmvemcnts within <;nd adjacent to tl1L'; plan area. The 655 
Fourth S~reet trmwportation stq.dy m?ly;c~;Jd _the impacts of the proposed project in combln<1tion· \·vil:h these 
cu.mullltive projects and dete.rnV.ned that the ~~\f<1~llative ir,npac~s to peBple bkyclir,g would nr,.t be more severe 
tl1an those ideniifie<:l in tl1e Central SoM?t PEIR AJt of the,Je cf111wla!1ve streel$.cape projects propose 
enhancements to bi~yde facilities and (her\')fOJ:e 'Wf11Jld not combine with impacts of the proposed project to 
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result in more severe cumulative impactB than disclosed it1. the Central SoMa PEIR. For the reasons described 
above, the project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts to bi0;cle safety and access. 

Loading 

Central SoMa PE/R Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR condt~ded that development linder the Central SoMa Plan, including the street 
netvvork changes, would result in an increase in deman.d for on-street commercial and passenger loading and 
a reduction in on-street commercial loading st.:tpply sucl1 that the loading demand du.ring the peak hours of 
loading activities would not be accommodated within the on-street loading supply; would affect existing 
passenger loading/unloading zones; and may create· hazardous co:}lditions or result in significant delay that 
may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures 

' M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP), and M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Stred 
Cominercial Loading Spaces and Passe1,1ger f...oading/Unloading Zones, were identified to reduce the 
significant impact caused by inadequate commercial and passenger loading opportunities. These mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the planning code requirements for projects within the Central SoMa 
Plarl area a..ttd are irrtplemerlted dur1...ng the proj~ct's entitlement reviev.r. Th .. e Central So!v1a PE1R concluded 
that it is unlikely that sufficient on-::;treet <,:urtitnerdal and passenger loading sp::1.ccs could be provided to 
offset the net loss in these spaces without avoiding conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles and 
that the feasibility of providing replacement on-street p<;~ssenger loading zones for pr9perties affected by the 
rerp.oval of existing zones is uncertain. Therefore, even with implementation of these two mitigation 
measures, loading impacts (both commercial and passenger) would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Commercial Loading 

TI!e project proposes to provide a total of seven on-site loading spaces \iCcessible through the project's 35-
foot-long curb cut off Townsend Street. The project would generate a freight loading/service vehicle 
t;lemand of approximately four to five spaces during the average hour and approximately five to six spaces 
during the peak hour. The project's proposed seven freight loading/service vehicle spaces, consisting of 
five full-sized freight loading spaces and two service vehicle spaces, would satisfy the average-hour and 
peak-hour loading dem<mds. However, it is likely that at least some types of freight loading/service 
activities (e.g., restaurant deliveries} would prefer to service the site at street level. 

Although the site includes approximately 250 feet of frontage along Fourth Street,· curbside corrunercial 
loading cannot be acco:u1modated along Fourth Street due to the lack of an on-street parldng Jane. However, 
some freight loading/service vehicle operators may still cl1oose to service the site along Fourth Street by 
encroaching into the sidewalk (to avoid obstructing the northbound h·avellane along Fourth Street while 
stopped). Additionally, on-street parking is available in the surrounding area, but not in sufficient proximity 
to be an attractive option for most pr()ject"generated freight loading/service vehicle demand that <;hooses not 
to use the project's on,site loading area. As a resq.lt, some operators .attempting to service the site at street 
level may choose 1:o queue/dweli or begin (lervicing in unpermitted areas along the Fourth Street or Townsend 
Street frontages of the site or elsewhere in the immediate vicinity of the project site. These areas could include 
(but would not be limited to) the sidewallc along the east side of fourth Street <~nd various areas along the 
north side of Townsend Street, including the ali-day Muni zone (10 Townsend stop); the proposed on-street 
white zone or temporary Mqni staging/layover zones; the proposed curb cut and/or adjacent sidewalk; and 
the bicycle lane and/or adjacent travel lane along westbound Townsend Street. 

SAlffRAt!CI(;CO . 
fi'~tJ~!f..(Q( PEPI!IRJ:ME~ 
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In these cases, freight loading/service vehicle activities could result in potential disruptions to traffic, transit 
bicycle, and pedestrian circulation or delays to transit. A9 a result the project could generate a freight 
loading/service vehicle d,emand in excess of available end proposed on- or off-street accommodations such that 
hazardous conditions .for traffic, i.ransi~ bicycles, or pedestrians or substantial delays to transit could occur under 
existing plus project conditions. 

For the reasons desc~tbed above, the project: could. r~sult in significant impacts related to commercial 

loading, the same significant plan-level commercialloadjng impacts identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 
Therefore, Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation lv.lE;msure M-TR-6a, requiring a driveway ~d loading operations 

plan,. is applic<1ble to the project. The requirements of this Centri'll SoMa PEIR mitigation measure have 

been adopted as part of planning code section 155(u) and the requirements are summarized in the project 

description.3° Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer required for subsequent development 

projects, as compliance with planning code section 155(u) is required. While compliance with planning 

code section 155(u) would reduce project-specific impacts to less-than-significant levels, the impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as stated in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Passenger Loading 

Project-generi'lted passenger loading activities in.clude those associated with res~dent vehicles <Jf1d for-hire 
services (e.g., taxis, transportation network company vehicles). The passenger loading demand for the project 
is 288 vehicles per hour. These vehicles represent 121 residential vehicles, 143 restaurant vehicles, and 24 
vehicles attributed to hotel, retaiL and office.31 The project includes a proposed valet (Jtation on level Bl of the 
project's below-grade garage that wouid include an extended driveway apron and ramp from street level and 
a double--lane interior loop, which together would provide substantial stacking capacity and maneuvering 
space that would likely have the capacity to accommodate any surplus passenger loading demand. 

Vehicles may attempt to queue/dwell or conduct drop off/pick up li1 unperm:i.tted areas along the ftontage 
of the project site .along Fourth Street or along Townsend Street at or near the on-street white zone. TI1e 
project proposes to provide an approximately 12.0-foot-long on-street white zone along the north side of 
Townsend Street (eqw.valent to approximately five on-street parking· spaces), with 45 feet of that loading 
zone reserveQ. for SFMT A vehicles during the hours of 6-9 a.m., Monday through Friday. 

The projec;t's proposed on-street white zone would only be r.apable of satisfying some, but not all, of the 
estimated peak passenger loading demand. While the proposed valet station could provide additional 
capacity for passenger loading activiti1oS1 site qmstn;rints and other factors .co1.1ld create situations where 
project-generated passenger loading activities may affect traffic, transit, bicycle, pedestrian circulation, or 
transit operations. Given the amount of passenger loading anticipated from the project and the spec;ific 
confluenc;e of transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle use :ll1 the project area, the project could result in 
significant impacts related to passenger loading. TI1erefore, Centr?J.l SoMa PEIR MitigaUo~1 Measure M-TR-
6b, requiring the project sponsor to develop a passenger loading plan, is applicable to the project. However, 

. the requirements of this Central SoMa PEIR mitigatior1 measure have been adopted as part of planning 

30 

31 
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Planning code section 155(tl) applies to aU proj~;cts in the Cen\ral SoMa plan area that would include 100,000 gross 
!!quare feet of new development, such as the proposed 655 Fourth Street project1 and r~quires those projects to 
prepare a driveway and loading operations plan and passenge1' loading plan. 
AECOM, 2018. 
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code section 155(u) and the requirements are summarized in the project de.scription. Therefore, no further 

mitigation beyond compliance with planning code section 155(u) is required. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Loading impacts would likely be exacerbated under cuml1lative conditions by the loss of on-street 
accommodations for passenger loading (i.ncluding both on-street white zones and on-street parking spaces) 
due to street network changes Wlder the Central SoMa Plan and other transportati.on network changes, as 
well as a general increase in. localized demand for such accommodations in the vicinity of the project site 
as a result of new development expected from land use changes enabled by the Central SoMa Plan. As 
discussed above, the Central SoMa PEIR found significant and unavoidable loading impacts. The 655 
Fourth Street transportation study analyzed tl:}<; impacts of the proposed project in combination with the 

Brannan Street Safety Project, Townsend Conidqr 1-Dprovernent Project, and the Fifth Street Improvement 
Project and determined that tl1e cumulative passenger or commercial loading impacts would not be more 
severe th;m those identiHed in the Central SoMa PEIR. TI1<; Br;>m1an Street Safety Project and Fifth Street 
Irrlprovement Project would not result in GillY new or more physical envirornnental impacts tha;1 were 
previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. In the case of the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project, 
a parking lane-wheUlei locai.ed CLiipsiJe <lS curp;lltly Uf' ill Q "Du<tting'' conliguci:l.iion ao part uf a parking­
prote(.ted bikeway-would need to be maintained along the nortl1 side of Tm-vnsend Street in order to 
continue to provide a ternporary Muni layover/staging xone. When this temporary Muni zone (between 6 
a.m. and 9 a.m. on weekdays) is not in effect, the parking lane could provide space for on-street loading 
:(;Ones (as proposed by the. pmject) or on-street parking. WhUe implementation of Central SoMa l?EIR 
Mitigation Measures M-TR<-6a and M-TR-6b, implem.ented through planning code section 155(u), would 
reduce project-specific loading impacts to less-than-significant levels, it is unlikely to fully mitigate the 
project's cumulative passenger loading impacts, which would remain signific:;mt and tmavoidable with 
mitigation, as stated in the Central SoMa PEIR. · 

Since the Central SoMa PEIR. identifi.ed significant and unavoidable impacts resulting fl:om inadequate 

commercial and passenger loading and the proposed project would contribute to thos~ impacts, the project 

would not result in new significp.nt impacts related to loading that were not identified in the Central SoMa 

PEIR. Additionally, for the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would not result in more severe 

cumulative impacts related to loading than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Emergency Vehicles 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR .;letqmined that dev?.lopment t.mder the Centr~l SoMa Plan, including the proposed 
street network changes, coulc). result in sigcifi~ant impacts on emergency vehicle access. However, with · 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigatiqn Measure M-TR-8, Emergen~y Vehicle Access 
Con:mltatiol;l, along with mitigation measures regarding tra11sit enhancements (M-TR-3a), transportation 
demand management (M"NO-la), and Central SqMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Se, Air Quality 
Improvement Strategy, the impact would be reduced to less than signilicant. While Central SoMa PEIR 
Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TI'v-8, and M-AQ-5e would be implemented by the city and are not 
applicable to subs(;quent development projects, such projects would ])e required to implement M-NO-la. As 
discussPd previously, Central SoMil. PEIR 'Mitigation' Measure M-NO-la is implemented by planning code 
section 169 and is a requirement of the proposed project. 'il1e proj~ description includes a list of measures 
the project sponsor proposes in order to meet the cily's transportation demand n1.anagement requirements. 
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No further implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is required beyond 
compliance with the planning code. 

Project-Specific Analysis 
Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided along all four streets bounding the block 
containing the project site (Brannan Street, Townsend Street, Third Street, and Fourth Street). Emergency 
vehicles wowd have access to any of the through streets (i.e., streets other than alleys) in SoMa, most of which 
furiction as major artedal or collector streets. During the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods, general traffic 
congestion in the vicinity of the. project site can result in some delay to emergency vehicle response, but 
nonemergency vehicles must yield right-of-way to emergency vehicles, as required by California Vehicle Code 
section 21806, 

The project does not propose any major modifications to the roadway network such as vacation of existing 
(or creation of new) streets or public 1ights-9£-way for use by vehi,cles and does not include any featnres that 
would affect emergency vehicle access, such as cl1anges to curb lines and turning radii. The project site is also 
not located in the immediate vicinity of any existing uses or facilities that generate unusually large amounts 
of emergency vehicle activity (such as a hospital or fire station), such that project-generated activities could 
result in potential di.smptions to eJ;nergency vehicle response limes. San Francisco Fire Department Station 8 
is located approximately 350 feet .from .the project site along the north side of Bluxome Street (between Fourth 
Street and Fi,fth Street). There is sufficient physical separation between the project and Station 8 thatthe project 
would be unlikely to result in any substantiill effects on emergency vehicle response or access; U,:npacb~; of the 
proposed project on t?mergency vehicle acc~,ss would be less th&n significant. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Under cumulative conditions, vehicle activity qn the S).UTounding strf:'et network would likely increase as a 
result of subsequent development proje<~ts enabled under the Central SoMa P!an and background growth 
elsewhere in the city and the region. This would generally be expected to lead to an increase in traffic 
congesi.ion and associated delay~ to vehicles traveling within the neighborhood. Additionally, many of the 
transportation network c.h.mges, including the street network dtanges proposed by the Central SoMa Plan, 
proposed by cumulative projects, such as U1e Brannan Street Safety Project, Townsend Corridor Improvement 
Project, and Fifth Street Improvement Project, would affect roadway and intersection geometry but would 
not preclude emergency vehic;le access. Some of the \-<.lmulative projects, including new peak-period transit­
only lanes tmder the Central SoMa Plan and a new transit-only tum pocket tmder the Brannan Street Safety 
Project, would be ;1yailal?le for use by emergency vehicles to bypass h·affic congestion in mixed-flow lanes. 
To the extent that other changes frorn proposed cmnulative projects reduce the available roadway capp.city 
and unobstructed roadway width, they ·m.ay affect motorists' ability to )rield right-of-way, as well as the ability 
of emergency vehicles to pass other h·affi~. Overall cqmqlative impacts to emergency vehicle access would be 
significant, as was determined in the CeptrC~l SoMa PEW. 

Given the project's location on a major traffic route to I-280 (via the Fifth Street/King Street on-ramp), 
proje<::t-generated vehicle traffic could h1crease c;ongestion, the~·eby exacerbating the effects on emergency 
vehicle <~ccess. Given these considerations! the projec;t's contribution to the cumulative in1pact to 
ernerger\cy vehicle access identified in the Central SoMa PEIR would be considerable. As discussed above, 
the proposed project wowd be required to implement the city's transportation demand management 
requirements of planning code section 169. Another applicable mitigation measure to reduce the project's 
impact to emergency vehicle access is Project Mitigation Measme M-TR-1 (Queue Abatement). Project 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would a<;ld:res~; the queuing of vehicles into and out of thr; project site and 
would also facilitat!3 emergency vehi<;:les traveling on ro;:~dways surrounding the project site. With 
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implementa,tion of the tr(llsportation dem\lnd rnanilgement requirements and Project Mitigation Meilsure 
M-TR-1, cumulative emergency vehicle access ir~1pacts would be less than significant. 

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe cumulative 
impacts related to emergency vehicle access than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Construction Impacts 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR determined that plan-level construction activities associated with development 
1.mder the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open space :improvements and street network 
changes, could dismpt nearby streets, transit services, and pedestrian and bicycle cira1lation, resulting in 
a significant impact. Central SoMa PF;IR Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, Constructton Mru~agement Plan 
and Construction Coordination, was identified to reduce impacts by requiring individual development 
projects within the plan are<\ to develop a construction management plan, However, even with 
implementation of M-TR-9, the plan-level impact would be significant and unavoidable because it was 
unknown how many subsequent development projects en<tblP.cl, by the phm could be under construction 
simultaneously; iikewise, the construction activities required for tho~e projecls were urJmovv-n. The Central 

· SoMa PEIR determined thut cumulative construction hnpacts (impacts resulting from projec;ts enabled by 
the plan in addition to other cumu1ative projects) wo1tld be less than significant. 

Project-Specific Analysis 

During the anticipated 34- to 36-month constructiqn period, temporary and intermittent transportation 
im.pacts would result from construction-related truck movements t:o and from the project site during 
demolition and construction [1ctivities associated with the proposed project. No roadway, parking lane, or 
traffic lane closures are anticipatd as C\ result of construqtion activities h1. and around the project slte. 
Sidewalks, bike lanes, and a bus stop may be tempoTarily closed for short periods of time to accommodate 
ul:ility work. 

During the construction period, there woul<i be an ~nfhtx of constntction~relatE?d vehicles (including large 
trucks) traveling to and from the sit~ on a regular basis. Construction tmcks would be required to use 
det>ignated freight traffic routes to access the constructi_on site. The San Francisco General Plan identifies 
multiple freight traffic routes in the vicinity of the construction t;;ite, including major freeways (I-80, I-
280, and U.S. 101) an<i most through streets in the SoMa area-namely, the Howard Street/Folsom Street 
and Harrison Street/Bryqnt SlTeet couplets in the east-west direction and all streets between Fremont 
Street and Tenth Street (except Second Street) in the north-south direction. Also included among the 
cl,esignated freight traffic routes are The Embl.lrcadero/King Street, Fourth Street (between King Street 
and Third Street), and Third Street (south of King Street). 

The impact of construction truck traffic would be <! t~,;mporm:y kssening of the capacities of surrounding 
roadways and truck routes (as weH as comwcting local streets) due to the slower movement and larger 
turning 1:adii of trucks. Construction truck traffic could re$ult in minor congestion and conflicts with traffic, 
transit, bicycle, ~d pedestrian circulation. Hovvever, potential impacts would be considered less than 
significant due to their temporary and limited dumtion and to the fact that the majority of construction 
activity would, occur during off.peak hours, whe11. t::<iffic volume!) and the potential for conflicts are 
substantiallylower. Whll<i1 there may be sorne occasional disruption to circulation as a resu1t of ·(m-road 
construction vehicles or construction-related truck traft1<; during the weekday a.m. or p.m. peak periods, 
these effects would not be frequent or substantial enough to constitute a significant impact. 
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C:onstruction staging; would be expecte([ to take plpce pril;narily within the confines of the project site, 
although the sidewalk frof]ting the site along Fourth Street and/or Townsend Street may need to be 
closed on a temporary basis. 

In consideration ot t.h.e proj~ct site location. m<d other relevcu1t project characteristics, !:he duration and 
mag-nitude of temporary :project-related construction activities could result in substantial interference with 
bicycle, pedestrian, or vehicle cir~lation 11nd accessibility to adjoining areas, thereby resulting- in 
p9tentially hazardow conl;litions. 111is wou).d be a significant impact. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, 
identified in the Central SoMa f'EIR to address plan-level significant impacts as described above, indtldes 
actions relatet;l to development of a construction management plan (and, if necessary, a coordinated 
construction: management plan) specifically intended to be lmdertaken by sponsors of S<Ibsequent 
Cl-evelopment projects within the plan area. Therefore, this mitigation measure woulq q_pply to the proposed 
project and, is identified ElS Project Mitig~tion Me~~l)re M-TR-:l, Construction Management :Plan and 
Construction Coordination (implementi,ng CentraJ SoMa PEIR I\1itigation Measure M-TR-9), which is 
provided in full detail in Attachment B, -Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, to this Initial 
Study-Community Plan Evaluation. As described above for plan-~evel impac;ts, however, this mitigation 
measure w:ould reduce, but not fully mitigale, tl1e project's impacts related to COJ,1strnction. Therefore, these 
iu>.pacts would remain signific,ilnt and unavoidable with mitigation. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There is also the potential for other nearby construr,:tion pr.ojects to generate traffic from constntction­
related vehicles (including large trucks) traveling to and from ne<trby sites. N~ne of the cumulative 
development projects wou.id be located on the sam~ block as the project site. However, one project (636-
648 Fourth Street) is located diagonally oppositQ the project site at Fourth Street/Bluxome Street, and two 
adc!.ilional projects are lo<;ated within a ha.lf~block dist\}m;e of the project site (505 B.rannan Street and 330 
Townsend Street). The project site is also approximately cine to rnro blocks away from the largest 
concentration of development proposals und~r the Central SoMa Plan at Fifth Street/Branna:n Street, whicl1 
includes the San Fn;mdsco Flower .\Vfm't re1~evelopment, !?98 Brmman Street, ;;q<d 88 BllL'<Ome Street. Other 
development project(> en.abled by the Central SoMa :Plan WO\lld be locateq further away and would 
generally m;;~lce a m1,1ch snwllm; cqntributior\ to ~.my ·constn~ction-related effect!' in thdmmed.iate vicinity 
of the project sit~. In addition1 construction of tl-10 propnt?ed prPj<:ct could overlap with construction of U1e 
Townsend Corridor Improvement Project illl.d possibly the Br<J.nnan Street Safety Project. Other cumul<ltive 
tnmsportation projects in the area would in,vqlve . construction acttvities on- street sesmepts in the 
im:mediate vicinity o£ the project sita, in~ludil19 ~he Dmvnlown ~ail Extension and 'fransbay Prograrn 
Phase 2 and the Fifth Stre~t Irnprqve~n<;:nt Pi:oject. · 

Given the volume of propo~ed potentlalland use dgveloprnents il1 the area that are enabled. under the CentraJ 
SoMa Plan, and the scope, sc<>le, and duratiqn of potential transportation changes, it is possible that 
~onstruction activities at multiple sites could . overlap at least partially. Furthermore, any overlap in 
construction activities could an1plify potential effects on tnufic, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation at 
some locations due to the pro:xirnity and cor:~c<mtration of construction sites. Given these coru;;iderations, the 
propo.sed project's contribution to cumulative plan-level construction-related h·ansportation impacts under 
the Central SoMa Plan would be significant. In:-tplementation of Project Mitigation Measure M.-TR-2 would. 
reduce this impac;;t; however, it.(s uncertain -whether or not this mitigation measure would fully mitigate the 
project's contribtJtion to this signifimnt plan-lewl impact iden,lified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 1he timing of 
a\ijacetd pn)jects is tmcertain and could change, ®d it is therefore difficult to accurately predict the nun1ber, 
scale, and intensity of conshucli.on activities th,at could be un9.ervvay silm.Jltaneous to the proposed project's 
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construction <~ctivity. Therefore, conshuction imp!'tcts from the proposed project combined with other projects 
enabled under the plan would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

For the reasons discussed above, implementation of.the proposed project would not result in more severe 
cumulative construction impacts than were identified in the Centml SoMa PElR. 

Parking 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that development m.1der the plan would not result in a substantial parking 
deficit that would create hazClrdous cond.itions or significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians, and where particular characteristics of the Central SoMa Plan render the use of other modes 
infeasible. The secondary effects of increased parking demand generated by development under the plan 
and on-street parking loss as a result of Central So:tvfa Plan street netiATork changes would be less than 
significant because increased demand and removal of parking would be spread out over multiple streets, 
other on- and off-street parking spaces would be available, the area is well served by public transit and 
other modes, street neti"Tork changes would improve conditions for other modes, and the parking loss 
would not cre<Jte h<Jzardous conditions such as impairing visibility on narrow streets or blocking sidewalks 
or crosswalks. 

Projec;t-Specific Analysis 
As discussed under Evaluation of Environment<1l Effects, above, the proposed project qi1alifies as em infill 
project under CEQA section 21099(d), and therefore, pa:rkipg impacts need not be considered in CEQA 
review. No substantial parking deficit would occur. The project site is currently well served by local and 
regional transit services and the surrounding area is generally conducive to both bildng and walking. 
Therefore, any secondary impacts resulting from p. parking deficit would be less than_ significant, consistent 
with the findings of the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Several of the transportation network ch;;u,1ges, :including those assoCiated with the Brannan Sh·eef Safety 
Project, the Townsend Corridor Improvemert.t Project, and the Fifth Street Improvement Project, would 
occur under cumulative conditions. These neti"Tork changes combined with the project's design features 
(such as wider sidewalks, project pr0vh).ed POPOs, and biCycle parkii\g) would enhance pedestrian 
connectivity for aqd through the project sik and improve the qvality of h·ansit service and bicycle and 
pedesh'ian facilities ln the vicinity of the proje<;:t site, This would further enhqnce the safety and 
attractiveness of these particular travel modes. Therefore, <my secondary impacts resvlting from a parking 
d~ficit that would result under cumulative conditions would also be les$ than significant. 

In summary, implementation of tlw proposed project would not result more severe cumulative impacts as 
a result of a lack of parking; than were tdenlified in the Centra~ SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
. . 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or 
cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, 
nor would the project result in signific;mt project-le,yel or cumulative impacts on transportation and 
circulation that are more severe than those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the 
project site. Project Mitigation Measures M"TR-1 a11.d M-TR-2, impkmenting various mitigation 
measures identified in the Central SoMa Plan, would Z\pply to the proposed project. 
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The Central SoMa· PEill. deterrrdned that implementation of the plan wottld result in a suh:;tantial permanent 
increase in ambient traffic noise levels as a res1..1lt of growth in jobs and re!Jidents anticipated under the plan 
and chm1ges to the street network proposed by the plan. Although this in1pact would be reduced by Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-la (now implemented by planning code section 169), the Central 
SoMa PEIR concluded that existing sensitive receptors (residences, schools, and childcare centers) would be 
adversely affected by mcreasecj. traffic noise generated ~y Central SoMa Plan traffic and street network 
changes and under cumulative conditions, and that the impact would remain significant and J,mavoidable. 
The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that impacts a~sodated with new noise-generating uses, now enabled 
under the plaTit could re$Ult in significrmt noise impacts. Further, the plan concluded that inlplementation of 
Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M"NO)b would render this impact less than significant 

·. ' 

With respect to construction noise and vibration, the Central SoMa PEll\ determined that constmction 
activities in the plan area could expose people to temporary increa·ses in noise and vibration levels 
substantially in excess of ambient levels, which would be a significant impact. However, the Central SoMa 
PEIR found this impact could be :rnltigated to iess than significant for individual buildu1g conot1'Uction with 
implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measur~s M-N0-2a, General Construction Noise 
Control Measure, and M-NO-Zb, Noise and Vibration Control Measqres during Pile Driving. However, 
the Central SoMa PEIR found that if constmction of m~,tltiple buildings were to simultaneously occur near 
the same receptors, the impact could be significant and unavoidable. The Central SoMa PJ+IR also 
determined that constru<;:tion activities could expos<) people and buildings to significant temporary 
increases in vibration levels. The Central SoMa PEIR dete1mined that these impacts could be mitigated to 
less than significant with implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M~N0-2b, M-CP-3a, 
and M-CP-3b. 

The Central SoMa Plan area is not located neq.r a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area; therefore, 
topic Sc below is not applicable to the plan nor any sul:;Jseql!~Pnt development projects within the plan area. 

Slanificat!l 
Impact P~t;ltliar 
Ia Projeyct or 
Prpje<:~~ 

6. NOIS&-Would the prq]11ct result in thE!: 

a) Generation of a swbs\f,mtial tempor~ry or 0 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project In excess of standt~rds 
established in the local general ·plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable stand<!rds of other 
agencie~? 

b) Generation of excessive grot~ndbcirne vibration or 0 
groundborne noise levels? 

c) For a project loca,ted within the vicinity of a private O 
airstrip or an airport land use plan !'!rea, or, w~ere 

76 

such a plan has not been adopted, in an. area 
within two miles of a public airport or public use . 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to exces~lve noise levels? 

814 

Signlfic<ll1t 
lmp~ctnot 
Identified 
in C:>ntral 
So/lilaPEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
lmpa<;t due lo 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

No Sigoif/cant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified In Central 
SoMaPEIR 



Community Plan Evaluation 
lnil:ial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Project-Specific Analysis 
An enviromnental noise and vibration assessment32 was prepared to evaluate potential project-specific 
noise impacts resulting from the proposed project. The findings of this analysis are surrunarized below 
along with a comparison against the Central SoMa PEJR findings for each noise subtopic. To support the 
noise impact analysis for the proposed project, shorHe1m (15-minute) and long-term (24-hour) noise 
measurements were conducted near the project site. Results of the long-te1m noise measurements indicate 
ambient daytime noise levels of about 64 A.-weighted decibels (dBA)33 with ambient nighttime noise levels 
of 61 dB A and d<Jy-night ayerage (Ldn)31 noise levels of 68 dBA. Short-term (15-minute) noise 
measure1Ilents around the project 9ite indicate noise levels o£ 62-72 dB A. 

Traffic Noise 
The proposed project would contl'ibute vehicle td,ps onto the local an.;l. regional roadway network. 
Consequently, traffic noise levels would increase with the project's contribution of additional vehicles. 

·Peak-hour vehicle trip generation estimates resulting from the proposed project were obtained from the 
655 Fourth Street transportation study <md existing vehicle traffic levels were obtained from the Cenh·al 
SoMa PEIR to determine if the project's vehicular traffic oplocal roadways would result in a substantial 
increase L11 ambient noise lew•ls, 

A potentially significant increase in the ambient noise level due to traffic resulting from a proposed project 
is unlikely unless the project would cause a (ioubling of existing traffic levels, which is generally assumed 

to result in a 3 dBA increase in the existing arn.bient noise e~wironmenP5 An increase of less than 3 dBA is 
generally not perceptible outside of controlled labor& tory conditio:ns.36 Based on the transportation study, 
the proposed project would add 2,426 net p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips to the local roadway network: Five 
loll-ding/service spaces would also be needed to accommodate the project's anticipated freight truck trips 
during the peak hour. 

The noise study analyzed existing and project-generated p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes to determine 
whether the proposed pTOject would result in a perceptible increase in tr\lffic noise. The analysis found that 
project h;affi<:; would increase the most (by 26 percent) on Townsend Stl'eet between Lusk and Third streets 
and that noise levels would be expected to increase by less thrm 1 decibel. Thus, project-related tr<;~ffic 
would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. 

Artick 29 of the Police Code, also kriown as the noise ordinance, regulates noise in the city. An analysis 
was conducted to det!;'!rm.ine whether noise from loading operationp would meet the interior noise standard 
of 45 dB A as specified ix\ section 2909(d) of the noise ordinance. Interior noise levels of 45 dB A or lower are 

33 

35 

Dudei<. 4019. ]i:nvironmental Noi~.e apd Vibr~tion Assessmen\, Case Number: 2Ql4"000203ENV for the 655 Fourth 
Street Project in San Francisco, California. 
Decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter c!e­
emphasizes low and high frequency contp<.1nentn of sound in a mmmer sunilar to the freqttency resporise of the 
human 13ar and correl.ates well with subjective r(?sponse to sm,md. 
The aver<>ge A,weighted noise lev<;l during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 10 decibels to levels m.eas11red 

during th.e night between [0 p.m. and 7 a.m. 
Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. Available at: http:/(www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/ 
teru;l-sep2013.pdf. Accessed: December 18, 2017. 
California. Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplemmt to the Traffic Noise Allalysis Protocol, pp. 2-44 
to 2-45, September 2013, Available: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013B.pdf. Accessed 
July 30, 2017. 
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generally accepted ftS the noise level requisite to ensure sleep disturbance does-not occur. Typical freight 
and passenger loading operations generate average noise levels of 55 to 60 dBA Lega7 and maximum levels 

(Lmax)38 of 80 to 84 dBA at a distance of 50 feet."~ The proposed loading areas would be at least 100 feet 

.from the nearest on,site residence, and the line of sight would be interrupted by barriers or walls. The 

distance and intervening barriers would attenuate (reduce) noise levels fron:t loading to an average of 

approximately 3;?. to 37 dBA Leq or a maximum of approximately 57 to 61 dB A Lmax at the nearest on,site 
residence. Thus, average interior noise levels from loading operations would generally be below the 45 

dBA interior noise stmdard in the noise ordinance. At times, brief noise from loading operations may be 

;;mdible at the nearest residence. Noise from loading operations at the ne<Jrest on-site sensitive receptor 

would also be below the ambient noise lev<Jl9 measured near the project site (68 dB A Ldn). Additionally, 
noise levels from loading operations would qe even,' lower at off-site sensitive receptors because there 

would be greater separation between the lqading areas and thes?. receptors,40 

As a result, the proposed project. would n(}t result in significant traffic noise impacts. 

Mechanical Equipment 
Mecha!]ical eq1.1ipment requi1:ed for builcUng operation, incl.uding he11ting, ventilation, and air conditioning 

mtits; exl-taust fans; COli.denser vvater.pum,ps; boilers.; and a backup einergency generator, "'Afould generate 
noise. This equipment would be located ~ the ba8ements or in rnecl.1anical penthouses on the building 
rooftops. Noise from each o£ these ·sources was evaluated in the noise study and the findings are 

suxmnarized below. 

The noise ordinance specifies that noise generated from a property must not result in noise levels of 5 dB A above 

the ambient noise level from noise generated at a residential property plane or 8 dBA above the ambient noise 

level from noise generated at a c;ommercial property pla11e and, for fixed noise sources, must not result in interior 
noise levels at any residence above 45. dBA during nighttime hours or 55 dBA during daytime hours. As 

diswssed above, the day-nightaverage noise level in the proje~t are<~ is about 68 dBA Ldn. To ensure compliance 

with these st.a.ndards, screen walls would be constrl,Ic;ted on the building roofs to conceal cooling towers, 

mechanical equipment, the elevator penthouse, and building maintenance units. As shoVI>n in the project­

specific noise study, with the proposed screen walls, the project would not result in operational noise from 
building mechanical equipment in excess of the applicable noise ordinance standards. A more detailed 

discussion is provided belqw. 

The upper roof level of each tower would contain exhaust fans serving different functim1s tn the building. Each 
tower would have 12 fans (48 fans total). Not all fan!;) are expected to be operating at the san1e time. For the 

purpose of the noise analysis, no more than six fi)ns were asst;m,eQ. to be operfl.ting at the same time in each of 
the towers (24 fans tofa]). Six operating faps would produce a noise level of 62 dBA Leq.at 50 feet. ()n,site 

residences r;nay be as clo:oe as 25 feet from tl)e center of the operating fans and, could therefore be subject to an 

exhaust fan noise level of 68 dB A l,eq at the extBri9r of their n~,;i<;lential spfl.ce. Assurning 25 dB of attenvati.on 
.from exterior to interior, the interior noise levels from COJ!lbin<:)d. exl1aust fan operations would be 43 dBA Leq. 

37 

$6 

39 

·10 

78 

The avgr~;tge A-weighted sound. level during the metlsurement period. For this CEQA evalu<;~tion, Leq refers to a 
one-hour period unless othelwise stated, 
The m?Ximvm A-weighted so1.md level during the measurement period. 
EDA W. 2006. Sound measurement data of loading dock activities collected on August 7 and 8, 2006. Personal 
obsenrc;tion by A. Kerr (EDAW). August 7 and 8,2006. 
U1.e nearest off-site residents are occupants of Uw 601 Fo.urth Street buildL.,g, approximately 35 feet northwest of 
the project site's northwestern border. Giveri the size of the project site, residents of the 601 FourthStreet building 
are at least, if not more than, 200 feet north of the project's proposed loading areas. 
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Titus, mechanical. farmoise woulc;l be less than the 45 dB A Leq nighttime limit in the noise ordinance. The tower 
fans are not closer than 60 feet from an. adjacent property plan<;>, and therefore exhaust fan noise levels <tt any 
property plane would not exceed 60 dB A Leq, which is 8 dB A below the measured 68 dB A Ldn. 

For existing noise sensitive land uses in tho vidnity, a direct line o£ sight would not occur between the rooftop 
equipment and the receiver locations due to the height of the proposed 655 Fourlh Street building and 
surrounding building heights. The distance from the fans to the property plane in the direction of the nearest 
noise sensitive land uses (601 Fourth Street) is estimated to be approximately 310 feet. At this distance, the 
expected exterior sotmd level of the fans is 43 dB A Leq at the closest of£-site receiver locations, which are ground 
level at 601 Fourth Street Interior noise levels would be even lower as the building of 601 Fourth Street would 
further attenuate noise fTOm the 655 Fourth Street heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment. 

Additionally,air handling units are planned for Jevel41 on Tower 1A and Tower 2B. A typical sound power 
level for similar air handling muts vvith a fan is 94 dBA. At 50 feet, the sound pressvre level would be 
approximately 62 dB A; consequently, air handling unit noise would also not result in 5 dB A over ambient noise 
levels at the property plane (estimated to be 68 dB A Ldn). For the on-site noise sensitive residential uses, noise 
from the air handling units wott.ld be red1,1ced to approximately 43 dB A Leq within the closest interior space; 
which lli at a distance o£ approximately 25 feet from .the air handp,rs. This equipment would not exceed the 45 
dB A Leq nighttime noise limit for residentiitl interiors in the noise ordin<Jnce. At the property plane of 601 Fourth 
Street, approximately 310 feet away, an.d inc1ucUng tht;) ad<;litional noi~e attenuation fmm intenuption of the line 
of sight between air handling units and the exterior of 601 Fourth Street, exterior noise levels would be about 42 
dBA, well below the nighttime residential h1terior noise limit in the noise ordinance. 

Condenser water pumps, boilers, and an ettwrgency back-t1P generator would all be located in enclosed rooms, 
which is expected to effectively limit noise from these s0urces. Furthermore, the emergency bad;-up generator 
would be operated only in emergencies and for periodic testing; because of its intermittent use, it would not be 
expected to increase ambient noise levels . 

. Therefore, the proposed project's med1anical system? would not result in. a significant noise impact. 

Events 
The eighth floor of Tower 2B would contain an event space with an ou tdqor terrace 85 feet above the street 
level with a maxinmm occupancy of 300 people. This $pace would function as a meeting and event space 
available for building occupants and for rental and reservation by external entities and groups for limited 

· programmed events. 'The event space and other amenities would be 10,900 square feet. Primary noise 
sources on the outdoor terrace. would include people talking and amplified music. As a result of the 
project's step-back design, the outdoor terrace would be about 60 feet from the northeast property plane 
and more than 100 feet from the nearest off-site residences at 601 Fo\jrth Street. 

The number of people expected to attend events on the 8th floor event space will yary depending on the 
event. Based on a maximum Ci\paclty of 300 people at t:he event space, a maximum of 122 people would be 
expected on the outdopr terr1-1ce at one time. J\Joise levels as:>(idated with the people gathering at the 
outdoor areas were assumed to be between 62 dl3A and 65 ctDA at a distance of 3.3 feet. 

The existing nighttime ambient noise levd at the prqj~d site i;; 61 dl3A Leq. Noise levels from people'~ 
voices would be attenuated to <!pproxjma~dy 4(3 dB/\ l,eq at the property plane, which is let>s than the 
existing ambient noise hovel. Therdore, 110ise frm.11 peoph~ on the terrace would meet the property plane 
noise limits specified in section 2909 of the noi0e ordinance (noise cannot exceed 8 dB A above the ambient 
noise level at the property plane from noise generated on a commercial property). The estimated exterior 
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noise levels at the on-site private terraces (outdoors) above the event space from people gathering on the 
even~ terrace would b.e approximately 59 dBA Leq. Assuming the exterior building shell would provide 
25 dB of exterior to interior attenuation, the interior crowd noise level would be reduced to 34 dB A Leq. 
The estimated exterior noise levels at the nearest off-site noise sensitive receptors (601 Fourth Street) 
would be 44 dBA Leq. The::.;e noise levels are below the 45 dBA nighttime interior standard required to 
prevent sleep disturbance and are consistent with the nighttime interior noise limits in section 2909(d) 
o£ the noise ordin.ance. 

Speaker systems prodw;:e sound· level'> that vary depending on the music or speech amplified from the 
speaker(s) and the levels set by system <;;perators. With existingni.ghtl:ime ambient noise levels of 61 dB A Leq, 
the speaker system would need to produce noise that isles$ tban 69 dBA (8 dBA above ambient, because this 
is a comme1•cial source) at the pmp~rty line to comply with the section 2909(b) regulation in the noise 
ordinance. If the speaker sy!Jtem confom1s to this limit, then the system WO\Ud also comply with the 45 dB A 
nighttime futerior noise level for sleeping rooms in section 2909( d) of the noise ordinance. Should the speaker 
system produce noise levels that exceed 69 dB.A at the property line, 1;he sy;;tem may not comply with the 
noise ordi.nance regulations and could t<;sultinsignific,.-mtte)npvrm.y increases in ambientnoi?e level::;, which 
would be a significant impact, consisf;ent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR related to noise­
generating uses. Th.e frequency of events t?xpeded for. the space is approximately h'I'O l'l.rge events (150-
250 people) 11nd two medium-s):?ed (75--,150 pepple.) events per month. 

To en'lure that amplified spLmd does not result in a substantial increase in arpbient noise levels in 
compli<;1.11,ce with the applicable noise ordinance standatds, the proposed project would be required to 
implement Project MitigaHo;o Measure M-NO~l, Siting of Nojse GllneraUng UseB (ilXI.plementing 
Central SoMa PElR MitigationMeasttre M"NO-lb). l?roje~t Mitigatio11 Me<un.ire M-N0-1 woulct require 
that the m.nplHied sound system be tested to ensUJ:e that it does not exceed 69 dB A at the property plane, 
and if the system would exceed this noir>O .kvel, l')Venl'> would be restricted to a 1() p.m._ cpmpletion time, 
u.nless an applicable eve>lt permit is obtained from the San F,ranci~co Entertainment ·comm~ssion for 
associate~ events. With imple:q-~.entation of Project Mitigation Mea~mre M-NO-lr the proposed project 
would not result ill nciw or mbre severe operational nol9e impacts than thpse disclosed in the Central 
SoMa PEIR. 

Construr;tion Noise 
Construction activities for both Building$ 1 and 2 are i'lntlcipated to tat<e approximately 34-36 :months; the· 
buildings wol!ld be construc~et;l concu:r;:rently. Construction noise levels .would vary from hour to hour and 
day to t;l.ay, depending on the ec1uipment i,n vse, the operations being performed, m.1d the distance between 
the source and receptor. Constrw:tion is expected to incl\lde d.emolition, site preparation, grading, paving, 
building construction, ru;td archi~ec\:ural coating. Construction equipment with substantially higher noise 
generation characteristics ($uch as pile drivers, rock drills, blasting equipment) would :not be necessary. 
Noise levels resulting from the proposed con11truction activities were calculated using the Federal Highway 
Administration Roadway Consl;ructioq Noise Modeling softw<:~re. Tal:Jle 3 shows the n.oise levels in a case 
when all expected eq\iil'ment is operating at the same H:me. 

so 

818 



Community Plan· Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

Table 3 
Construction Noise Modeling Summary Results 

Leq =average sotmd level; dBA = A-weighte~ decibel. 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

The estim<tted construction noise levds generated by the proposed project would average 87 dB A Leq for 
typical moderate construction efforts at the nea).'est residential properties (at 35 feet from the coi\struci:ion 
site). Wl;ten intense conshuction is conducted the noise levels would be higher, ranging from 87 to 90 dBA 
Leq (as shown in Table 3). These noise level::; would be a substar1tial temporary increase over those existing 
without the project, which range from 62 to 7? dB A during vari;us times of the day. 

Construction of the proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which 
regulates construction noise. The Departmetlt of B.uilding J,nspection is responsible fOJ: enforcing the noise 
ordinance for private constructi0\1 projects during normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). The police 
department is responsible for enforcing the 1,1oise ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during 
the construction period for the proposed project, OcCl)pants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by 
construction noise. mstances may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby 
residences and other businesses near the project site. 

As discussed in the project description, limited nighttime construction work is required for 
approximately eight nights covering four weekends. The proposed nighttime work is expected to take 
plq.ce during the construction of the building's founda.tion. During continuous nighttime concrete pours, 
construction noise levels of 86 dBA could be experienced· at the nearest existing residences, located 
approximately 35 feet northwest of the project site at 601 Fourth Street. This level would exceed the 
ambient plus 5 dB A nighttime construction'noise limit .in section 2908 of the Police Code and a special 
pennit would be reqt\ired. A1so, based on otl,ler accounts of nighttime concrete pours in similar urban 
environments with a mix of uses in the v!cinity, backup alarms and workers cpmmunicating by yelling 
are important noise sources of concern. Asppming the e0terior shell of the 601 Fourth Street building 
(which is the closest m1ise sensitive receptqr) provides 25 dB of noi~Je reduction from exterior noise 
sources, the interior nighttime construction: nois.e level expected at this resid?ntipl building could be as 
high as 61 dBA Leq, which could interfere with people being able to fall asleep or stay asleep. 

In suriunaq, bec<luse construc;tion noise levels WO\tld continue for about three yeitfs and result in. construction 
noise levels of 87 to 90 dB A Leq (cm;n.pared to existing noise levels without the project, which range from 62 
to 72 dB A during various times of the day), construction noise impacts from the proposed project would be 
significant, consistent with the conclusions in the Central SoMa PEIR. Therefore, Project Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-2, Gener;,il Construction Noise Cop.trol Measures (implementing Central SoMa PEJR Mitigation 
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Measure M-N0-2a), would be required, to reduce and manage construction noise. Project Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-2 would require the construction team to implen1ent a series of best management practices to reduce 
constmction noise and, to the extent feasible, during nighttime ·construction, to use electronic means (such as 
walkie talkies) to communicate over distances of 15 feet or more to reduce the team's need to yell I'Uld employ 
the use of advanced back-up almms on construction equipment. 

VIbration 
No operatibni'\1 co)11ponents of the proposed project would include substantial grounqborne noise or 
vibration sources. Thus, no substantial groundborne noise or vibration impacts would occur with the 
operation of the proposed project. 

Construction vil::>ration was evaluated to detem1ine if it would result in building damage or if nighttime 
construction activities would result in sleep disturbance. In general, on-site construction equipment that 
would cause the most ground.borne vibration and noise would be associated with site grading. During 
grading, the largest groundbome vibration levels are anticipated to be generated by large bulldozers and 
loaded trucks used for e;;~rthmoving. 

The nearest building to th? construction site would be t..l<e Swinerton comrnerdal b1,.1ilding.. located at 260 
Townsend Street, approximately 20 feet from the northwest constmction boundary. This building is considered 
a category II building under Federal Transit Administration vibration damage guidelines. TI1ese guidelines 
indicate that building damage for category If buildipgs could occqr when vibration levels exceed 0.3 inches per 
second peak (in/sec) PPV. The second nef:ll'est exi(Jting building is located approximately 35 feet northeast fron:i. 
the project sHe, at 601 Fourth Street. A~cording t1:> the Federal Transit Administration, this historlc 1910 non­
engineered timber and masonry building (could expel'lence damage if vibration levels exceed 0.2 in/sec PPV. 
Bu:Udings located across Tow11send (90 feet a·way) m1d across Fqurth (85 feet avvay) would be considered 
categ01y I buildings and would be susceptible to damage it vibration levels exceeded 0.5 in/sec PPV. Using the 
distan~e and building c;ategories descril:x;)d hrnnediately above, vibration from. constructlort activity was 
calculated at each of the adjacent eyJsti:ng bqildings. Resplts are ptesented below in Table 4. 

Ta~le 4 
Constnidion Vibration Levels at Adjacent Recdvers 

Swinerton (260 Large Bulldozer 20 0.12 0.3 N 
Townsend Loaded Trucks 2() 0.11 N 
Street) 

601 Fourth Large Bulldozer 35 0.05 0.2 N 
Street Loaded Trucks 35 O.Op N 

Across Large Bulldozer 90 O.Ql 0.5 N 
Townsend Trucks 90 0.01 N 

Across Fourth Large Bulldozer 85 0.01 0.5 N 
Loaded Trucks 85 O.Gl N 

As shown in Table 4, construction-relC~ted vibration levels at each adjacent building would fall below the 
damage criteria applicable to the buildings. Thus, b1,1ih:ling damage during construction is not expected. 
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Loaded trucks are th? main vibration proq.ucing construction equipment during nighttime concrete 
pouring. Given this, the expected vibration levels produced dtlring nighttime concrete pours would be 
0.076 in/sec PPV at 25 feet. The closest residences to the construction activity are located at a distance of 
approximately 35 feet; at 35 feet, the vibration would be reduced to approximately 0.05 in/sec PPV. This 
level of vibration is below the 0.1 in/s0c PPV vibration level that is considered "strongly perceptilile." 
Therefore, nighttime construction vibration would not be likely to result in sleep disturbance and the 
project would have less-than-significant impacts from construction vibration. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cmnulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa PEIR 
cumulative noise and vibration analysis. Construction of the proposed project could overlap with 
construction o£ two sh·eetscape it11provement projects not specifio~lly considered, in the Central SoMa PEIR: 
the Brannan Street Safety Project and the Townsend Corridor Improvement Project. Construction noise 
impacts from the proposed project are unlikely to combine with construction noise impacts from the Fifth 
Street Improvement Project given that the Fifth Street Improvement Project is over 900 feet west of the project 
site. Nevertheless, all of these streetsca.pe projects are similar. in rmture to .U1e street network changes evaluated 
iit the CerLtral So~v1a PEIR. The Central Solv1a PELR detcrrnincd thnt plan. 1ev~l construction irrtpacts could be 
significant and u11avoidable because of the poot>ibil1ty o.f nTultiple projects UTLder constru.ction u.t the s~me 
time. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with cumulative projects would not result in more 
severe cumulative construction noise impacts than disclosed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant 
environp,1ental impacts that w~re not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to noise and vibration, 
nor would the proposed project result in more severe project-specific or cun1.ulative in1pacts than were 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E. 7 Air Quality 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
TI1e Central SoMa PEIR identified potentially si.gni.ficant air qualiiy impacts from subsequent development 
projects related to the generation of criteria air pollutants and impacts to sensitive receptors4t as a r~sult of 
exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate matter and other toxic air contaminants (TACt=:) during 
project operations. The Central SoMa PEll:Z identified six mitigation m~asures that would reduce these air 
quality impacts; however, the Central SoM<J. PEIR determined that impacts from subsequent development 
projects would remain significant and unavoidable. The mitigation me1.1sures identified in the Central SoMa 
PEIR that are applicable to subsequent development projects are as follows: M-NO-la, as well as Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures M-AQ-3a, Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants 
Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products; M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions; M-AQ-5a, Best 
Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-5b, Siting of Uses that Emit 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5), Di.esel Particulate MaUer, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-Sd, 

' 1 BAAQMD (Bay Area Air Quqlity Manageme11t District). 2011. Recommended Methods for Screeni11g nnd Modeling Local 
Risks and Hazards. May 2011, p. 12 .. (The Bay /\.rea f'.ir Quality Management District considers sensitive receptors <IS 

childJ:en, adults, and older adt.1lts occupying or residing in residential dwellings, including apartm~nts, houses, 
condomiclums; schools, colleges, and lll1iversitjes; day care center$; hospitals;_ and senior care facilities.) 
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Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. As diswssed throughout this initial study, M-NO-la is 
implemented by planning code section 169. 

The Central SoMa PEIR also identified potentially significant air quality impacts 'from subsequent 
development projects related to the generation of criteria air pollutants resulting from construction 
activities and impacts to sensitive receptors as a result of exposure to elevated levels of diesel particulate 
matter and other TACs during project copstru.ction. The Central SoMa PEIR identified four mitigation 
measures applicable to construction projects that would re,Juce these air quality impacts to less than 
significant: Central SoMa PEXR Mitigation Me<~sures M-AQ-4a, Consfruction Emissions Analysis; 
M·AQ-4b and M-AQ-6a, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan; and M-AQ-6b, Implement Clean 
Construct~onRequirements (applicable to city projects only). 

All other air quality impacts, including con&istency with applicable air quality plans and exposure of people 

to objectionable odors, would be less than signific&nt and no mitigation is requir,ed. 

Topics 

7. AJR QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Conflict wilh or qbstruct implementation of tile 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable Jwt' 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
.;tpplicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality slaf)dard? 

Slgnlflc~nt 
Impact Peculiar 
ta Pro}ect or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial O 
pollutant r;oncentrations? 

o) Result in other emissions (spch as those leading 0 
to odors) adversely affecting a subst<Jnti<~l 
number of people? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Constn.tction Oust Control 

Si!lnificant 
Impact not 
Identified 
Ill Genlra/ 
SoMa PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Significant Impact not 
lmpac;t due to Previously 
Substartial Identified In Central 
New lnfqrmafion SoMaPEIR 

0 181 

q l8l 

0 

D 

Project-related construction activities, primarily ground-disturbing .activities, wotJld result in conshuction 
dust. The board of s1,1pervisors adopt~:;d the San Fnmci"co Consh'Uction Dust Control Ordinance (codified in 
Health Code article 22B and San Francisco Building Code section 106.A.3.2.6) with tlce intent of reducing the 
quantity of fugitive dust genE~rated during site prepar<).tion, demolition, and construction work, in order to 
protect the health of the general public apd of on-site workers and to minimize public nuisance complaints. 
The project would be reqqired to comply with construction dust control ordinance., which requires the project 
sponsor and the contr;;1ctor responsible for construction activities at the project site to implement a number of 
pr<tctices to control con.strl,lction du.st on the site or othe:r pJ;actices that result in equivalent dust control that 
are acceptable to the d:b:ecto:r of the building department. For projects more than 0.5 acres in size, such as the 
proposed project, the ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by 
the San Fran(:i!3co Department of P11blk Health. The building department will not i:::sue a building pemlit 
withoutwr,itten notification from the director of public health that the applicant has a site-specific dust control 
plan, unless the director w<Jives the requirement. The site-specific dust control plan would require the project 
sponsor to implement additional dust control measures, such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks, 
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and to provide independent third-party LTJ:>pections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and 
suspend construction during high-wind conditions. 

The regulations and procedures set forth hy the San Frru"1cisco Construction Dust Control Ordin<mce would 
ensure that construction dust impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Criteria Air Pollutants 

TI1e Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (air disl1~ict's) 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air 
Quality Guidelines)42 provide methodologies for analyzing air quality impacts. The Air Quality Guidelines 
also provide thresholds of significance for those criteria air pollut<mts for which the San Francisco Bay Area 
Air Basin is in non-attainment. These thresholds of significance are used by the city and are presented in 
Table 5. By its vety nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is 

. , sufficient in size, by itself, to result in non-attainment of air quC\lity standards. Instead, a project's individual 
emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts is considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant.43 

Construction activities from the proposed project would result in the emission of criteria air pollutants from 
equipment exhaust, eonstruction,related vehicular activity, and construction v{orker automobile trips. 
Consttuction of the proposed project would occur over approximately 34 to 36 monihs. Construction is 
expected to begin in 2020 and be completed in 2023. Consi11.1ction-related a·iteria air pollutants generated by 
the proposed project were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
(Version2016.3.1) and are provided within the; air quality emissions assessment report prepared for the 
proposed project.44 The model, iw:ludin.g c;lefault dat(l. (e.g., emissions factors, meteorology), was developed 
in collaboration with staff from California air districts. The 9pecific modeling assumptions are provided h1 
the air quality technical report and. default assumptions were used where project-specific information was 
unknown. Total construction pe~·iod emissions were converted from tons per year to potmds per day using 
the esti.J::p.ated conslnKtion duration of 1)62 working days. As shown in Table 5, project construction 

· emissions would be below the threshold o£ signiiican<;e for f!ll criteria pollutants; thus1 construction emissions 
of criteria pollutants would result in a Iesscthancsignificant impact. No mitigation measures are req!-lired. 

Table 5 
Daily Proj<;ct Const:n1ction Emissions 

SOURCE: Air Quality Emissions Assessment, Dude); 2019. 

ROG = reac;live organic gas; NOx =nitrogen oxide; PMw= particles in the atmosphere with a diameter equal to or less than 10 
micrometers; PMl_o ~particles with a diameter equal to or less th?T~ 2.5 n.1icrometers. 

42 B0:1y Are11Air Quality Management District. 2017. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Updated May 2017, p. 2-1, Accessed 
December 26, 2017. Available at http://www.baaqmd.govHmedia/files/planning-and~research/ceqa/ 
ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pclf.pdf?la=en. 

43 Bay Area Air Quaiity Man<tgement District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017. 
44 Dudek. 2019. Memorandum to Elizabeth Whit'e and Jessica Range. 655 Fourth Street Project Air Quality 

Emissions Assessment. 
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For the proposed project and existing operations, CalEEMod was ut~ed to estimate operational emissions 
from area sources, including emissions from co~'L?umer product use, architecturul coatings, and landscape 
maintenance equipment associated with the proposed project. Emissions associated with natural gas use 
i,n space h~ating, hearths, water heating, and ~toves were <;alculated in the building energy use module of 
CalEEIYJ:od, It was assumed that ''hearth el)1i.ssion~" would occur from natural gas combustion (rather th~n 
wood-burning fireplaces, which are not proposed). 

Consu:m.er products in this <walysis are che,rnically formulated pt·oducts used by household and 
institutional consumers, irwluding detergents; de;mi~1g compounds; polishes; floor finishes; cosmetics; 
personal care products; hotne, lawn, and garden products; d,isinfectants; sanitizers; aerosol paints; and 
avtomotive specialty p~oducts, 

The proposed project would also generate qiteria pollutant emissions associated with vehicle traffic 
(mobile sources) and testing of a backup diesel generator. Operational-related criteiia air pollutants 
generated by the proposed project were quantified using <;:alEEMod and model assumptions and results 
are provided within the air quality emissions assessment ~·eport for the proposed project.45 Default 
assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown. 

TI1e daily and annual emissions associated with operation of the proposed project are shown in Table 6. 
Table 6 also includes the thresholds o£ significance used by the city. 

Table 6 
· Summa:ry of Net Operational Criteria .A.Jr Pollutant Emissions 

SOURCE): Air Quality Emissions Assessment, Dude\< 2018. 

45 Ibid 
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ROG ·=reactive organic gas; NOx =nitrogen oxide; PMw= particle>~ in the atmosphere with a diameter ~qual to or Jess than 10 micrometers; 
PM'-'= pattides with a diameter equal to or leas than 2.5 miO'ometers; lbs/day =pounds per day; tpy =tons per year. 

As shown in Table6, the proposed project would not exceed any criteria air pollutant threshold of 
significance; Therefore, individual and cumulative operational criteria air pollutant impacts resulting 
from the proposed project would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

The proposed project would no.t result in significant project or cumulative criteri.a air pollutant impacts 

that wer,e not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project result in air quality impacts 

that ;:~re substantially more severe thrm those identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Health Ri~k 
111e project site is within an air pollutant exposure zone. As defined in Bealth Code article 38, an air 
pollutant exposure zone c~nsistr, of o.reas tl:H>\, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sour~es, exceed 
he<tlth protective standards for cum(Jlative fine particulate matter (Pivh.?) concentration or cumulative 
excess c~ncer risk. The zone also incorporateB ~1ealth ~;rulne:pbility factors and proximity to freeways. For 
sensitive-use projects within the air pollu.tant exposure :zone, such as the proposed project, article 38 
r·equires the projec.t sponsor to subm5t ern e:n-'~anc;c(l venti1ntiOI\ proposal £or approval by the Departrrtent 
of Public Health that achieves protection from PM2s equivalent to that associated with a minimum 
efficiency reporting value (MERV) 13 filtration. The Department of Building Inspection will not issue a 
building permit without written notification from the Director qf PubUc Health that the applicant h&s an 
approved enhanced ventil&tion proposal. In compliance with article 38, the project sponsor has submitted 
an initial application to the Department of Public Health.46 The regulations and procedures set forth by 
article 38 would reduce exposure of the proposed project's sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations. 

Additionally, projects within an air pollutant exposure zone require special c;onsideration to determine 
whether the project's activities would expof>e existing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant 
concentrations o~add emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. The nearest sch,ools 
to the project site are the Bessie Carmichael Middle School on Harrison Street west of Fourth Street, 
approximately t850 feet northeast of the project site, and the Five Keys Charter School on Oak Street north 
of Bryant Street, approxirnate,ly 1,930 feet Wc;!Bt o.f the gite. The nearest child care centers are the Yerba Buena 
Gardens Child Development Center, approx~mately 2,5$0 feet norltteast of the prqject site, and the Mission 
Head Start Mission Bay Child Development Center, approxl,mi'\tely 2,990 feet southeast of the project site. 
111e nearest residence to the project site is located 35 feet northwest of the project site. 

Construction Health Risks 

The Omtral SoM11 PEm found that subsequent developrrwnt projects requiring the use of diesel-powered 
eq\lipment and vehicles during construction wifh!n t]1? a\r polluta)1t exposure zone would result in a significant 
impact to nearby sensitive receptort), and determined that ',vith imp]ernent(ltion of M-AQ-6a, constmction 
period health risks from subsequ.ent development projects wou,ld be reduceq to less than significant. Because 
the project site is located within an identified air pollntant exposure zone and would require heavy-duty off­
road diesel vehicles and equipment throughput the <Jnticipat!,?.d 34- to 36-monfh construction period, M-AQ-6a 
is req1,1.ired. 

·In 655 Fourth Street Enhanced Ventilation Requirement under article 38. TI1is document i(; available for review at the 
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No 2014-000203ENV. 
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Project Mitigation ,Measure M-AQ-1, O;mstmcti:o:rrEmissious Minimization Plan (implementing Central 
SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6a), reqtlires that diesel f.'ngine:> powering conshuction equipment 
meet all of the following minhnum standards: (1) comply with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Tier 2 emissions standa1;ds, (2) be equipped with a level3 diesel particulate filter,47 and {3) use renewable 
diesel. Use of Tier Z engines and a Level3 Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) can reduce 
construction emissions by 89 to 94 percent compared to equipment with engines meeting no emission 
standards and without a VDECS.~8 Emissions reductions from the combination of Tier 2 equipment and a 
Level3 VDECS is almost equivalent to requiring only equipment with Tier 4 Final engines. Furthermore, 
renewp_ble diesel, R100, has the potential to reduce particylate matter emissions by about 30 percent and 
provides an added co-benefit of redtJcing nitrogen oxide emissions by 10 percent.~9 Therefore, with 
implementation o£ Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ"l (implementing Central SoMa PEIR M-AQ-6a), 
health risk impacts to sensitive receptors from the project's conshuction activities would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

Operational Health Risks 
The Central SoMa PEIRidentified a i:lignificant and unavoidable impact regarding operational health risks 
and identified five mitigation measures, fow of which apply to subsequent qevelopment projects. 

The proposed project would generate an increase in. daily vehicle trips and include a backup diesel 
generator, which would emit diesel particuJate m.attE)r and other TACs. Therefore, the proposed project 
would be subject to M-NO-1a, which is implemented a'! part of lhe entitlement review pmcess in 
compliance with planning code section 169. TI1e proposed project would also include a di'esel emergency 
backup generator, which emits diesel particulate matter, and therefore Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 

· Measure M-AQ-Sa is applicable to the proposer;l. project. This mitigation measure is incorporated into the 
proposed project as Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-Sa) and requires the project's diesel generator to meet the best available ei:nissions 
standards and be fueled with renewable diesel. The proposer~ project would not include other sources of 
TACs, and therefore Cenl:ri>l SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b is not ilpplicable. Additionally, the 
proposed project would provide five loar,:Ung bays within the below·-grade parking garage, which would 

47 
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Construction equipme11t meeting Tier 4 ir].tet'im or Tier 4 fina! emissions standards automatically meet the Tier 2 
plus level3 diesel par!iculat~ filter s!:andard. 
PM emissions benefits· are estimated by comparing off-roa~ PM emission standard:; for Tier 2 ~vith Tier 1 and 0. 
Tier 0 off-road engines do not hp.ve PM emission stand;nds, but the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency's Exhaust and Crankcase Emissions Factors fol' Nonroad J<:ngine Modeling- Compression Ignition has 
estimated Tier 0 engines betw~en 50 horsepower (hp) and 100 hp to have a PM ern.ission factor of 0.72 grams per 
horsepower per hour (g/l.1p-h.r) and gl'e&ter than 100 hp to h&ve a PM ~mission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, 
requiring off-road equipment to have <1t )east a Tier 2 engiJlfl' would i·esult in between a 25 percent and 63 percent 
!.'eduction in PM emissions, as compared to off, road equipment with Tier 0 or 'fi.er 1 engines. The 25 percent 
reduction c;omea from compming the PM an1ission standards for qff-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for 
Tier 2 (0.45 gram~ per brake horsepower ;:>er hom (g/bhp-hr)) <md Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr). The 63 pqrcent reduction 
comes from comp1;1.ring the )?M emission (.ltilnd<)rds for off-road E~ngines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) nnd 
Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-h:r). In addition to th~ Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level3 VDECSs are required and would reduce 
PM by un ~dditional85 percent. Therefore, tlw mitig~tion rneWi.\Jre would r~sult in between an 89 percent (Q.0675 
g/bhp-hr) ;Jhd 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp,hr) redudic,m in PM emissions, as compared to equipment with Tie1·l (0.60 
g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhpcJw). 
California Environmental Protection Agen"-Y· 201.1. Si:aff Repoi·t: Multimerfia .EvaluaNon qf Renewable Diesel. May 2015. 
Accessed Octob~?r 23, 2,CJ15, Available at https://calepa.ca.gov/wp-r-ontent/uploi.lds/sites/6/2Ql6/10/CEPC-2015yr­
RenDiese1Rpt.pdf. 
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be sufficiently separated from residential uses, and therefore il1e project's design will meet the 
requirements of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5d. 

Project Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1 and M:-AQ-2 (implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures 
M-AQ-6a and M-AQ-Sa, respectively) would apply to the proposed project and would reduce health risk 
impacts from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. 

Cumulative Analysis 
As discussed above, criteria air pollutant impacts are Clmmlative impacts because no single project is 
suffident in size, by itself, to result in non-attainment of air quality standards. As demonstrated above, the 
project would not result in cumulatively considerable criteria air pollutant emissions. 

·With respect to loca.lized health risks, the Fifth Street Imp~·ovement Project, Brmman Street Safety Project, 
and U1e Townsend Corridor Improvemf~nt Project are similar in nature to the streetscape improvement 
projects analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. All of these projects vvould be subject to the Clean Constl'Uction 
Ordinance, which requires construction equipmenl to meet similar standards as those required for the 
project through Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1., thereby reducing construction pedod emissions <mel 
associated health risks. For these reasonsr ct~rn1,!Jative h~9Jth risks 1A.rould n.ot he. n1ore severe thart disclosed 
in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons described above, the prqposed project wouLd not result in significant project-level or 
cumulative air quality impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR, nor would the project 
result in significant project-level or cumulative air quality impacts that are more severe than those 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR or that are peculiar to the project site. 

£.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR concluded that adoption of the Central S0Ma Plan would not directly result in 
operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; hm.vever, implementation of <;i(:veloprnent projects in the 
plan area, including the proposed project, would result in GHG emissions. The Central SoMa Plan includes 
goals and policies that would apply to the proposed project, ancl these policies are consistent with the city's 
Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.so The Central SoMa P.EIR concluded that GHG emissions 
resulting frm11 development 1,mder the Central SoMa Pl;,m would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures were required. 

The air district has issued guidelines imd methodologies for analyzing GHGs: These guidelines are consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and 1518;3.5, which address the analysis and determination of 
significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG emissiqns, and allow for projects that are consistent with 
an adopted GHG rt;Jduction strategy to conclu.de that the project's GHG impact is less than significant. San 
Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse; Gas Emissions51 presents a comprehensive <)Ssessment of 

50 

51 

San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Addwss GreenhouSf Gns Emissions ill Snu Frnncisco. July 2017. TI1is 
document is available ocli.1"1e at: http;/ /sf~phm:ning.org/s\Tategies-address-greer.house-gas-en;Ussiom;. 
San Francisco Planning Depa,hnent, Strategies to 1\ddrrs., GreenhD<(se Cns Elltiasions in Snn FrmJcL<co, November 2010. 
Availabl~ nthttp://sfmea.sfplililning.org/CHG_Redttc·tlon_StratP,gy.pdf, occess~d March 3, 2.016. 

SMHRAHCI$Cn 
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policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent the city's GHG reduction strategy in 
compliance with the air district and CEQA Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 36 

percent reduction in GHG emissions in ~017 compared to 1990 levels,O"< exceeding the year 2020 reduction 
goals outlined in the air dis\1.-ict's 2017 Clean Air Plan,s> Executive Order S-3-05,"4 and Assembly Bil132 (also 
known as the Global Warrning Solutions Act).B>.SG In addition, the city's GHG reduction goals are consistent 
with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-0557 and B-30-
1556,59 and Senate Bill32.60,6l Therefore, projects that are consistent with the city's GHG reduction strategy 
would not result h1. GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment, and. would not 
conflict with state, regional, or l~cal GHG reduction plans axtd regulations. 

52 

53 

54 

ss 

56 

57 

60 

61 

90 

S~n Francisco Department of the Environment, San Fmncisco's Cnrbon Foofprhtl (2019), April 2019. Available at 
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint, accessed April '22,2019. . 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2017. Available at hltp:l/wurw.baaqmd.gov!plans-nnd­
clt'matelair-quality-planslcurrent-plans, accessed July 13,2018. 

Office of the Governor, Execut.ive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at http://www.climatestrategies.us/library/libraq/ 
view /294, accessed April22, 2019. 

California Legislative lnfomlation, Assembly Bill $2, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/ 
pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bi.lL2006092.7 _chnptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016. 

Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the Bay Area 2,010 Cle<1n Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions 
to l:>elow 1990 levels by year 2020. . 

Executive Order 5-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be 
progressively reduced, as fol.lows; by ZO'J.O,.reduce GHG emissious to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (Mr CQ2e)); by 2020, reduce emissiorlli to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million 
MT CO>e); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent b~low 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MT C02e). 
Because of the differential heat absorption pote,nti(ll of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in 
"carbqn dioxide-eqwvi'tlents," which present a i.Veighted ;tverage basec;l9n .;:achgas's heat absorption (or "global 
warming") p9tential. 
Office of the Governor, Executiv~ Order B-~0-15, April 29; 2015. Accessed March 3, 2016. 
https://www,gov,ca.gov/news.php?id=18938. Executi.ve Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions redvction 
goal of 40 percent below l99Qlevels by 2030. 
Srm Francisco's GHG reduction goals nre codified in sedioJ:t 902. of the EnviwnmentCode and include (i) by 2008, determine 
city GHGerrriss!ons for 1990; (ji) by 2017, req\{ce GHG emissions by 2..') percent below 1990 levels; (lii) by 202..1), reduce GHG 
eJ;nissiqns by 40 percent below 1990 level.w and by 2050, reduce C.fiG c.m~issions by 80 percent below 1990 levels .. 
Senate Bill 32 iJ.illeJ:)dS Califc;m<ia He?ltll ;~nd Safety ('o~i.e Division 25.5.-(also known as the ('a)ifop:1.ia Gl<:>bal 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that otatewi.de greenho~1se ga& emissions 
to be reduce(!_ by 40 perc;ent below 1990 levels by ;1.0;30. 
Senate Bi1132 was p!iired with Assembly Bill197, whkh would modify the stmcb.tre of the State Air Resources 
Board; institute requirem~nts for t:lle di~d.osure of greenhou~G gas emissi.ons criteria pollutants, and toxic air 
contm;ninants; and establish requirements for the review an,! adoption of rules, regulations; and measures for the 
reducti9n of ~;reenhouse gas emissions, 
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No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
ld~ntified in Central 
SoMaPE/R 

The proposed project would increase the intensity 0 f use of the site. 111erefore, the proposed project would 
contribute to ammallong-term increases in GHGs as? result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and 
residential and commercial operations that would result in. an incre(lse in energy use, water use, wastewater 
treatment, 'lnd solid waste disposa~. Consh·uction activiti~s would also r13sult in tempor~ry increases in 
GBG emissions. 

The proposed project would meet LEED Silver standards <md would be subject to adopt~d regulations that 
would reduce GHG emissions as iden,tified in the GHG redw;tion strategy. As discussed below, compliance 
with the applicable regulations would reciuce \he project's GBG ernissions related to transportation, energy, 
waste disposal, wood burning, r.md use of reftigerants. The project sponsor submitted a checklist 
demonstrating compliance with the GHG red.uction strategy,62 

Complia11ce with the city's Commuter Benefits Program, Emergency Ride Home Program, transportation 
demand management programs, Tnu1Sportation Sustainabilily Fee, Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, bicycle 
parking requirements, low-emission car parking requirements, and car-sharing requirements would reduce 
the proposed project's transportation-rel<J.ted emissions. These regulations would reduce GHG emissions 
from single-occupancy vehides by promoting the use of lransport<>tion nwdes with zero or lower GHG 
emissions on a per-capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the city's 
Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Orcjinance,. Water Efficient Ordinance, Water 
Conservation and Irrigation Ordinance, and Energy Conservation Ordinance, which would promote 
energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project's energy-related GHG emissions.63 The 
proposed project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code and 
comply wi\h the commercial buildings energy performance ordinance, ReC)chlng this compliance will mean 
the project, like other large buildings in the Central SoMa area, will be 100 percent free of building energy 
GHG emissions. 

The proposed project's waste,relate<;i emissions would be reduced through compliance with the city's 
Recycling and Composling Ordh1ance an.cl Con.11truction <:md Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance and 

62 

63 

San Francisco PlawJng Departnwnt, GreenhousE) Gas Analysis: C:on1pliance Checklist for 655 I<ourth Sitreet 
November 9, 2018. 
Compliance with water consenration measttr(!s ro<;l.uce the energy (and GHG em\ssions) required to convey, pump, 

and treat water required for the project. 

91 
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Green Building Code :requirements. 1nese regulations reduce the E!rnOlmt of materials sent to a landfill, 
reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. Tl~ese regulations also promote reuse of materials, 
conserving their embodied energyM and reducing the energy requited to produce new materials, 

Therefore, the proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict wit4 state, regional, or local GHG 
reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project would not result in impacts associated 
with GHGi emissions beyond those disclosed in the Cenlml SoMa PEJR. For the above reasons, the proposed 
project wo11ld not result in signil:icant GHG emissions that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEJR, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Cumulative Analysis 
Similar to criteria air pollutan,ts, GH(~ emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. 
GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant a4ver1)e environmental impacts of glob<\1 climate 
change. No single project could genf!rate enough GBG emissions to noticeably change the global average 
temperature; instea\l th.; combination of GHG emissions from pasl; present, and future projecU, have 
contributed and will continue to contribute to globa,l climate change and its associated environmental 
imp !lets. Therefore, the analysls above ;;tddresses the project's conll:ibution to wmulatively significant GHG . 
1¢1Ytlssions arld no sepJxate cunrq.lative analy3is is rcqu~rcd. 

Conclusion 
For the ref!.sons described above, the proposed project would pot result in new 11ignifiqmt or more severe 
GHG impacts that were not identified in the Cenh'91 SoMa PEIR or that are peculiM to the project site. 

E,9 Wind 

Central SoMa PI;IR Analy$is 
Wind is an\11yzed as part of CEQA review h• the city with respect to potential pede.stdan hazards, based 
on the criteria in planning code section 148, :Reducti.on of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Use Disb;i.cts. 
Although the project site is outside the C-3 (Downtm,'VJ,1 Conunerc~al) Use Dish1.cts, section 148 wa(l the 
dty'$ first .codification of wind stanL{ards, and its criteria remain the foundation of wind analysis in the 
city. For wind hazards, section 148 requires fu,at buildings do not cause an equi.valep.t wi,.nd speed o£26 mph 
as averaged for a single full l1our of the year.r,s,r,r, Although section148 applies on~y within the· C-3 Use 
Districts, the hazard criterion of section 148 is used by the planning deparhnent as a CEQA significance • 

65 

66 

92 

Em]:>odied energy~ thll total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture, and delivery of building 
materla1s to the building site. 
The wind ordinance comfort criteria are defined in terms of equivalent wind speed, which is an average wind 

. speed (mean velocity), Ctdjusted to include the level of gpstiness and tu:rbulence. Equivalent wind speed is defined 
as the mean yvind velocity, mt\ltiplied by the quantity (one pl~ts three times the turbulence intensity) divided by 
1.45. This calcul<itiort magnifies the reported wind speed when turbulence inten,sity is greater than 15 percent. 
Unles9 otherwise stated, 1\Se of tlw term "wind sp~;!ed" in <;onnecti on v\•ith the wind-h)nnel tests refers to equivalent 
wind speeds that are I')XGeeded 10 percent of the time. 
The wind hazard criterion is derived from (J1e 26 mph hourly average wind speed tha,t would generate a 3-second 
gust of wind at 20 meters per ~econd, a commonly used guideline for wind safety. I)ecause 'the original feder<1I 
building wind data W'ls collected aJ 1-minute q,wra~es, 11!1~ 26 mph JlQurly average is converted to f:l 1-minute 
average of 36 mph, whic)l. is 11sed h;> delem1ine c:omplia11ce vl1.tJJ the 2.~ mph 1-hour h=,ard t:riterion in the pl.'llming 
code (Arens1 E.; et al, 1989. '(Dewlopi11g the Sun frand9co Wind OrdinP,nce ¥1c.l its Guidelines for Compliance," 
J3z1ilding rmd Envirottment, Vol. 2.4, No, 4, p. 207~303). 

830 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

655 Fourth Street Project 
?.014-1l00203ENV 

threshold for the determination of whether a project W01.ild "Create wind hazards in publicly a,ccessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. 

Th,e Central SoMa PEIR wind analysis found that the average wind speed for 1 hour per year would 
decrease by 1 mph, from 26 mph under existing condHions to 25 mph, with Central SoMa Plan 
implementation, which represents an incremental improvement. However, the number of locations that 
would exceed the hazard criteria would increase from three to five, and the hours per year during which 
the 1-hour wind hazard criterion would be exceeded would increase from 4 hours to 81 hours per year, 
resulting in a significant plan-level wind impact. Because the wind environment around a building is 
highly dependent on design details beyond the scope o£ the Central SoMa PEIR's programmatk analysis 
(e.g., setbacks, podiums, street wall heights), the results indicate only generally how new, taller buildings 
could affect pedestrian-level winds. Central SoMa PEIR ~.litigation Measure M-WI-1t Wind Hazard 
C:qterion for the .Pli4'1 Area, was identifi('d to reduce wind i)npacts from subsequent development within 
the plan area,, and requires project-specific evt1]uation by 'l vyind expert for projects taller than 85 feet and, 
if deemed necessary, wind-tunnel testing ·<4<d implementation of feasible measures to meet the 1-hour 
26 mph wind hazard criterion. Should wind twmel testing reveal that a project would exceed the hazard 
criteria, then the project would need to be shqped to minimize the overall number of hours of the 
exce~danco. Hcvvcvc-r1 be~aufr?e the Central Solvfa PElH. cou.ld not deterwJD_~ with certainty that each 
subsequent development project would be able to meet; the 1--hour, 26 mph wind hazard criterion, the 
Central SoMa PEIR determined that pl<m.-level wind impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
with mitigation. Cumulative wind impacts (implementation of tl,1e plan in addition to other cumulative 
projects) were determined to be less than signiticant. 

In the Central SoMa Special Use District, whkh includes the project site, wind conditions with respect to project 
approval are govemed by plamung code section 249.78(d)(9). Sec('ion 249.78(d)(9) incorporates the section 148 
hazard criterion of 26 mph for 1 hour per year, but pe11nit:.<; ~he plqnning commission to grant exceptions for 
projects that result in an exceedance of the ha:r;ard criterion up to a maximum of 9 hours per year per wind­
tunnel test location, if th~ "project has undert(J.ke:n. all feasible measures to reduce hazardous wind speeds, such 
as builcling sculpting q:nd apptJrtenance~, permanent ·wind b;;~ff!ing measures, m<d landscaping," ;md 
compliance with the 1-hom; hazard critedon "would detract from the building design or tJnduly restrict the 
potential square footage of the project." Exceptions ;1re not pennitted for prqjects that would result in an 
exceedance of the 26 mph ha.zard criterion for more than, 9 hours per year at m1y wind-tunnel test location. 
Section 2.49.'78(d)(9) also includes wind comfort criteria. that incorporate section 148's 7 mph and 11 mph wind 
speeds, whicl1 can be exceeded 10 percent of the time. However, section 249.78( d)(9) requires that buildings not 
cause a "substantial increasf.t ~defined as 6 mph~.n1. the wind'speed more than 15 percent of the time, where 
the resulting wind speed exceeds the applicable comfort criterion. Exceptions may be granted based on the same 
findings as for granting exceptions to the l~lwur wind hazard criterion. 
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The analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR reveals no new (iXceedances of the hazard criterion in the five sensors 
located on or immediately. adjacent to the project site; however, the analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR reveals that 
the comer of Fourth Street and To;Wnsend Street would experience an increase in average wind speed of more than 
3 miles per hou.r. A qualified wm:d consultant prepare.d a wind technical analysis for the proposed project and 
conducted wind tunnel testing.67 The criteria used for this analysis relates to pedestrian comfort such that wind 
speeds will not exceed, more than 15 percent of the time, 11 mph in substantial pedestrian use areas, and 7 mph in 
public seating areas. The 1-hour haz~d criterion of the code requires that buildings not cause equivalent wind 
speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph as averaged from a single full hour of the year, except as 
allowed by the planning coiillni$sion. Test configt\J:ations included the following five different scenarios: 

" existing conditions 

·& existing-plus-project conditions 

e existing plus project plus wind reduction features 

,. cumulative conditions with the project (including wind reduction features) 

" cumulative conditions (without the project) 

Table 7, below, provides the results of the wh1d numel testing with respect to the 1-hour wind hazard 
criterion for each of the five scenarios above because this is the criterion used in CEQA review for 
determining whether a signifiCI,l!lt wind impact wovl<;l occur. The wind tE;!chnical~;~nalysis contains detailed 
tables of compliance with the planning code's wind comfort criteri<J and the 9-hour wind hazard criterion. 

67 RWDI. Z019. 655 Fourth St)'eet, Pedestrian Wind Study. Apri14, 2019. 
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Wind testing of existing conditions revealed one location that exceeds the 1-hour wind hazard criterion at 
the corner of Fourth a11d King streets and no locations that exceed the 9-hour wind hazard criterion. Wind 
speeds at 18 of 50 locations tested exceeded the 11 rnph pedestrian comfort criterion (see Figure 16, 
Pedestrian Wind Hazard Condit;ions- Existing). 

Existing Conditions Plus Propm;ed Pr(Jject 

The existing plus proposed project conclil;ion revealed 23 exceedances of the 1-hour wind hazard criterion with 
the proposed project and 12locations that ex;ceed the 9-hour wind hazard criterion. 

Existing Conditions Plus Proposed Project Plt;s Wind Reduction Features 
Pursua11t to the requirement~ of plqrming code section 249.78(d)(9), the project is required to implement 
feasible measures to reduce hazardous wh1d speeds. TI1erefore, the project lmderwent iterative testh1g that 
included various wind reduction features. The results of that testing yielded the following wind reduction 
features, which have been incorporated into the proposed proj~ct, as discussed in the Project Description 
section of this initial study: 

~ Tower 1B has been modified to indude a design that would ;;tdd more porosity to the £ac;:ade, 
referred to as a Voided Terrace, 

~ Canopies would be installed on rowers 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B to improve wind speeds within the 
655 Fourth Street Project's Central Plaza. 

~ A com"Qination of shrubs (5 feet tall) and porous vines attached to a 10-foot tall artificial barrier 
wot.tld be installed on site withh1 tbe alleyyvays between Towers 1A and lB., between Towers lB 
and 2A, and between Towers lA and 2B to imprciv~ wind speeds in the alleyway. 

a Deciduous trees would be plru1ted within the Fourth Street Plaza and the Central Plaza to reduce 
wind speeds in each respective area. 

o A 6-foot-wide and 10-foot-ta.ll wind screen would be installed perpendicular to Townsend Street 
and 2 feet from the curb near the Lus(< Street <Jrtd Townsend Street bus stop to reduce wind speeds 
on Townsen(i Si<eet (see Figur£) 15). 

With these on- and off-site wind redu.ction elel).lents, the project wo1;tld result in a total of four locations that 
would exceed the 1-hour wind hazard criterion, which would be a net additi.on of three hazard locations from 
the existing conclition. Because the proposed project would incorporate all feasible wind reduction measures in 
compliance with the planning code and the project would still excc.-ed tne 1-hour hazard criterion, the proposed 
pmject would result in a 13ignificant i?.nd ur,avoitiable wind ir:npact, consistent with the finclings of the Central 
SoMa PEill. (see Figure 17, Pedestrian Wind Hazard Conditions- Existing+ Proj!':lct +Wind Reduction Features). 

With the wind reduction features, all locations tested WOl1ld comply with the plarming code's 9-hour wind 
hazard criterion; Nonetheless, Central SoMa P4m Mitigation I'v1easwe M-WI-1 shall remain applicable to 
the project as Project Mitigation MeastJte M-WI-1, Wi:nd Hazard Evaluation for Building Design 
Modifications, in the event the project sponsor proposes modifications to the cmreht project design that 
may, as determined by the planning department, necessitate further wind analysis. The addition of the 
proposed project would result in 52 locations that exceed the wind comfort criterion. Wind reduction 
measures would eliminate eight of these exceedancesr leaving 44 locations where the 11-mph pedestriru1 
comfort criterion would be exceeded. 
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A cumulative scenario, including the propo~ed project, the project's wind reduction features, and 
cumulative projects in the area, vvas al::;o <JDalyzed. The cumulative scenario dicl. not identify any new 
cumulative development projects not already included in the Central SoM<;~ PEIR phm-level or cumulative 
analysis. With cumulative dwelopment added to the with-project scen:wio, the total number of locations 
\'lxceecl.ing the l-hour wind haz<Jrd criterion would be red·qced to one, simil<~r to existing conditions without 
the project 9r cumulative development (although the location of the l-ho11r Vlrind hazard would shift from 
King <;ncl Fourth streets north to Fourth Street l;ietween Bluxome and Brannan streets). 111is location would 
also exceed the 9-hour w4•d h~ard criterion with the addition of the cunwlative projects (see Figure 18, 
hdestrlan Wind Hazard Conditions-Project+ cumulative+ Wind Redu.c;tionf~atures). It should be noted 
that th!;! 9-hour wind hazard at this location also exi~ts. under the cumulative .;:onditions without the project 
scenario (see discussionbelow) and therefore caru1ot btl attributed solely to the project Although the 
proposed project would eliminate one winc{hazl:lrd loc(ltion under cumulative conditions, one exceedance 
of the 1-hour wind hazard criterion would occur, similar to existing condmons . 

. Cumulative Conditions Without the Proposed Project 

The analysis of cu):nulative devdopment without the proposed project in theproject area shows win.d 
speeds <J.re expected to exceed the l"hour wind hazard criterion at two test locations due to the addition of 
the future buildings. Winds would exceed th? 9-hour wint;!. hazard criterion at one location. These two wind 
hazards are due to the addition of the cumulative buildings <~nd do not include the proposed project. 
Therefore, as shown here, wHh the proposed project, including Wind recl.uction feahues, mi.d cumulative 
development, th~7 number of lo~tions exceeding the 1 -hour wind hazard criterion would be reduced from 
two to one. Wind comfort conditions for the cumulative configuration without the project are anticipated 
to exceed the 11-mph pedestrian comfort criterion at 20 locations around the project area. 

CondusiQn 
The proposed project W011ld result ll1 a signlficapt wu<d hazard l:n.1pa.;:t, consistent with the finding :in the 
Central SoMa PBIR. 'D1e proposed project h?s implemented all feasible measures t,o reduce hazardous wind 
speeds in compliance with Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-WI-1 and the planning code.68 

Therefore, con~istent with the Central SoMa P~IR, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable wind impacts. For this reasori., the pmpos\"'d p~·oject would not resnlt in new or more severe 
project-level or cumulative wind impacts thm1 were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR·. 

98 

Although the proposed project has included various dedgn measures to reduce wind haz<~rds, project mitigation 
measure ivr.-WI-1 (i,mplemel:fti;'l.g C:entr;U S~Ma PEIR Mitigation Measure M-Wl-1) will remain in effect to require 
additional ·wind analysis shpuld the project's. cl"$,ign ch~nge such that there is potenti(3.1 for anew hazard not 
a.nalyzed U) this community plan ev<>luation initl~l study, 
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E.10 Shadow 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 

~=Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Planning code section 295 regul<~tes new structures above 40 feet in height tho,t would cast additional 
shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission 
between one hour after sunrise md one hour before sunset, at any time of the year. A project that adds new 
shadow to sidewalks or a public open space or exceeds the absolute cumul<Jtive limit69 on a section 295 park 

· does not necessarily n;su1t in a significant impact under CEQAi the city's significance criteria used in CEQA 
review <~sks whether a project would "create new shadow t.'1at substmtially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of pul;llidy accessible open spaces." 

The Central SoMa PEIR analyzed the change in shadow on existing area parks and open spaces under the 
Central SoMa Plan and considered how the shadows would affect the use of those spa<::es. The Central 
SoMa PEIR determined that the shadow impacts of development under the plari would not substantially 
\'lffect the use of existing public outdoor recreation facilities and would have a less-than-significant impact 
with respect to shadow. 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 

Topics 

Si~jnJflcant 

Impact Pecu/i~r 
to P.roject or 
Prpject S(te 

Slgntflcant 
Impact nat 
Identified 
In Central 
Sofl!/a f'EIR New lnformafi"on 

No Significant 
fmpect not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

10. SHADOW -Would the project: 

a) Cre<;~te new shadow th<1t substantially and q 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open spaces?. 

D 

Project-Specific Analysis 
The propose(i 425-foot-tall (inclu!fing rooftop appurtenances 25 feet alJOve the highest occupied floor) 
buildings would cast shadow on publicly accessible open spaces; therefore; a shadow analysis was 
prepared for the proposed project, the results of which are sun;1marized below.7o Thi;?: sh9dow malysis was 
conducted for an existing plus project scenario and a qunulative scenario. The c~1mulative scenario did not 
identify any new CU!rmlative developmen~ projects not already included in the Central SoMa PEl!\ plan­
level or cumulative analysis. The proposed project would result in net new shadow on the following open 
sp<;~ces: Willie Mays Plaza, Giants Promenade, South Beach Par)>., Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza, and China 
Basin Park As part of tl)e shadow analysis, two 30-minute open space observation site visits were made 
(one on a weekday md one on a, weekend) to identify the uses and activities of each affected open space. 
Pl(;'ase refer to Figure 19, Publicly Accessible Open Spi"ces, for the location of thl;l'!e areas relative to the 
project site. The proposed project's shadow impact on each affected open space is summarized below. 

r,y 

70 

The absolute cumulative limit represents the maximuJ;I1 percentage of new shadow, expressed as a percentage of 
theoretical annual available sunlight. TheordicaJ aruwal av;llla\;lle sunlight is the OIIDOunt of sunlight, measured in 
square-foot-hours, that would fall on a given park during the hours covered by planning code section 295. It is 
computed by mul\:iplying the area of the pa~k by 3,721.4, which is the number of hours in the year subject to 
planning code section 295. Thus, this quanlitj is not (lffected by shadovv cast by existing buildings, but instead 

represents the amount of sunlight that would be availabh~ with no buildings in place. TheoreticaJ annual avai\Q.b]e 
sunlight calculation.s for e;;tch downtown p11rk vvere·used by ilw Pla1ming <md Recreation <md Park Commissions 
in establishing the allowable absolute cumul.alive limit for downtown park$ in 1989. 

PreVision Design. 2019. Shac:low Al:uJlysis Report for !he ProposP,d f55 Fourth Street Per SF Planning ~nd CEQA Standards. 

SAKFRM/GISCO 
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During the two 30-minute use observation visits, the number of users in Willie Mays Plaza ranged from 

about 90 to 145 individuals. Most open space users passed through the plaza, with about 15--20 users 
stopping for more than a few minutes to take pictures or congregate. Observed use was substantially higher 

during the weekend visit when compared to the weekday, and intensity of use is characterized as moderate 
for the weekday visit and high for the weekend visit. The predominant observed use of the plaza was 

transitory in nature for both site visits, with about 85 percent of plaza users passing through the park rather 

than remaining for longer than a few minutes. 

Neither of the observation visits occurred on a d11te when a San Francisco Giants game was held at the 
Oracle Park, when it would be expected that open space use would be higher due to the adjacent main 

entry and exit gate to the ballpark. However, 'most people attending baseball g<~mes would be anticipated 

to use the plaza in a similar transitory nature to either enter or exit the ballpark. 

, Under existing shadow conditions, the Willie Mays Plaza receives a moderate amount of early morning 

and late afternoon/evening shadow year-round, is largely unshaded during midday hours from spring 

through fall, and during wli1ter months approximately 30-100 percent of the plaza area is cast in shadow 
th.ruugho~t Lhe day. 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present during two periods, from approximately 
early August through late September and again from mld-l'v[arch through early May. New shadow would 

occur in the late afternoon/early evening anQ. woql<:'l be present for lJ.P to approximately 60 minutes within 

the daily analysis periqd (one hour after sunrise thro\lgh one hour before sunset). On affected dates, new 

shadow would occur between approximately 5:30 p.m. to 6:;30 p.m. During the affected period, net new 

shadow due to the proposed project would faH a~ various times on all portions of the plaza (though never 
on the entire plaza at any one moment). }\t the moment of maximum net new shadow from the proposed 
project, net new shadow would cover approximah,;ly 60 percen~ of the plaza i'\rE)a. 

Under cumul~tive conditions, the project q.t 696 Fourth Streetn and the Sea,wall Lot 33772 Project would also 

cast net new shadow on Wiliie Mays Plaza ~'he proposed project at 636 Fourth Street would cast a small 

amount of late afternoon shadow for up to 30 minutes between late September and late October and again 
from mid-February through mid-March. The proposed Seawall Lot 337 project would also shade a portion of 

the plaza for up to about 25 minutes during early morning hours from early December through mid-January. 
Shadow from these cumulative projects wo-qld not result in shadow that overlaps with shadow from the 

proposecl project, but would increase the <unot.mt and dmation of shadow on the plaza throughout the year, 

The proposed project wot!ld shade portions of Willie Moys Plaza in the late afternoon throughout the late 

summer/early fall and springtime months. Based on the ob~etved uses, such shading m&y be noticec1ble to 
users of the plaza; however, given the transitory nah1re of the uses observed, it would be tmlikely that the 

new shadow would substantially impair the use anc,i enjoyment of the plaza. Therefore, the proposed project 
would result m less-than-significant individual and r,:umulati.ve shadow impacts on the Willie Mays Plaza. 

71 
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PreVision Design. 2019. Shadow Analysis Report for the P1:oposed 655 Fourth Street Per SF Planning and 
CEQA Standards. 
Ibid, 
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During the observation period, the vast majority of Giants Promenade users were observed wallcing along 
the promenade, with 5-10 users stopping for several minutes to congregate or talce photos and two users 
observed to be using the promenade's benches. Overall, observed use was higher during the weekend, but 
both weekend and weekday use could be characterized as low to moderate and predominantly transitory 
in nature, as about 85 percent of Giants Promenade users passed through the promenade 'without stopping. 

Under existing shadow conditions, Giants Promenade receives no moming or ;midday shad, ow year-round. 
The promenade is largely unshaded during midday hours and is incrementally shaded starting in mid-to­
late afternoon when 3G-100 percent of the promenade is evenhJally shad~d by the adjacent Oracle Park 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present dttring lwo periods, from approximately late 
July thTough late August and again from late A.pril through late May. New shadow would be present for 
up to 30 minutes within the daily analysis period and on the affected datf!S of net new shadow. During the 
affected period, net new shadow due to the proposed project would fall only on the southwestern end of 
the promenade near the Tiurd Street Bridge aud at the moment of maximum net new shadow from the 
proposed project, net new sh(l.dow would cover less than 10 percent of the promenade; 

Cumulative projects would also cast net new shadow on the Giants Promenade. The propos~d Seawall Lot 
337 Project would shade portions of the proil).em'!de inten-nittently over the course of about iwo hours 
during morning hours from late November through late January. Shadow cast by the Seawall Lot 337 
project would not interact or overlap with shad9w cast by 655 Fourth Sh·eet, bu.t would increase the amount 
of shadow on the promenade throngho~It the ye!lr. 

The proposed project would ca.st m;t new shadow ov~r a smaU portion of the Giants :Promenade in the late 
afternoon/early evenings during the late spring and late summer. Shadi.\l.g may be noticeable to users o£ 
the promen4d6, in particular those using th.e f:ixed benches. However, given the predominantly transitory 
uses observed, it would be unlikely that the new shadow would substantially impair the use an.d enjoymet1t 
of the open space for most users. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
individual and cumulative shadow impactr:; on the Giants Promenade. 

South Beach Park (Port Property) 
South Beach Park is 2.78 acres (~21,113 square feet). During the observation period, the majority of South 
BeaCh P<'lrk users pas$ed through the park via the waterfront promena<;le, with another 10-15 users using 
the grassy areas; approximately 20 users reading, Testing, or eating on fixed benches; and between 2-6 
children using the playground area. Overall, observed use was lugher du.ring the weekend. Park use is 
characterized as moderate to high, but predominantly transitory in nature; al?out So:-85 percent of park 
users passed through the park rather than remaining for longer than u few minutes. 

TI1e park is largely unshaded during morning anc\ aftemoon periods, with shadow encroaching from the. 
west during late afternoon to early evening lwurs year round, accounting for up to approximately 40-90 
percent shad,.ow coverage on the park within the daily U+!.alysis period. All features within t."i-Je park are 
currently affected by existing sb1dow at some lime throt1gho\1t the year. 

The proposed project would result in net new sh~_ctow falling on the P'lrk during two periods: from 
approximately early September through late November and <tgain from late Jarmary through early ApriL 
New shadow would be present in the }ate afternoon for up to around 45 minutes within the daily analysis 
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period over these dai:es. Ai: the moment of m~ximum m;t new shadow from the proposed project, net new 
shadow would cover approximately 30 percent of the park <n~a. 

The days of maximum net J:tew shadow on the park d\le to the proposed project would occur around 
February 15 and Ociober 25, when the proposed project would shade larger portions of the green, the 
children's play area, pedestrian pathways, and several fixed seating areas in the late afternoon for 
approximately 20 minutes. No cumulative projects would cast net new shadow on South Beach Park under 
the cumulative scenario. 

The proposed project would cast net new shad.ow over portions of South Beach Park in the late 
afternoon! early evenings throughout fall, vvinter, arid spring. Net new shadow may be noticeable to certain 
users of the park, in particular to users occupying fixed benches and grassy areils and u.sir1g the children's 
play area. For the predominantly transitory uses observed, tt would be tmlikely that the net new shadow 
would substantially impair the use and enjoyment of the open space. New shadow ori. th~ grassy areas, 
fixed benches1 and pl::J.yground would likely be more not;lceable; however, the relatively short duration of 
new sh~dow effects on ;my single featt,tre or area (under, 20 minutes) would make it unlikely for the use 
and enjoyment of the park to be substantially impairf,d. Therefore, the proposed project would result in 
less-than-significar)t individual and cm:nulative shadow impacts on South Beach Park. 

Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza 
Dttring the two 30-minute use observ&tion visits, the number of users in the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza 
ranged from abou.t 23 to 30 individuals. '1]1e majority of open sp;:~.ce users passed through the plaza on the 
paved walkways/ with ,3-,-5 use~s occupying thg ph1z<1.'s fixed bew:;l).e;> to r<;ad or rest, Overal~ observed use 
W?B sligh~ly higher dWing the weekeri<;l. visit, but both pedqds could be cha.rac;terized CIS low to moderate 
ap.d pred9mi:n.cmtly transitory in 11a.ture. During both si~e vi9i.ts1 about 8Ch85 percent of open space users 
pa,ssed through the plaza r::tther than rem<}i:t;ilflg £or longer !:han a few minutes. 

Under existing shadow conditions, the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza receives very )ow levels of morning 
(l.nd afternoon shadow year-rom~d. and is incrementally shadec;l starting in the miif-afternoon tmtil the plazl\ 
is co:rnpletl'!ly shaded by the late aft~moon. or early ev~ning hours. 

Net new shadow from the proposed project would be present only during the winter m.onths, from 
approximately late November through mid-Jamu;ny durlng the aftemoon hours. New shadow would be 
present for up to 15 minutes within t)1e daily analysis period -and on the affected dates new shadow would 
shade the plaza no earliE:r than 3:30 pm. During the affected period, nf.lt new shadow due to the proposed 
project would fall across the western portion of the p1aza1 shading the grassy areas, the circular planter at 
the intersection of Townsend Street and The Embarcadero, and, potentially for a few minutes, one of the 
two fixe<i benches on the western edge of the space (the other bench would be m1affected by net new 
shadow). At the moment of rnaximum net ne·w shadow from the proposed project1 net new shadow would 
cover approximately 40 percent of the plaza. No cumulative projects would cast net new shadow on the 
Townsend,Embarcadero :Plaza under the cun.1tllative ::;cenario. · 

The proposed project would cast net new shadow over portions of the Townsend-Embarcadero Plaza in the late 
afternoon/early evening!' throughont the sum:rner months. Based on observed LiSes, such shading may be 
noticeable to users of the pll).Za, in pt;~rticular those using the fixed benches. However, given the short duration 
(15 rni.m.1tes or less) of net new shadow1 the lir,nitec! time period of new sh?.dow throughout the ye3r1 and the 
p1-edornina:ntly transitory uses obsllrved, it wo11ld be unlikely. th<)t the new shadow would substa.ntially i!npair 
the use and enjoyment of the open space for most users. 'lherdore, the proposed project would result in less­
than-significant h1divldual and cumulative shadow impa\Cts on the Townsend-Embarcqdero Plaza. 
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China Basin Park is 2.58 acres (112,283 square feet). During the two 30-rninnte use observation visits, the 
number of users in China Basin Park ranged from about 85 to 94. The majority of park users were observed 
along the northern walkway n.mn:ing and walking, with a smaller number of users observed sitting on the 
seating walL Overall, observed use Wcts slightly higher during· the weekend visit and is characterized as 
moderate to high but predominantly transitory in nature; on both site visits about 70-80 percent of park 
l1Sers were observed passing tru:ough the park rather than remaining for more than a few n:Unutes. 

China Basin Park is entirely unshaded during morni,ng and afternoon periods of the summer months, with 
small amounts of shadow reaching the p·ark in the very late afternoon to early evening hours. From fall 
through spring, some early mor;ning shadows are cast by the adjacent Pier 48 shilcture. Features affected by 
existing shadow include western portions of the :northern concrete walkway, seating wall, and green; these 
are also affected during sorne late afternoons, The Jmrior Giant's field is shaded during some mornings. 

' The proposed project would result in net new shado1v falling on the park in the late afternoon though early 
evening annually between April 20 and August 22; the new shadow would be present for up to about 40 
minutes per day within the daily analysis period on affected dates. At the moment of maximum net new 
sh:ldow from t.lce proposed project, I;et nev·r sha(iow would_ cover approximately 4.5 percent of the park area. 

Cumulative projects would also cast net new shadow on the China Basin Park. TI1e proposed Seawal1337 
Project would shade portions of the park for up to 10 hours (throughout the day) from mid-August through 
late April. As discussed below, the Seawal13:j7 Project would almost double the size of China Basin Park. 
Shadow from the Seawi,~ll 337 Project would not :h1teract or overlap with shadow cast by the proposed 
project, but would increase the amount of shac;low on the park throughout the year. 

The proposed project would cast net new shad.ow ove, portions of China Basin Park in the late 
<tftemoon/t;JaTly evening througho\lt the sqmmer mo~1ths. Ba9ed on the observed use of the park, this 
shadow may be noticea]Jle to some users of t:l,1,t; parJ<. However, given t:lle predomi\1anHy trartSitory nature 
of the uses observed, it would be unlikely th~.t new shadow resulting from the project would impact the 
use and enjoy:rnent of the park !or most users. 'therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than­
significant individual and curnulative shC~dQw impacts on the 01ina Basi~ Park. 

Proposr;d Expand~d Chin~ Basin Park (C(Jrm.Jl?.tive Condition) 

The expansion and renovation of China B:;~sin Park <1S proposed by the S.eawall Lot 337 Project would create 
a 4.86-acre (211,867 square-foot) p<Jrk. Accordingly, for the proposed expanded China B;;1sin Park's analysis, 
the Seawall Lot 337 Project is considered part of the "existing'' conditions, rather fuan a cumulative project. 
As the future expanded China Basin Park is not yet in existence, the nature and patterns of park use cannot 
be observed, but it is likely to be similar in nature to the existing China Basin Park use. 

During summer months, the future park would be largely unshaded, as shadow would be limited to the 
souther11 edge of the park, affecting; the park promenade and southern portions o£ the play areas and the 
gr,eat lawn. In th!C' fall and spring, shadows would be longer and c;ast further northward, shading the 
southern half of the park in September/ April 1,1-p to the full park in October/l\1arch. Areas shaded wo11ld be 
similar to those affected during sm:nmer mor\ths, with later fall/early spring shadow extenc;ling to the 
waterfront promenade C)nd rain gardens. Over winter, shadow would be cast over the majority of the park 
and beyond onto Chin,a Basin, sweeping from west to 6f!St fro1TI p.1orning through evening. Portions of all 
park features would, at different timef,;, receive yvinter shadow throughout the day. 
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The proposed project would result in net new shadow I!I1Ilually cast for up to approximately 45 minutes in 
the late afternoon/early evening; between April20 and August 22. 

The days of maximum net new shadovv on the park due to the proposed project would occur on 
approximately May 17 and July 26, when the proposed project would incrementally shade portions of 
all park features over the course of about 25 minutes in the early eveping, covering up to 60 percent of 

·the park area. No cumulative projects wouid·cast net new shadow on the proposed expanded China 
Basin Park under the cumulative condHion. 

Other Public Open Spaces 

The proposed project would also shade portions of nearby streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at different times of day throughout ihe year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks would be 
transitory in nature and would not exceeq levels CDIDD;JOnly expected in urban areas and Would be . 
considered a less~than-significant impact under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may 
regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limitecl. increase ir~ shading of private properties as a 
result of the proposed project would be cmwid.ered a less-than"significant impact und~t CEQA. 

There are no cumulcttive development projects neal'by that were .not encompassed ·in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative shadow analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under the 
Central SoMa Plan and would not result i.n new m: r.nore severe cumulative shadow impacts than were 
previously identified in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
The proposed pr9ject would have no shadow impact on section 295 properties, but would increase shadow 
on surrounding outdoor public areas. However, given· the short dwation of the net new shadow and the 
observed· transitory use of these ·areas, the net new shadov.,r would not substantially lin pair the use and 
enjoyment of these open spaces. For the reasons explained .above, shadow impacts from the proposed 
project, both individually and cumulatively, would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not result in new or more severe shadow impacts, 0r any significant project or 
cumulative shadow impacts tl:u:>t are peculiar to the site, beyond those aJ,'lalY,zed in the Central SoMa PEIR · 

E.11 Recreation 

Centr&l SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found ~hat implementation of t:qe Central SoMa 'Plan would result in an increase 
in the use of existing neighborhood parks and recreational facilities, but not to a degree that wowd lead 
to or accelerate their physical deterioration or require the construction. of new recreational facilities. 
Although the Central SoMa Plan wouJ.d increase the population of the area, one of the primary objectives 
of the Central SoMa Plan is to expand the nctvvork of open space and recreational uses to serve the 
~xisting and future population, Because the growth forecasts for the plan area anticipate a considerable 
amount of employment growth, t.l-Je C~ntrat SoMa PEIR found it is likely that much of the new 
recreational use resulting from plan area development would likely be passive use, since employees are 
less likely than residents to make active use of parks and open spaces. The Central SoMa PEIR concluded 
that new publicly available open spaces, and a comprehensive pedesh'ian-friendly network to increase 
access to existing, new, and improved spaces would help to alleviate the demand for recreational 
facilities that would be generated by the increase in population. 

112 

850 



~·--··.:·;:~~ 

~-~~c~~;-~.'.:-..' 

655 Fourth Street Project 
2014-000203ENV 

Given the Cerrtral73oMa Plan's proposed network of new open spaces, including a potential new neighborhood 
park, several new and expanded linear open spaces and plazas, new mid-block pedestrian/bicycle connections, 
and POPOS, and continued planning code requirements for new residential open space, the Central SoMa PEIR 
determined that implementation of the Central SoMa Plan would have a less-thm<-signilicant impact on 
recreation and public open space, and no mitigation me<Js1.ues were requ.ired. 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
io Project qr 

Topics Project Site 

11. RECREATION-Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional D 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
subslantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be acce)erated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the O 
construction or expansion of recrea!ional faclll!ies that 
might have an adverse physicql effect on the 
environment? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PE/R 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

The nearest open spaces to the project site are Victoria Manalo Draves Parle (on Shermm< Street just west of 
I-80 a11d northwest of the project site), South Park Children's Play Center, and Gene Friend RecreC~tion 
Center (at 6th and Folsom streets); each of these parks is a Recreation and Parks Department property. 
Mission Creek Park (on the edge of Mission Cre~;k at Fifth Street) and South Beach Pa,rk (north of Oracle 
Park) are under the jurisdiction of the Office of c'ommu~tir; Investment and Infrastructure. There are other 
privately owned, publicly accessible plazas, gardens, <md open spaces nearby, including areas associated 
with Oracle Park. 

The project would provide approximately 59,595 square feet, of open space, including 35,100 square 
feet of private and commonly accessiblQ open sp<Jces for building residents and 2,4:84 square feet of 
exterior ground-floor POPOS. The proposed project would include a ground-level plaza that would 
serve as part of the project's POPOS, In addition, the project site frontage at the corner of Fourth and 
Townsen(j. streets would accommopat17 a pedestrian pl'l?:~. These POPOS would be accessible from 
Townsend and Fourth streets and from '!~ryant Street via Morris Street. 

Although new workers, hotel guests, and residents at the project site would increase the use of nearby public 
and private open spaces, the project's provision of new op~f\ space re.sources, both publicly accessible and 
private, including the new pedestrian connections, wottld satisfy at least some of the incre<~sed demand. 
Consistent with the Cenlml SoMa PEIR, existing recreational resources woul,d not experience ovemse or 
accelerated physical deteriomtion. Other thmt construc;tion of the project's proposed open spaces, which are 
evaluated in this initial sh<dy, the project would not require !he construction of other recreatiowl facilities. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in les13-than-significan.t recreation impa~ts. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby that were not encompassed i11. the Central SoMa PEIR 
cumulative recreation analysis. TI1.e project is within the scope of development projected under the Cenh·al SoMa 
:Plan :omd would not result in more severe recreation impacts than, previously identified in the CenlTal SoMfl PEIR. 
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Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in new or more .severe physical environmenta] impacts on 
recreational resources or (l.ny significant project or ctunulative impacts peculiar to the site beyond those 
analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.12 Utilities and Service Systems 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that impleme.nta,tion of the Central SoMa Plan would result in less-th(l.n­
signilicant impacts to utilities and service systems, and no mitigation measures were identified. 

The Central SoMa PEIR dete1mined (hat devdopment under the ar.ea plan would not require expansion of the 
city's water supply system and would not adversely affect the city's water supply. This determination was based 
on the best available water supply and demand projections available at the time, which were contained in the 
San Fr(l.llcisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 2010 Urban Water Management Plan and a 2013 Water 
Availability Study prepared by the SFPUC to ttpdate demand projections for San Francisco.73,74 

Under the 2013 Water Availablli~y Study, the SPPUC c].etermincd it vvould be able to meet the demand 
of projected gwwth, including growth that would result from development under the Central SoMa 
Plan, in years of average precipitation as well as in a single dry year and a multiple dry year event, for 
each fl.ve-year period beginning in 2020 through 2035.70 The study projected (l. small deficit (0.25 percent 
of demand) for a normal year and single dry year, and a deficit of two percent of demand dming a 
multiple-year drought, as a, re;Jult of .development and occupancy of new projects in advance of 
improvements pl(l.lli)ed in the SFPUC's water supply. The SFPUC no.ted in the 2013 Water Availability 
Study that a two-percent shortfall in water supplies "can be easily managed through voluntary 
conservation measures or rationing." Further, it stated that "retail" demand (water the SFPUCprovides 
to individual customers within San Francisco), as opposed to "wholesale" demand (water the SFPUC 
provides to other Water agencies St!pplyir~g other jtp:is.dictions), has declined by more than 10 percent in 
the last 10 years.71i FOJ;' the SFPUC's reg~onal system as a whole, which includes retail and wholesale 
dem?nd, in a single dry ye;:tr a~1<;l. multiple dry yeaxs, it is possible that the SFPUC would not be able to 
meet 100 percent ot demand and wovld th,erefore Iwvl)! to impose reduct.io~1s on its dehveries. Under the 
SFPUC's Water Shortage Allocation Plan, l'f~ta.il ctmtomers would experience no reduction in regional 
water system deliveries within a 10-percent system-wide shortage. During a 20-percei<t system-wide 
shortage, retail customers would experience a "L9·percent reduction in deliveries. Retail allocations 
wovld be reduced to 79,5 million gallons per d?y (mgd) (98.1 percent of normal year supply), and 
wholesale allocations would be red1,tced to 132.5 mgd (72 percent of normal year supply).77 

7> 

74 

. 75 

7o 
77 
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SFPUC, 2013 Water Avnilnbiliry Study for the City and County of Sa/1. Francisco, May 2013. Avaibble at: 
http://www.s.fwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168. The 2013 Water Availability Shtdy was 
prepared as an update to the 2010 Urban Water Manqgement Plan to evaluate water demand based on updated 
growth projections completed by the planning department in 4012 in response to the Association of Bay Area 
Governments sustalnable Community Strategy Jobs-Housing Cotmeclions scenario. 
1'he a,m:ent ~015 Urban Water Management Plan update adopted in 2016 contains updated demand projections 
and supersedes the 2010 Urban Water Mana,gement Plan and 2013 Water Availability Study . 
SFPUC, 2013 Wqter Availabilitlj Study forth~ City aml County ofSm1 Francisco, May 2013. 
Ibid. 
Ibid. 
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The Central SoMa PEIR therefore concluded that with the ongoing development of additional local 
supplies through implementation of the SFPUC's Wawr System Improvement Program and rationing 
contemplated under the Water Shortag~; Allocation Plan, the impacts of development under the area plan 
on the city's water supply would be less than significant. 

The SFPUC is in the process of irnplementing the sewer systern improvement program, which is a 20-year, 
multi-billion-dollar citywide upgrade to the city's sewer and stormwater infrastructure to ensure a reliable 
m1d seismically safe system. The program includes planned improvements that will serve development in 
the plan area, including at the Southeast Treatment Plant, which is located in the Bayview District and 
treats the majority of flows in the plan are;;;, and the North Point Plant, which is locateq on the northeast 
waterfront and provides additional wet-vveather treatment capacity. 'I11e Central SoMa PEIR found that 
sufficient dry-weather capacity exists at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, and that development 
under the Central SoMa Plan would cavse a rcdqction in stormwater flows that is expected to offset 
estimated increases in wastewater flows duripg wet weather. The Central SoMa PEIR conduded that 
development under the Central SoMa Plan, which included the proposed project, would not exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Wah:r Qua.lity Control Board and would not require 
construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities. 

Regarding solid waste, the Central SoMa PEIR found that impacts would be less than significant because, 
given the existing and anticipated increase in solid waste recycling and the existing and potential future 
landfill capacities, the CenlTal SoMa Plan would not result i.n either landfill exceeding its permitted capacity 
or non-compliance with federal, state, or local statutes or regula.tions related to solid waste. 

Topics 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
lo Projeat or 
Project Site 

12. UTIUTI!=S AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new D 
or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natur<)l ga:o;, or 
telecommunications fac;illtles, the constrwction or 
relocation of which could Ci!Use $ignificent 
environmental effects? 

b) Haw sufficient water supplies available to serve the 0 
project and reasonably fore~eeai:Jie futul'e development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

c) Result In a determination by the wastewater treatment O 
provider which serves or may serve the prejeot liWl It · 
has inadequ;'lte capacity to serve the project's projecteq 
demand in <;~ddition to the provider's <lXisting 
commitments? 

d) Gllnerate solid waste in exces.s of state or local 0 
st~ndards, or in exQess of the capacity oi local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid. 
W<!Ste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, stale, and local management and 0 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

[] 

0 

$/gnificant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

D 

0 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR..;._ __ _ 

The project site ~s located in a:n, urban area a...'1d. would connect to existing utilitit}s including water and 
wastewater connections, electricity, nalur;'ll gas, and telecommunications systems. The proposed project 
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would represent a small fraction of the overall demand for \lti.lities and service systems analyzed in the 
Central SoMa PEIR and, consistent with the findi11gs in the Central SoMa PEIR, utilities and service 
providers have accounted for the growth in deri1and, including that of the proposed project, individually 
and cumtllatively. The construction inwacts <.1ssociated with connecting to these systems are accounted for 
in the constr11ction equipment and operating assumptions that provide the basis for determ.ining the 
environm.ent(ll effects on various environmental resources, including construction noise and air quality. 
Therefore, this initial stu.dy accounts for any environmentiill effects associated with providing connections 
to these utiHties. 

Water Supply 

The following analysis evaluat.~s whether (1) t?vffkient water supplie$ are available to serve the 
proposed project and reasonabiy rorese~~ble f~1ture develgpment in normat dry, and multiple 
dry y~ars and (2) the proposed project wovLd require or r~sult in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded W\lter supply facilities1 the constru\"tion or relocation of whlch would have 
f!ignificant enviro~unenta.l impacts that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. To support 
tlus m'lalysis, the SFPUC prepared a project-specific water supply assessment based on updated 
water supply and demartd projections. Background on the city's water system and the updated 
projections are described in the sections below. 

Backgr~und on Het~ Hetchy Regional Water Syst'Wl 
San Francisco's Hetch Hetchy regional wai;er system, operated by the SFPUC, supplies water to 
approximately 2.7 million people. Tht: system S!lpplies both retail customers-primarily in San Francisco~ 
aT,ld 27 wholesale customers in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo counties. The system supplies an 
avera,ge of 85 percent of its wa,ter from the Tuolumne l~_ver watershec\, stored in Hetch Hetchy Reservoir 
in Yosemite National Park, and the remam.:ing 15 percent from local surface waters in the Alameda and 
Peninsula watershed$. The split between these res.ources varies from year to year depending on 
hydrological concUtions and· operational c:i1cumstartces. Separate ~rom the 'regional water system, the 
SFPUC owns and opemtes an in"city distribution, system that serves retaU customers i11 San Franciscq. 
Approximately 97 percent of the San Frand5;co retail water supply is £rom the regional system; the 
remainder is comprised of local groundw11~er and recycled water. 

W ate~· Supply Reliability and Drought I'hurJng 
b<2008, the SFPUC adopted the Ph<~~ecl W().,ter Sy1;tem Impl.'Qvement Program (WSIP) to ensure the ability of 
the regional water syGtem to meet c;er~in level o£ serviet~ goals for water quality, seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, <llld water supply through 201~.711 The SFPUC::'s levd of service goals for regional wate~· sqpply are 
to meet customer water needs in non-~rqught and ~trou ght periods and to meet dry-year delivery needs while 
limiting rationing to a ma{-imUm of 20 pe1;cent syste1~1-wid.e. In approvmg the WSIP, the SpPUC established 
a supply limitation of up to 265 mgd to be deliveret;{ from its water supply resources in the Tuolumne, 
Alameda, and Pen.insula watersheds in ye<lrs with norrnal (average) predpitation.79 The SFPUC's water 
sl1pply agreement with its wholes(lle c;ustorners provid~s that approxm1ately two-thii·ds of this tol:al (up to 
184 mgd) is avaih1bl<: to wholesale put-chasers <md the remainh1g one---third (np to 81 mgd) iS available to retail 
q1stomers. The total amount of water the SFPUC <;:an ~leliver to tetail and wholesale customers in any one 
year depends on several factors, including the amuqnt of W1;1ter that is available £rom nah1ral runoff, the 
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On December 11, 2018, the SFPUC Commission extended the timing of the WSIP water ~1pply decision through 
2028 in its Resolutioli No. 18-0212. 
SF PUC Resolution No, 08-200, Adoptio11 of the Wnfe,~· System Improvanm1t Program Phased WSIP Vmin11t, October 30, 2008, 

854 



Community Plan Evaluation 
Initial Study Checklist 

~~~~~ject 

~n:rff!' '!'-·~•-=tENV 

amount of water in reservoir ~torage, and the amount of that water that must be released from the-system for 
purposes other than customer deliveries (e.g., required instream flow releases below reservoirs). A "normal 
year" is based on historical hydrological conditions that allow the reservoirs to be filled by rainfaTI and 
snowmelt, allowing full deliveries to customers; similarly, a "wet year'' and a "dry year" is based on historical 
hydrological conditions with above and below "normal" rainfall and snowmelt, respectively. 

' For planning purposes, the SFPUC uses a hypothetical drought tha,t is more severe than what has 
historically been experienced. This drought sequence is rderred to as the "design drought" and serves as . 
the basis for plmming and modeling of future scenari9s. The design drought sequence used by the SFPUC 
for water supply reliability plamring is an 8.5-year period that combines the following elements to represent 
a drought sequence more severe than historical conditions: 

Q Historical Hydrology- a six-year sequence of hydrology from the historical drought that occurred 
from July 1986 to June 1992 

a Prospective Drought~ a 2.5-year period which incl1,1des the hydrology from the 1976-1977 drought 

$ System Recovery Period- The last six months of the design drought are the beginning of the system 
rec!Yvery period. The precipitatio!l begin.s h1 the f:f!11; r:rnd by approxirr1ately the 1Tt0nth o£ Decernber~ 
inflow to reservoirs exceeds customer demands and SFPUC system storage begins to recover. 

"While the most recent drought (2012 through 2016) included some of the driest years on record for the 
SFPUC' s watersheds, the design drought still represents a more severe drought in duration and overall water 
supply deficit. 

Based on historical records of hydrology and reservoir in±1o·w from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow 
obligations, m1d fully-implemented infrasb.11cture under the WSIP, normal or wet years occurred 85 out of 
97 years. This translates into roughly ni11e normal or wet yea,rs out of every 10 years. Conversely, system­
wide rationing is required rou,ghly one out of every lO years. The frequency of dry years is expected to 
:i.1.1crease as climate change intensi...fies. 

2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
The C<liifornia Urban Water Management Plannjng Actso requires urba11 water supply agencies to prepare 
urba11 water management plaus to plan for the long-term reliability, conservation, and efficient us.e of 
California's water supplies to meet existing and future demands. TI1e act requires water suppliers to update 
their plans every five years ]Jased on projected growth for at least the next 20 years. 

Acco:rdingly, the rurrent urban water m~nagernent plan for the City and County of San Francisco is the 
2015 Urbm1 Water Manqgement Plan update.Hl 1lte 2015 plim is an update to the 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan and the 2013 Water Availability Study tha~ were the basis for !'nalysis contained in the 
Central SoMa PEJR, as discusseP, above. The 2015 plan update presents information on the SFPUC's retail 
and wholesale service areas, the regional water supply system and other water supply systems operated 
by the SFPUC, system supplies and demcmds, WAter sttpply reliabj.lity, Water Conservation Act of 2009 
compliance, water shortage contingency planning, and wah~r demand management. 

8° California Water Coc\e, division 6, part 2,.6, section!) 10610 through 10656, as le.st an1ended in 2015. 
81 San Francisco Public Ulili.tjes Cornr:nission, 2015 Urban Water lVI11nagemwt Plnn for the City and Counh; of San 

.Francisco, June 2016. Thi.s document is available C\t https://sf-water.org/in.dex.aspx?page~75 
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The water demand projections in the 2015 plan reflect anticipated population and employment growth, 
socioeconomic factors, and the latest conservation forecasts. For San Francisco, housing and employment 
growth projections are based on the San Francisco Planning Department's Land Use Allocation 2012 (see 
2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Appendix E, Table 5, p. 21), which ill tum is based on the Association 
of Bay Area. Governments growth projecti~ns through 204o.sz The 2015 plan presents water demand 
projections in five-year mcrernents over a 25-ye;;~r planning horizon tlu·ough 2040. 

The 2015 plan comp&res anticipated water supplies to projected demand through 2040 for normal, single­
dry, and multiple-dry water years. Retail w;;~ter supplies <>re comprised of regional water system supply, 
groundwater, recycled water, and non-potable water. Under normal hydrologic conditions, the total retail 
supply is projected to increase from 70.1 mgd in 2015 to 89.9 mgcl. i,n 2040. According to the plan., available 
and anticipated future water supplies wo~ld fully meet projected demand in San Francisco thl'ough 2040 
during normal years. 

On December 11, 2018, by Resolution No. 18-0212, the SFPUC amended its 2009 Water Supply Agreement 
between the SFPUC and its wholesale customem. That amendment re:vised the Tier 1 allocation. in theW ater 
Supply AI1ocation Plan to require a minimum reduction of 5 percent of the regional water system supply 
for San Fr<>.ndsco retail Cl,tstomers wrvm~Cvt~r sy.gtel:n,wide reductions are required due to dry-year supply 
shortages.l'.'l When accounting for the requirements of this recently amended agreement, existing and 
plam1ed supplies would meet projected retail water system demands in all years except for an 
approximately 3.6 to 6,1 mgd or 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall durh<g dry years through the year 2040. This 
relatively small shortfall is primarily due to implementation o£ the amended 2009 water supply agreement 
In such an event, the SFP:UC would implement the SFPUC's Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan and 
could manage this relatively small shortfall by prohibiting ce:rtam discretionary oittdoor water uses and/or 
calling for voluntary rationing among all retail customers. Based on experience in past droughts, retail 
customers could reduce water use to meet this projected level of shortfall. The r~?.quired level of ~ationing 
is well below the SFPUC's regional water supply level of service goal of limiting rationing to no more than 
20 percent on a system-wide basis. 

Based on the 2015 Urbqn Water Management Plan, as modified py the 2018 amendment to the 2009 Water 
Supply Agreement, sufficient retail water supplies would be available to serve projected growth in San 
Francisco through 2040. While concluding supply is suffiQ.en~ the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
also identifies projects that are underway or. planned to augment local suppjy. Projects that are unden-vay 
or recently completed include tl1e San Frandsco Grom'ldvvater Supply Project and the Westside Recycled 
Water Project A more curJ;ent list of potential regional and local wat~r ol.tpply projects tl1;:1t the SFPUC is 

consideriTt.g is provided below under Admtiona.l Water Supplies. 

ll1 addition, th~ plan describes th.; SFPUC'1;3 OJ:1goiug eHorts to impn)ve dty,year water supphes, including 
pa.rticipation in Bay Area reg~onal efforts to improve water Stlpply reliability through projects such a.s 
interagency int,ertiefl, groundwater management and recharge, potable reuse, desaiination, and water 
transfers. While no specific capacity or :;;upply has been i(ientified, this program may result in future 
supplies that would ben,efit SFPUC customers. 

Association of Bay Area Gov<,:!rnments, fobs-Hol{.sing Connection Stratagy, May 2012. 
R3 · SFPUC, Resolution No. 18-0212, December 11, 2018. . . 
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2018 Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality 

Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water 

quality objectives to maintain the health of the rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem.ll4 Among the goals of 

the adopted Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is to increase salmonid populations in the Sat!. Joaquin River, its 

tributaries (including the Tuolumne River), and the Bay-Delta. Specifically, the plan amendment requires 

increasing flows in the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced, ri.vers to 40 percent of unimpaired flow85 from 

February throughJtme every year, whether it is wet or dry. During dry years, this would result in a 

substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed. 

If this plan amendment is implemented, the SFPUC WOl\ld be able to meet the projected retail water 

demands presented in the 2015 Urban Water Mana,gement Plan in normal years but would experience 

supply shorbges in single dry years and rnultiple dry years. Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 

Amendment would result in substantial dry-year water supply shortfalls throughout the SFPUC' s regional 

water system service area, including San Frap.dsc<). The 2015 Urban Wat~r Management Plan assumes 

limited rationing for retail customers may be needed in mqltiple dry years to address an anticipated supply 

. shortage by 2040i the 2018 arnendn1cnt to the 2009 V.Jater Supply .A.greew.ent vvHh wholesale customers 
would slightly increase rationing lyvc1s indicated in. the 2015 pL1n. By con1parison, i.mplernenta.ti8.n of the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in supply shortfalls in all single dry years an.d multiple dry years 

and rationing to a greater degree than previoqsly anticipated to address supply shortages not accounted 

for in. the 2015 Urb011 Water Management Phm or as a result of the 2018 amend)nent to the Water Supply 

Agreement. 

The state water boru:d has stated that it intends to implement the plan amendment by the year 2022, assuming 

all required approvals are obtained by that time. However,·at this time, the implementation of the Bay-Delta 

Plru1 Arrt,endment is uncertain for several reasons, as the SFPUC explained in the Water Supply Assessment 

prepared for thi.s project. First, under the federal Clean Water Act, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

must approve the water qu.ality standards identified in the plan amendment within 90 days from the date the 

approval request is received. It is uncertain what dP,tennination the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

will make1 and its decision could result in litigation. 

Second, since adoption of the Bay-Delta Plru1 A1nendment, over a dozen lawsuits have been filed in state 

and federal court, challenging the water board's adoption of the plan amendment, including legal 

challenges filed by the federal government at the request of the U.S. Bureau. of Reclamation. That litigation 

is in the early stages, and there have beep. no dispositive court rulings as of this date. 

Third, the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is not self.·executing mu;l does not allocate responsibility for meeting 

its new flow requirements to the SFPUC or any other water right!? holders. Rather, the plan amendment 

merely provides a regulatory framework for flow allocation, which must be accomplished by other 

regulatory anJ/or adjudicatory proceedings, such as a comprehensive water rights adjudication or, in the 

case of the Tuolumne River, the Clean Water /',ct, sectjon 401, certific~tion process in the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission's relicensing p1'Qceeding for Don Pedro Dam. The license amendn:tent process is 

8.1 

State Water ResOl!rces Control 'Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Qua!ihJ Control 
Plnn for tl1e San Fmncisco Bny!Sacrmnento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary m1d Finn) Substitut·e Environmmtrrl Document, 
December 12, 2018, available at https://wv-rw.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf. 
"Unimpaired flow" represents the water prodltction of a river basin, unaltered by upstream diversions, storage, 
or by export or import of water to or from other watersheds. 
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currently (D(pected to be completed ·in the 2022-2023 tirneframe. Tlris process and other regulatory and/or 
adjudicatory proceeding would likely face legal challenges and have lengthy tiinelines, and quite possibly 
could result in a different assigmnent of flow responsibility for the Tuolumne River than currently exists 
(and therefore a different water supply effect on the SJ;ll;'UC). 

Fourth, in recognition o£ the obstacles to implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the water 
board directed its staff to help c;:omple~ a "Delta watershed-wide agreement, including potential flow 
measurE;s for the Tuolumne R.iver" by March 1, 2.019, and to incorporate such agreements as an 
"alternative" for a future amend1nent to the Bay-Delta Plan to be presented to the [water board] as early as 
possible after December 1, 2019.'; In accon;!ance with the water board's insh-uction, on March 1, 2019, the 

· SFPUC in partnership with other key stakeholders, submitted a proposec\ project description for the 
Tuolmnne River tha.t could .be the basis for a voluntary agreement with the state water board that would 
serve as an alternative path to implementing the Bay-De]tq. Plan's objectives. On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC 
adopted Resolution No. 19"0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation 
proce:;;s, To date, those negotiations are ongoing. 

For these reasons, whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delt?- Plan Amendment will be 
implemented, and hov,r those amendments wm affect th~ SFPUC's W<;J.ter supply, is currently unknown. 

Additional Water S1,1pplies 
In light of the adoption of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and the resulting potential limitation to the 
SFPUC' s regional water system supply during d1y years, the SFPUC is expanding and accelerating its 
efforts to develop additional water supplies and explore o~her projects that would improve overall water 
supply resilience. Developing these supplies would reduce water supply shortfalls and reduce rationing 
associated with such shortfalls. The SFPUC has taken action to fmld the shidy of additional water supply 
projects, which are described in the water :;a.j.pply assessment 'for the proposed project and listed below: 

" Daly City Recycled Water Expanf.lion 

s Alameda County Wate:r District Transfer Partnership 

<> Brackish Water Desalination in Contr<t Costa County 

" Alameda County Water District-Union Sanitary District Purified Water Partnership 

e · Crystal Springs Purified Wat~r 

Eastside Purified Wat~r 

.. San Francisco Eastside Satellite Recycled Water Facility 

" Additional Storage Capacity in Los Vaquf'ros Reservoir from Exp~mBion 

Q Calaveras Reservoir Expansion 

The capital projects that are under COnf!ideration would be costly and are sti).l in the e\'l.rly feasibility or 
~onc:ept"ual pla,nrring stagE;s. 111ese projects wquld t<ike 10 to 30 or more years to implement and would require 
eqvironmental pe1mittin~ negotiations, which may reduce the amount of water that can be developed. l11e 
yield from these projects is 1..mknown and not cqrrently incorporated into SFPUC's supply projections. 
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In addition to capit11l projects, the SFPUC is also considering developing related water demand 
management policies and ordinances, >Juch as funding for in1,1ovative water supply and efficiency 
technologies and requiring potable water offsets for new developments. 

Water Supply Assessment 
Under sections 10910 thrm,:tgh 10915 of the Califomia Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must 
prepare water supply assessments for certain large prqjects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.H6 
Water supply assessments rely on informatimi. contained in the water supplier's urban water management 
plan and on the estimated water demand of both the proposed project and projected growth within the 
relevant portion of the water supplier's service area. Beci1USe the proposed project is a mixed-use residential 
development containing approximately 960 dweUing 11nits, it rneets the definition of a water demand project 
under CEQA. Accordingly, the SFPl)C adopted a wate1:.supply assessment for the proposed project on May 

.· 28,2019.87 

The water supply assessment for the proposed project identifies the project's total water demand, including 
a breakdown of potable and non-potable water demands. The proposed project is subject to San Francisco's 
Non-potable Water Ordinance (article 12C of the San Francisco Health Code). The Non-potable Water 
Ordir~:n;.ce re~_tlires nev~.r comrnercial, !l;!xed-1¥~.se1 ?J.1d IIlulti-fan1Hy residential qevelop1nent projects V/ith 
250,000 square feet or more of gross floor area to install and operate an on-site non-potable water system. 
Such projects must meet their toilet and urinol flushing and inigation dem.ands through the collection, 
treatment, and use of available graywater, rainwater, and fo-undation drainage. While not required, projects 
may use treated blackwater or stormwater if desired. Furthennore, projects may choose to apply non-potable 
water to other non-potable water uses, such as cooling tower blow down and industrial processes, but are not 
required to do so under the ordinance. The proposed proje<;t would exceed the requirements of the Non­
potable Water Ordinance by using graywater and rainwater for toilet and urinal flushing md irrigation. 

Both potable and non-potable demands for the project were estimated using the SFPUC's Non-potable 
Water Calculutor and S'lpplemented with additional calculations for the swimming pool and commercial 
laundry demands. According to the demand t;stirnates, the project's totfl.l water demand would be 0.102 
mgd, which would be comprised of 0.082 mgd of potal:Jle Wqter and 0.020 rngd of non-potable. water. 
Accordingly, 19.6 percent of the project's total water ·demand would be met by non-potable water. 

The water supply assessment estimates ful:l!re retail (citywide) water demand through 2040 based on the 
population and employment growth projections containec\ in the plannjng department's Land Use 

H7 

Pursuant to CEQA Gpidelines section 15155(1), "a water-demand project" means: 
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling unHs. 
(B) A shopping center or busin.ess establishn.1ent employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 

squ.:;~re feet of floor space. 
(C) A commercial office building employing more thiln 1,.000 persons ot' having more than 250,000 square feet of 

floor are~, 
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having mor.e \han 500 rooms, (e) un industri<~l, manufacturing, or processing plant, 

or industrial park planned to house mor~ .th;:ln 1,000 persons, occupying more thC\1140 acres of l1111d, (lT having. 
more th<Jn 650,000 square feet of floor nn~a. 

(F) a mixed-use project that inclt.1des one or more of H1e projects speciHed in subdivisions (a)(l)(A), (a)(l)(B), 
(a)(l)(C), (a)(l)(D), (a)(l)(E), and (a)(l)(G) o£ this scclion. 

(G) A project that would denwnd an amount oh11ater equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required 
by a 500 dwelling unit projer,:t. 

SFPUC, Water Supply Assessmmt for tht; 655 Fowth St.reet Project (Cm;e No. 2014-000203ENV), May 28, 2019 
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·Allocation 2012. The department has determined that the proposed project represents a portion of the · 
planned growth accounted for in Land Use Allocation 2012. Therefore, the project's demand js incorporated 
in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The water supply assessment determined fl1at the project's potabl~ water demand of 0.082 mgd would; 
contribute 0.09 perc~nt to the projected total ~:etail demand of 89.9 mgd ip 2040. The project's total water demand 
o£ 0.102 mgd, which does not account for the 0.020 mgd savings anticipated through compliance with th.e non­
potable water ordinance, wotild represent 0.11 percent of 2040 total retail demand. Thus, the proposed project 
repn;sents a small fraction of the total projected water d~mand in San Francisco through 2040. 

Due t9 the recent 2.018 Bay Delta Plan Amendment, the ·water supply assessment considers these demand 
estimates tmder three water si.1pply scenarios. To eva\uilte the ability of the water supply system to meet. 
the demand of the proposed project in combination with botl:l existing development a..11d projected growth 
in San Francisco~ the water supply assessment desc,:ribes each of th~ following watei· supply scenarios: 

.; Scenario 1- Current Water Supply 

" Scen~>rio 2- (3ay-Delt<~ Plim Volun..tary Agreement 

'! Scenario 3- 2018 Bay-D,elta Plan Amendment 

As diswssed below, the water supply a~sessmei1t c.:oncl.udes that water supplies vvould b~ available to meet 
the demand of the propqsed project in combination witlt both exisUng development and projeded growth 
in San Fr<mcisco through 2040 under each of these water snpply scenarios with varying levels ofrationi!1g 
during dry years. The following is a summary of the analysts and condusions prese!lted in the SFPUC's 
water supply assessment for the project und.er each of the three water supply scenarios considered. 

Scenario 1·.- Current Water Supply 
Scenario 1 assumes no change to the way in which water is supplied, and that neither the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment nor a Bay-Delta Plan Voluntary Agreement would be implemented. Thus, the water supply 
and demand assumpP-ons contained in the 2QJ.5 T.Jrban Water Man<J.gement Plan and the 2009 Water Supply 
Agreement as amended would remS~in applicaqle for the project's water supply assessment. As stated 
above, the project is acc9unted for in the demand projections in the 2015 Urbqn Water Management Plan. 

Under Scenario 1, the water sqpply assessment detem1ined that water supplies would be available to meet 
the dem;md of the proj~;>ct in combination with ~xi,stlng devdopment ~d pmjected growth in all years, 
except for an approximately 3.6 to 6.1 mgd or $- to 6.8-percent shortfall during dry years through the year 
2040. This relatively small shortfall is primarily due to implementation of the amended 2009 Water Supply 
Agreement. To manage a small shortfall such ns this, the SFPUC m<~y prohibit certain discretionary outdoor 
water us~s illld/or call for volunt<1ry ra.tioping by its retail customers. During a prolonged drought at the 
end of the 20-year phuming horizon, tl1e. project could be subject to voluntary rationing in response to a 
6.8-percent supply shortfall, when the 2018 <~mendments to the 2009 Water Supply Agreement are taken 
into account. This level of rationing is well within the SFPUC' s regional water system supply level of service 
goal of limiting rationing to no more than 20 percent on a sys~em-wide basis (i.e., an average throughout 
the regional water 9.ystem). 

Scen<J.rlo 2- Bay-D•#fl. :Plan Vol,unt?.ry Al?l:ef[ment 
Under Scenario 2, a voluntary agreement would b.; implernented a'\ an alternative tq the adopted Bay-Delta 
Plan Arnendment. The Marc,:h 1, :),019, proposed voluntary agreement S\l.bmitted to the state water board 
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has yet to be accepted, and the shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known. The 
voluntary agreement proposal conta}ns a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to 
benefit fisheries. at a lower water cost, particularly durh1g multiple dry years, than would occur under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. TI1e resulting regional water system supply shortfalls during dry years would 
be less than those under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment and ·would require rationing of a lesser degree 
and closer in alignment to the SFPUC's adopted level of service goal for the regional water system of 
rationing of no more than 20 percent system-wide during dry years. SFPUC Resolution No. 19-0057, which 
authorized the SFPUC staff to partidpate in voluntary agreement negotiations, stated its intention that any 
final voluntary agreement allow the SFPUC to ;maintain both the water supply and sustainability level of 
service goals and objectives adopted by the SFPUC when it approved the WSIP. AccorcUngly, it is 
reasonable to conclude that if the SFPUC enters into a vollmtary agreement, the supply shortfall lmder 
such an a,greement would l?e of a similar m<!gnitude to thos~ that would occur under Scenario 1. In any 
:event, the rationing that would be required under Sc\'mario 2 would be o£ a lesser degree than under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted. 

S~enari!) 3- Bay-Delta Plan Amendment 
Under Sce:na.rio 3, the 2018 Bay,Del.ta Pl<).I1 Amendment would be implemented as it was adopted by the 
st~te \V~ter boa~d without .~ttodlfh~aUon. As discussed a_bove, there is considerable uncertcl.nty TNhether1 

when, and in what fonn th.e plan amendment will be ilnplem.t;nted. However, ~ecause implementation of 
the plart amendment cmmot be ruled out at this time, <;t\1 analysis of th.e cumubtive impact of projected 
growth on water Supply resources under this sc(;'nario is included in this docvment to. provide a worst-case 
impact <Jnalysis. 

Under this scenario, which is as;;mned to be implement~~;! after 2.022, water supplies would be available to 
meet projected demm1ds through 2040 i.n wet f.lnd 1;1o.rmal years with no shortfa.lls. However, under 
Scenario 3 the entire regional water system-indudi)1g both the wholesale m1d retail service areas-would 
experience significm1t sh01;t£alls in single dry and mqltiple dry years, which over the past 97 years occur 
on average just over once every 10 years. Significant dry-year shortfalls would occur in San Francisco, 
regardless of whether the proposed project is conshvcted. Except for the ~rrently anticipated shortfall to 
retail customers of about 6.1 mgd (6.8 percent) that is expected to occur under Scenario 1 during years 
seven and eight of the S.Scyear design drought based on 2040 de;mand levels, these shortfalls to retail 
customers would exdusively result from supply reductions resulting from implementation of the Bay­
Delta Plan Amendment. The retail supply shortfalls under Scenario 3 would not be attributed to the 
incremental dema:11d associated with the proposed project, because the project~s demand is incorporated 
already in the growth a:11d water demand/supply projections contained in the 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan. 

Under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, existing and planned dry-year supplies would be insufficknt for 
the SFPUC to satisfy its reg;ional water system supply level of service goal of no more than 20 percent 
ral;ioning system-wide. The Water Shortage Allocation l;'lan does not specify allocations to retail supply 
dming system-wi,de shortages above io percent. However, the plan indicates that if a system-wide shortage 
greater tha..'1 20 percent were to occur, regional water system supply would be allocated between retail and 
wholesale customers per the nlles corresponding to a 16·,· to 20"pt~rcent system-wide reduction, subject to 
cm1.sultation ;md negotiaticm. between th~? SFPUC:: and its wholesale customers to modify the allocation 
roles. The alloc(l.tion rule~ corresponding to the 16- to 20-percent system-wide reduction are reflected in the 
project's Wilt€!! supply ass~ssm,ent. These a.lloc<J.tioJ:t rqles res\.~H in shortfalls of 15,6 to 49.8 percent across 
the retail service area· as a whole under Scenario 3. As shovvri in Table 5 of the water supply assessment, 
total shortfalls mider Scenario 3 would range from 12.{1 rngd (15.~ percent) in a single dry year to 36.1 mgd 
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(45.7 percent) in year1? seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 2025 demand levels and 
from 21 mgd (23.4 percent) in a single dry year to 44.8 mgd (49.8 percent) in years seven and eight of the 
8.5-year design drought based on 2040 demand. 

Impact Analysis . . 
As described above, tl~e supply capacity of the Hetch Hetchy regional w&ter system that provides _the 
majority of the city's drinking water far exceeds the potential demand of any single development project 
in San Frari.cisco. No single development project alone ip. San Francisco would :require the development of 
new or e>--11anded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, such as imposing a 
higher level of ratiol;ling across the city in the even~ of a su,pply shortage i.n dry years. Therefore, a separate 
project-only rowlysis is not provided for this topic. The following analysis instead considers whether the 
prqposed project in combination with both existing development and projected growth through 2040 
would require new or expanded water supply f<~ciliti.es, the constmction or relocation of which could have 
significant cumulative impacts on the environment tl1at were not identified h1 the Central SoMa PEIR. It 
also considers whethe:~; a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant cumulative 
impacts. It is only under this cumulative context that development in San Francisco could have the potential 
to require new or expanded water supply "facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in 
turn could re:;uH in significant physical enviromncntal impacts related to Wster supply. If si.gnifi.c<~.nt 
cumulative impacts could resu.lt, then the (1llalysi.s considers whether the project would make a 
considerable contribution to the cumul<.J.tive impact. · 

Impacts related to New o:r Expanded W<itei' Supply FadliUes 
The SFPUC' s adopted water supply level of servke goal for the regional water system is to meet customer 
water needs in non-drought a!1d drought pe1:iods. The system performance objective for drought periods . 
is to meet dry-year delivery needs while limiiing ral;toning to a ma.xi:ri:n.l,m of 20 percent system-wide 
reduction in regional water service during extended droughts. As the SFPUC has designed its system to 
meet this goal, it is reasonable to assume that to the extent the SFPUC c(l.Il achieve its service goals, sufficient 
supplies would be available to serve existing development and planned growth accounted for in the 2015 
Urb[ill Water Management Plan (which includes the propcised project) and that new or exprolded water 
supply facilities are not needed to meet system-wide demand. While the focus of this analysis is on the 
SFPUC' s retail service area and not the regional watet; system as a whole, this CLtmulative analysis considers 
the SFPUC' s regional water supply level of service goal of rationing of not more than 20 percent in 
evaluating whether new or expanded water supply facilities would be required to meet the demands of 
existing development and projected growth in the retail area through 2040. If a shortfall would require 
rationing· mme than 20 percent to mee~ syste!jt-wide dry-year demand, the analysis evaluates whether as a 
result, the SFPUC woul,d develop new or ~xpro1ded water supply facilities that result in significant physical 

. environmental imp<;~cts. It also considers whetJ1er such a sh,ortf<!ll would result in a level of rationing that 
could cause significant physical environmental impacts. If the analysis determines that there would be a 
signific:;u1t cumulative imp<;~ct, then per CEQA Guidelines section 15130, the analysis considers whether the 
project's incremental contribution to any such effect is "cumulatively considerable." 

As discussed above, existing and planned dry-year supplies would meet projected retail demands. 
through 2040 under Scenario 1 within. the SFPUC's regional water system adopted water supply 
reliability level of service goal. Therefore, the SFPUC could meet the water supply needs for the proposed 
project in combination with existing develop:ment apd projected growth in San Francisco through 2040 
fror,n the SFPUC's existing system. The SFPUC would not be 6.xpected to develop new or expanded water 
supply faciliUes £or ret~il cm;;tor.(u?rs nn.der Scen<trio i an.d then;: would be 119 sigt1Wcant cumula.tive 
environmental impact. 
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The effect of Scenario 2 carmotbe quantified at this time but as explained previously, if it can be designed 
to achieve the SF PUC's level of service goals and is adopted, it would be expected to have effects similar to 
Scenario 1. Given the SFPUC's stated goal of maintaining its level of service goals under Scenario 2, it is 
expected that Scenario 2 effects would be more similar to Scenario 1 than to Scenario 3. In any event, any 
shortfall effects under Scenario 2 that exceed the SFPUC' s service goals would be expected to be less than 
those under Scenario 3. Therefore, the analysis of Scenario 3 would encompass any effects that would occur 
.under Scenario 2 if it were to trigger the need for increased water supply or rationing in excess of the 
SFPUC's regional water system level of servjce goals. 

Under Scenario 3, the SFPUC's existing and anticipated water supplies would be sufficient to meet the 
demands of existing development and projected growth in San Francisco, including the proposed project, 
through 2040 in wet and normal years, which have historically occurred in approximately nine out of 10 

years on average. During single dry and multiple dry years, retail supply shortfalls of 15.6 to 49.8 percent 
could occur. 

The SFPUC has indicated in its w~ter supply assl~Ssment that as a result of the adoption of the Bay-Delta 
Plart J\rrtendincnt and the resulting potei1tia1lin1i,tations on SlJ,pply to the regior~al \"'.rater system during dry 
years1 the SFPUC is incre?tslng and ucc2lerating its efforts to develop addition.al·water ~iupplies and explore 
other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience. It lists possible projects that it will study. 
The SFPUC is beginning to sludy water supply options, but it has not determined the feasibility of the 
possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue any particular supply projects, and has detem1ined 
that the identified potential projects would take <Jnywhe:re from 10 to 30 years or more to implement. 

There is also a substanti,al degree of m1celiainly <.~ssociated with the implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment and its ultimate outcome, and therefore, there is 9ubstant:ial uncertainty in the amount of 
additional water supply that qtay 1;>e needed, if any. Moreover, thet'e is uncertainty and lack of knowledge 
as to the feasibility and parameters of the possible water supply projects the SFPUC is beginning to explore. 
Consequently, the physical enviroT,ll-nental impacts that could result from future supply projects is quite 
speculative attlus time and would. not be expet;:ted to be reasonably determined for a period oftime ranging 
from 10 to 30 years. Although i~ is not possible at this time to identify the specific environmental impacts 
that could result, this analysis a(3sumes that if new or expanded water supply facilities, such as those listed 
above under Additional Water Supplies, were developed, the construction and/or' operation of such 
facilities could result in significant adverse environmental impacts, and this would be a signific(lnt 
Cl,lmulative impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed proj~ct wotJJd represent OJ1 pen;ent of total demand and 0.09 percent 
· of potable water demand in San Francisco in 2040, whereas implementation of the Bay Delta Plan. 
Amendment would result in a retail supply shortfall of up to 49.8 percent. Thus, new or expanded dry­
year water supplies would be needed u.nqer Scenp,rio 3 regardless of whether the proposed project is 
eonstructed. AB sud1t any physical envirmunental impacts related to the construction and/or operation of 
new or expanded water supplies would occur with or without the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not have a considerable contribution to any significant cqmulative impacts that 
could result from the construction or operation of new or expanded water supply facilities developed in 
response to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

Impacts Related to Rationing 
Given the long lead times associated w:ith devel(?ping additional water supplies, in th1= event the Bay-Delta 
Plan Ame:nchnent were to take effect son'(etilne afte:t: 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfalt the expected 
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action of the SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing. 
The remaining analysis therefore focuses on whether rationing at the levels that might be required under 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment could restllt in any clllm~lative impacts, and if so, whether the project 
would m;;tke a considerable contribution to these impa,cts. 

1ne SFPUC has established a process throt!gh its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for actions it would 
. take under circumstances requiring rationing. Rationing at the level that might be required under the Bay­
Delta Plan Amendment would require changes to how businesses operate, changes to water use behaviors 
(e.g., shorter and/or less-frequent showers), and resh·ictions on irrigation and other outdoor water uses 
(e.g., car washing), aU of which could lead to undesirable socioeconomic effects. Any such effects would 
not constitute physical environmental impacts under CEQA. 

High levels of rationing coulct, however, lead tp adverse physical environmental effects, such as the loss of 
vegetation cover resulti11g from prolonged restrictions on iniga tion. Prolonged high levels of rationing within 
the city could alE?o make San Francisco a less desirable location for residential and commercial· development 
compared to other areas of the state not sttbject to such substantial levels of rationing, which, depending on 
location, could lead in turn to increased urban sprawL Sprawl development is associated with numerous 
e.ttviron.i11ental irnpacts, jncluding, for.exr.nnplc, increas~d GHG ern.ission.s and air pollution from. longer 
commutes and lower density development, higher energy use, loss of farmland, and increased water use from 
less water-efficient suburban dev~lopment.88 In contrast, as discussed in the transportation s_ection, the 
proposed project is located in an area where VMf per capita is well below the regional average; projects in 

Sa11 Francisco are required to comply with nmnerous regulations that would reduce GHG emissions, as 
discussed in the GHG section of this initial shtdy, and San Frm1cisco's per c~.pita water use is i,llil.ong tl1e 
lowest in the state. Thus, the higher levels of rationing on a citywide basis that could be required under the 
Bay-Pelta Plar1-Amendment could lead directly or indirectly to significant cum1,.l].ative i~pacts. The question, 
then, is whether the project would make a conBiderable c;ontdb~1tion to impacts that 1nay be expected to occur 
in the event o£ high levels o£ rationing. 

While the levels of ra.l:ioning describ.ed ab0ve ?pply to the retail service area as a whole (Le., 5 to 6.8 percent 
under Scenario 1, 15.6 to 49.8 percent under Scenario 3), the SFPUC may allo\=ate different levels of rationing 
to individual retail customers based on customer type (~.g., dedicatf!d irrigation, single-family residential, 
multi-family residential, commercial, etc,) to achieve the required level of retail (citywide) rationing_ 
Allocation methods ·and processes that have been consideted in the past· and may be used in future 
droughts are desCJ;ibed in the SFPUC't; current R,et~il Water Shortage Allocation Plan.69 However, 
additional allocation methods that rcllect existing drought-related rules and regulations adopted by the 
SFPUC during the recent drought are more pertinent to CJ;rrent and fore$eeable development and water 
use in San Francisco and may be :included in the SPPUC's update to its Retail Water Shortage Allocation · 
Plan.9o The Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan will be updated as part of the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan update in 2021. The SFJ'UC anticipates that the updated Retail Water Shortage 
Allocation Plan would include a tiered allocation approach that imposes lower levels of rationing on 
customers who use less water than other customers in th{~ same customer class and would require higher 
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Pursuant to the SFPUC 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, San Franc;isco's per capita w;~ter use is among the 
lowest h< the stl\te. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Cbrmnission, 2015 Urba11 Wnter Management Plan for the City rrnd County of 
Snn Fmncisco, Appendix L -Retail Water Shortage Alloc!ltion Pion, June 2016. This docu:ment is available at 
https://sfwater.orgl index.~spx?page=75 
SFPUC,2015-2016 Draught Program, 1'\dopted by Resolul;i,on 15,0U9, May 26, 2Ql5. 
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levels of rationing by customers who iwe more water. This appro-ad1 ahgns with the state water board's 
statewide emergency conservation mandate imposed during the recent drought, in which urban water 
suppliers who used less water were subject to lower reductions than those who used more water. Imposing 
lower rationing req~1irements on customers who already conserve more water is also consistent with the 
implementation of prior rationing progr<lms l;>ased em past water use in which more efficient customers 
were allocated more water. 

. The SFPUC anticipates that, as a worst-case scenar.io under Scenario 3, a mixed-used residential project 
could be subject to up to 38-percent rationing during a severe drought. 91 In accordance with the Retail 
Water Shortage Allocation Plan, the level of rationing that would be imposed on the proposed project 
would be determined at the time of a drought or other water shortage and cannot be established with 
certainty prior to the shortage event. However, newly-<;onstructed buildings, such as the proposed 

. project, have water-efficient fixl1ues and non-pr)table water systems that comply with the latest 
regulations. Thus, if these buildings can demonsh·ate below-average water use, they would lil:ely be 
subject to a lower level of rationing than other retail customers that meet or exceed the average water use 
for the same custorner class. 

W-:'rti.ie any substantial reduction in 'Nater ll.Se in a new; water efficient building likely would require 
behavioral changes by building occupants that at;e i)1convenient, temporary rationing during-a drought is 
expected to be achievable through actions that would not cJuse or contribute to significant environmental 

effects. The effect of such temporary rationing would likely cause occup<mts to change behaviors but would 
not cause the substantial loss of vegetation because vegetation on this urban infill site would be limited to 
omamentallandscaping, and non-potable water suppJ.ies would renw.in avail<J.ble for landscape il'rigation 
in dry years. The project would not include uses that v\rould be forced to relocate because of temporary 
water restrictions, such as a business that relie~ on significant volumes of water for its operations. While 
high levels of rationing that 1'/ould occur under Scen<~rio 3 could result in future development locating 
elsewhere, existing residents, office workers, and busine.~ses occupying the proposed project would be 
expected to tolerate rationing for the tempori.lry dnration of a drought. 

As dis<;Ussed above, implement-ation of the B<;~y-Pdta Plan Amen(,i.ment would resnlt in substantial system­
wide water supply shortf<llls in dry years. 'fhes•;; shortfalls wovkt occur with or without the proposed 
projec:t, and the project's inGremental incl'ei!SG ln potap]e water demand (0.010 percent of total retail 
demand) would have <:~negligible efft::ct on the; levels of rationing that would be required throughout San 
Francisco under Scenario 3 in dry years. 

91 This worst-case rationing level for San Francisco multi-family residential vl'as estimated for the purpose of 
preparing comments on behalf of the t:;:ity and County of San Francisco on the SVVRCB's Draft Substitute 
Environmental Do.::ument in Support of Potential Changes to the Bay- Delta Plan, dated March 16, 2017. See 
comment letter Attachment 1, Appendix 3, Page 5, Table 3. The comment letter and attachments are available on 
the SWRCB website: 
https://www.waterboil.Tds.ca.gov/public~notices/comments/2016_baydelta~plan_ancendment/docs/dermis_herrer 

a. pdf TI1e rationing estimates prepared for the comment letter apply to the fir~Jt 6 years of the SFPUC's 8.5-year 
design drovght as they reflect the 1987-92 drought. For \he last ?.5 years of the design drought, a corresponding 
worst-case rl).tioning level for San Francisco multi-fa,mily residential customers was not estimated. Vvhile the level 
of rationing in1posed on the retail system will be higl1er for the OL!ter years of the design drought compared to the 
flrst 6 years, it is reasonable to assume tha\ multi-fa~nily residential customers such as the proposed project would 
not have to conserve more than 38 percent. 
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As such, temporary ration:ing that collld be imposed on the project would not cause or contribute to 
significant environmental effects associated with the high levels of rationing that may be required on a city­
wide.basis under Scenario 3. Thus, the project would not J;nake a considerable contribution to any 
significant cumulative impacts that may result from inr . .reased rationing that may be required with 
implementation of the B<:1y-Delta Plan Anwndment, were it to o.::cur. 

Concl-usion 
As stated above, there is considerable unc<;rtainty as to whether the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment will be 
implemented. If the plan amend~nent is implemented, the SFPUC will need to impose higher levels of 
rationing than its regional water system level of service goal of no more than 20 percent rationing during 
drought years by 2025 and for the next sever<l.l decades. Implementation of the plan amendment would 
result in a shortfall beginning in years two and three of n;mltiple dry-years in 2025 of 33.2 percent, and dry 
yea.r shortfalls by 2040 n;mging from 23.4 percent in a si.nglf;' dry year and year one of multiple dry years to 
up to 49.8 percent in years seven and eight of the 8..5-year design drought. While the SFPUC may seek new 
or expanded water s11pply £adlities, it has not macl,e any definitive d~cision to pursue particular actions 
and there is too inuch uncertainty associated with this potential future d~cision to identify environmental 
effects that would result. Such effects are therefore spe<::vlalive at th,is t\J.11e. In any case, the n!;)ed to develop 
new ~Jt expi11lded vv-ater supplies in. response to th.c Buy Delta Plan, .l1. .... ntendn1ent· and any related 
environmental impacts would oce11r irrespective of the water demand associated with the proposed 
project. Given the long lead times associated with developing additional supplies, the SFPUC' s expected 
response to implementation of the B<>y-Delta Plan Amendment W01-1kl be to ration in accordance with 
procedures in its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan. 

Both direct and mdirect environmental im:pacts could result from high levels of rationing. However, the 
project is a. mixed-use urban ir\fill development that woultt be expected to tolerate the level o~ ration:ing 
imposed on it for the duration qf th~ droL!.ght, and thus wo~1.Id not contribute to sprawl development caused 
by rationing under the Bay-Pelta Pla,n Amendp1ent. The project itself would not be expected to contribute 
to a loss of vegetation because project-generated non-pot<>ble SJ.lpplies would rem<1in available for irrigation 
in dry years. Nor would the small increase ill potable water demand attributable to the project compared 
to. citywide demand substanti(.l}ly affect th.e levels of dry-year :rationing tha~ would otherwise be required 
throughout the city. Thus, the proposed project woul<). not make a conf)~dera,ble contribution to a 
cumulative en.vi.ronmenta.l impact caused by" implementa~ion of ~he Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 
T11erefore, for the reasons described above, under all. three scenarios, this impact would be considered less 
than significant 

Stormwater, Wast€lwater, and Solid Waste 
The project site is covered by impervious surfaces ar~d woql0. be :required to comply with the city's 
Stormwater Management Ordinance, This ordinm1ce requir?S the proposed project to decrease the amount 
of hnpervious are!). on site and reduce peak stormwater r1moff compared to existing conditions. Therefore, 
with implementation of the proposed project, stormwater runoff from the project site to the Southeast 
.Water Treatment Plant would be reduced compared to existing conditions. Further, Wfl.Stewater volumes 
generated by the project would be nUn,imal in comparison to storm water flows. Thus, the proposed project 
would no~ require new or expanded stormwat~r or wastew¥Jter facilities. 
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The proposed project would comply with solid waste reg-ulations and would not be expected to genera'-..e solid 
waste in amounts that would exceed the permitted landfill capacity analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR. The 
proposed project would adhere to the city's plumbing, water. conservation, and waste diversion requirementsY~ 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cum\.llative development projects ne:;~rby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative utilities and service system$ analysis. The project is withirt the scope of development 
projected under the Central SoM& Plan and would not resqlt in more severe utilities ru:td service systems 
impacts than previously identified in the Central SoMa PElF .. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant 
impact:> that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR related to utilities and service systems or impacts 
that are peculiar to the project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe project or 
cumulative impacts _than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.13 Public Services 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR found that implementation of the Centra,l SoMa Plan and the anticipated increase 
in population would not result in signifip:m.t impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered 
public services, including police, fire, schools, ?P-d park services. Further, the Cenb:al SoMa PEIR found 
that if new or expanded facilities would be needed, the ~nvironmental effects of cons (ruction and operation 
of these facilities would be similar to that of s1,1bseql1ent development projects anticipa.ted in the Cen.tral 
SoMa PEIR. That is, construction of a new £ire staliop, police station, or other comparable government 
fi"!cility would not result in new significant impacts not ~!ready analyzed; thtls, the effects have already 
been addressed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Topics 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would thEl pr1>ject: 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 
Project Si!~ 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts . O 
associated V\lith the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities. the construction of which coulcj 
cause significant environment<?! Impacts. in 9rder to 
m<1intain acceptable service ratios, response times, or 
91her performance objectives for any of the public 
services ·such as fire protection, police protection. 
schools, parks, or other public facilities? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Signfficant 
Impact not 
/d,entified 
in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
Substantial 
New lnfonnatioll 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previo1.1sly 
Jdentified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

The increased employees, visitors, and residents resnlting from the proposed project would increase 
demand for police and fire proteCtion ~ervices, schools1 and parks. The proposed project would account for 
a fraction of the increased demand for thes\; services that vyere analyzed in the Central SoMa PEIR, and the 
project falls within the development d,en$ity assup~ptior:s for the site that were analyzed in the Central 

n San Francisco Water Power Sewer. 2.019. W~ter Supply Assessment for the 655 4th Street Project. May 28, 2019. 

S~/l'FRAtiCiGCO 
f'_r.;i!,N~tliiq P~~llR,~I'iil'i~.!Y 
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SoMa PEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would not res).llt in a more substantial increase in the demand 
for police or fire protection services than was previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. As described 
under the Recreation section, the proposed projl'ct would not. result in new or more severe physical 
enviromnent<tl impacts to parks or recreatio1,1al fasilities. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects nearl:>y that were not encompassed in the Cenh·al SoMa 
PEIR cumulative public S(:!rvices analysis. The project is within the scope of development projected under 
the Central SoMa Plan and would J10t res1.1lt in m.ore severe public services impacts than were previously 
identified in the Cel1tral SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of U1e proposed project would not result in signilicantimpacts 
that were not identified in the Central SoMa PEJR related to public services or impacts that are peculiar to the 
project site, nor would the proposed project result in more severe project or cumulative impacts than were 
identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

£.14 Biological Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR fom1d that the Central SoMa Plan would be implemented in a developed urban 
area with no natural vegetation communities remaining; therefore, development under the Central 
SoMa Plan would. not affect any special-status plants. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, 
marshes, or wetlands in the plan area that could be affected by the development anticipated under the 
Central SoMa Plan. 

In addition, development envi<;ioned under the Central SoMa Plan would not substantially interfere with the 
movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species. However, Ce,ntral SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure 
I~BI-2, Ni~t Li~til\g Mininliz<1tion, was identified to fmthet J,'fld\lce potential effects on birds from nighttime 
lighting at individual project sites. 

The Central SoMa PEIR deteJmined that CO!lf?tructiQn in the plan area would not have a significant impact 
on special-status species, apart frqm bats. The Cfmtral SoMa pEIR concluded thi.lt impacts to bats would be 
reduced to less than significant with implementation of Cenl:l'al SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-BI-1, 
Pre-Constructicm Bat Surveys, req!1iring pre-construction surveys for bats. 111is mitigation measure 
applies to all projects removing trees at least 6 ind1es at diameter at breast ·height or where buildings that 
are proposed for demolition have been vacant for a~ least six months. 
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14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
thro"ugh habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or sp(lcial·status sp.,cies in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
lo Project or 
ProJect Site 

0 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat CJ 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local 9r 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, f\lling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

d) interfere substantiaiiy wilh ihe muv(Jnii>fll of >lfl)i nativE< CJ 
resident or migiatOiy fish or wildlife species c~ wlth 
established native re1>ident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nurs<ery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 0 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

f) Con~ict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 0 
conservation plan, natwral community conservation plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
ldantifiG<I 
in Central 
So/VIa PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Significant 
Impact dua to 
Substantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

As the project is located within the Central SoMa Phm. area, the proposed project would not affect any natural 
vegeta,tion communities, spectal-status plants, 1ipadan corridors, estumies, marshes, or wetlands. The proposed 
project wol).ld remove a.t le(lst one tree over 6 inches in diap,wter and it is lilcely buildings will be vacant or 
underntilized at the time of demolition; therefor~, Project IvHtigati.on Measure M-EI-1, Pr~-Consb:uci:ion Bat 
Survey~> (:implementing Central SoMa PEIR Mitigq.tion Measure M-BI-1) would be applicable. Irnple1~entation 
of Project Mitigation :Measure M-BI-1 would ;reduce the proje(:t' s impact to any special-status· bats to a less-than­
~>ignificant lev~l by requiring that p!'fr-constrqction t:)urveys bE! condjlcted to identify bats and avoid impacts to 
roosting bats. 

Also, the proposed project would require the removal of five street trees, including tvvo London plane trees 
on Townsend Street and thr~~ purple leaf plum trees on Fourth Stmet. The proposed project would plant 
up to approximately 26 street trees. 

During tree removal activities, the proposed project col1ld disturb nesting birds and those protected by the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code. Nesting birds may be present in 
the existi..ng street trees and foliage surrounding the project site, As such, if tree removal would occur dl.lring 
the nesting season (Jan1lary 15 through August 15) or during the breecling season (Marcl1 through August), 
nesting birds could be distwbed. This woqld be considered a potentially signific<>nt impact. However, the 
project sponsor is required to comply witl:J California Fish and Game Code section. 3500 et al., including 
sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, and 3513, whicl1 provide tbJ it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory 
nongame bird or needlessly destroy nests of birds except as otherwise outlined in the code, The California 
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Department of Fish a.nd Wildlife enforces the code by requiring that projects incorporate measures to avoid 
·and minirnize impacts to nesting birds if any tree removal would occur during the nesting or breeding season. 
For example, a qualified biologist would condp.ct a tn:e survey vvithin 15 days before the start of construction 
occurring in March through May, or 30 days before the start of constntction occurring in June through August 
TI1ese surveys would help establish the presence of any nesting birds that would need to be protected through 
a\;oidance and minimization measures. Additionally, Califomia Department of Fish and Wildlife staff may 
require notification if any active ne.sts are identified, including consultation with the Califomia Department 
of Fish ;;Jnd Wildlife and establislmwnt of construction-free buffer zones, Compliance vvith these existing 
state regulations would ensure that project impacts relating to nesting birds would be less than significant. 

Plmmlng code section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to 
reduce avian mortality rates as_sociated with bird strikes.93 The proposed project would be required to 
comply with the building feature-related ha.zards standards of section 139 by using bird-safe glazing 
treatment on 100 percent of any building feature-related hazards such as free-standing glass walls, wind 
barriers, and balconies. TI1e project would be svbject to m1d would be required to comply with the city's 
regulations for bird-safe buildi11gs and federal and state migratory bird regulations. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or with 
eotablish.ed nallve resident or migratory Vv"ildlifc corridors and v:ould not result in a significant impact to 
native resident or wildlife species. 

Although the project would ·not result ln signific<.~nt impacts to native resident and migratory birds, impacts to 
bir<;ls resulting from the proposed project would be huthe1: reduced through the implementation of Project 
Improvement Measure I-BI--1 (ilnplementation of Cen.tral SoM:a Improvement Measure I-BI-2, Night Lighting 
Minimization). I-BI-1 includes voluntmy cqmpliance with the Sm1 Francisco Lights Out Program, which 
encourages project sponsors of buildings <;lev eloped pursuant to the Central SoMa Plan to implement bird-safe 
building operations to prevent and minimize bird sb.ike impacts, and generally keep lighting to a minimum, as 
birds can bec..'Ome disoriented fmm building lighting. )Jnplementation of this improvement measure would 
further reduce the project's less-than-significaJ:lt impact to birds. 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are .no cumulative development projects nearby th~t were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
P.EIR cumulative biological resources l;l.nalysfl';. Th~ sqe~t improvement projects along Townsend, Brruman, 
an<;!. Fifth streets are substantially similar in s.cope to the stre~t network changes already analyzed in the 
Central SoMa PELR. Therefore, the project woul9. not result in more severe biological resource impacts than 
previously identified in the Centriil SoMa Pt\IR. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project wowq not result in significm1t project-level or cumul&tive ilnpacts on biological resources 
that were not identified in the Central SoMa PUIR, nor would the project result in significant project-level or 
ctm1Ulative :impacts on biological resources that 1.1re more ;:;evere than those identified in the Central SoMa PEJR 
or that are peculiar to the project site. Impacts to, native resident and migrato~y birds would further be reduced 
with the implementation of Project Improvement Measure I-B!-1. 

93 Slln Francisco· P]I!J1f1ing Department, $tandarcls (or Bird-Safe Buildings, Jnly 14, 2011. Av.,Uable &t: 

http://planni.ng.sanfrandscocode.org/P/139, ac~essed onjwmary )8, z017. 
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The Central SoMa PEIR found that impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant, 
including impacts related to earthquake £<;1ults, seismic ground shaking, seismically induced ground 
failure, and landslides. The Central, SoMa PEIR, found tha~ tlw plan area is generally flat and that 
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan \•VOI.tld have no impact on altering the topography of the plan. 
area. Most of the plan area is located within?. potentialliquefact:ioi1 hazard zone identified by the California 
Geological Survey. Complianc~ with applicable state and local codes and recommendations made in 
project-specific geotechnical analyses would reduce the geologic hazards of subsequent development 
projects i:o a less-than-significant level. Additionally, the Central SoMa PEIR fou.nd that development 
enabled by the Central SoMa Plan could indw;e grow1d settlement as a result of excavation for conshuction 
of subswface parking or basement leyels, ccmstructlpn.dewate\'i~1g, heave during installation of piles, and 
long-term dewatering. 

In addition, proposed buildings over 160 feet tall, such as the proposed project's buildings, could be subject 
to coxnpliauce wli.h the building d,epartr.nt;nt's A~0-~1inistrative Bullef.~.n 083, Requirements and Guidelines 
for the Seismic Design q£ t~evv Tall Buildings using t.Jou-Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedures.94 This 
bulletin specifies the requirements and guidelines for the non· prescriptive design of new tall buildings that 
are higher than 160 feet to ensure that the design meets the standards of the buiJ,J.ing code.95 Also, the 
building department's Admi1;1ist;rative Bulletin 082, Guidelines and Procedures for Structural Design 
Review, specifies the guidelines and procedures for structural design review during the application review 
process for a building permit. In addil;ion to req1.1irements for a site-spedfic geote.chnical report as 
articulated in San. Francisco Building Code section 1803 and building department Inform(J.tion Sheet S-05, 
Geotechnical Report Requirements, structural design review may result in review by an independent 
structural design reviewer. Administrative Bulletin 082 describes what types of projects may require this 
review, the qualifications of the qf.ructural design reviewer, the seope of the shuctural design review, and 
how the director of the building deparhTtent as the b1.1ilding official would reso.lve any disputes between 
the structural design reviewer and the project's engineer of record. A building department Stmctural 
Information Sheet S-18 will also be required. It provides Into;rim Guidelines and Procedures for Structural, 
Geotechnical, and Seismk Haz(lrd Engineering Design Rev~ew for New Tall Buildings and supplements 
and clarifies the requirements and proc;edut·es in Administrative Bulletins 082 and 083. It applies to 
buildings 240 feet or taller and 1s thus relevant to subsequtr1t deyelopment projects in the Plan area. With 
i:rnplementation 0 f the recommend.ations provide.d in project-l1pecific detailed_ geotedmical studies for 
subsequent development projects, si,lbject to review and approval by the building department; impacts 
related to the potential for settlement a.nd subsi.dence dt1e to constnt~HDJ;i on soil that is unstable, or could 
become tmstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant. Thus, the Central SoMa 
PEIR concluded that implementation of the Central SoMa Plan would not result in significant impacts with 
regard to geology and soils, and no mitigation measures wr;,re identified in the Central SoMa PEIR 

~ 

The Central SoMa PEllUound that there is low potential to uncover unJ.que or significant fossils within the 
plan. area or vicinity. Constrt1ction excavations could encotmter tmdisturbed dune sands, the Colma 
Formation, or artificial fills associated with previous development (e.g., road bases, foundations, and 

9{ 

95 

Non-prescriptive seismic design deviates from one or more of the specific standards contained in the San Francisco 
Building Code. 
Building Department Administrative B1.tl.letins and h:~£ormalion Sheet.s are available at http://sfdbi.org/ 
administrative-bulletins and http:/ /sfdbi.org/information,sheets, respectively. 

SAN'fftAI!CISCO 
f')'.;n.r.z~i~~ Ji:lf.:i"l>!"i~M~W, 
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previous backfills for undergrotJnd uf;ilities). Due to their age and origin, these geological materials have 
little to no lilcelihood of containing unique or significant fossils. 

To.i>ics 

15. GEOI,.OGY AND SOlL5-Woulq the proja~;t: 

a) Directly 9r indlrecUy causE? potential oubstantial 
adver(le 1;1ffects, incluging the risk of loss, Injury, or 
death involvin~: 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

i) 

ii} 

iii) 

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
i;arthquakey Fault Zoning Map iss we~ ·l)y thil 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
subst(lntial evidence of a known fal)lt? Refer. 
to Division of Mines and Gfi!ology Special 
Publication 42. 

Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Seismic-related ground f!lllurl;l, Including 
iiquefaction7 

iv) Landslides? 

Result in sui;>stantial soil erosion or the los~ of 
topsoil? 

Be located on geologic unit or soil that is LJnstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result In on- or off-sill) 
IEJndslide, laterCII spreadifig, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-j,B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or Indirect rk;ks to life cir 
pr<;>perty? 

Have soils incapable of <ldequately supporting the 
use of septic t;;mks or alterm;Jtive wsstewf)ler 
disposal systems where sewers are not avoilaple 
for the disposal of waste water? 

Significant 
lmpaof f'~cu/M 
to Project or 
Project Sftq 

D 

[l 

D 
D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

0 

f} Directly or Indirectly destroy a unique 0 
paleontojogiqal resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Project Analysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
ld$ntifled 
In Central 
SoMa PEIR 

0 

D 

[] 

D 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact que to 
Substantial 
New Information 

D 

0 

D 
D 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPEIR 

A& d{scussed in. tl;tis ini.ti<ll study checkli~t wastewate~· wo1,1ld flow into the city's combined sewer system 
and wo1,tld not require a septic systern: Th,t;lr~fore, ~niti<)l s~udy checklist question 15e is not applicable to 
the p:ropqseo:J. project, 

$oil, $eismic, and Geo/ogir;;at Hazards 
A geotechitici:ll investigation was prepar<;:ct for the prop\lsed project,%/'7 Givep. that the project is in a seismic 
hazard zone, the building departn1ent is required to ~n(lke sure the recommendations ti1at address seismic 
hazards, including liquefaction hazards, in. the g~otedmical report are adhered to, Project design and the 
geotechnical report must c~mply with the g-uidelines and procedures for Q.esign review of tall buildings 

96 . Rollo<$>: Ridley. 2017. Geotechnical Investigation 6§5 Fa1Jrt:b.Street, $an Francisco, California. May 19, 2.017. 
Rollo & Ridley. 2018. Update to Geotechnical :(.nve~ligatian. Updated June 29, 2018. 
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establi~hed by the building deparhnent; the final project design will undergo review by the city's 
engineering design review team, which inchtdes geotechnical and civil engineers. 

The geotechnical investigation found that the project site is undedain by 16 feet of fill material composed 
of sand, silt, clay, brick, gravel, concrete, and other debris. Below the fill is a 2- to 5.5-foot-thick layer of 
marine deposits consisting of soft to stiff clay and sandy clay. Below the fill and marine deposits the site is 
underlain by a layer of medium dense to very dense sand, ch1yey sand, and sandy clay referred to as the 
Colma Formation, which extends to bedrock The bedrock consists of Franciscan Comple~ Melange, which 
includes layers of shale and sandstone and, t\l a lesser extent, layers of greywacke, serpentinite, siltstone, 
chert, and green?tone. The geotechnical investigation estimated that groundwater is at a depth of 8 to 11 
feet below grade. 

The geotechnical investigation ~oncluded that the proposed buildings are feasible to construct and 
identified specific design features for the building f<:mndation to adequately support the proposed 
buildings, The final builc;ling Q.esign is reqt.lired to implement the report recommendations for site 
preparation and grading, including a reinforced-concrete mat foundation, basement floor waterproofing 
and groundwater level accommodations, basement wa1J lateral pressure requirements, tied own anchors, 
soil cement shoring waiis and concrete diaphragm wa11sr shnt driiied underpinning. piers, dewatering, 
conshuction monitoring, drainage and irJi.ltration, and seisn1ic design. The following summarizes the 
preliminary geotechnical recommend<Jt.ions. As discussed above, because the project site is located 
within a seismic hazard zone, the building department would ensure conforrnance of the proposed 
project's construction plans with recommendations in the geotechnical investigation dming the permit 
review process. 

Reinfotced-Concrete Mat Foundation. The geotechnical report recommends tlw.t the proposed building 
be supported on a reinforced-concrete mat foundation, The geotechnical report anticipates that bedrock 
will be expm;ed in. the northea.st corner of the bl.lilding footprint. Where encountered, 3 feet of bedrock 
should be-removed below the planned bottom of the mat and replaced with engineered fill As designed,. 
the loads from the mat will bear directly on a. compination of Colma Formation soil and engineered fill 
replacing the bedrock where exposed at subgrade. This would create a relatively homogenous subgrade 
for uniform support of the str,ucture. Ground. water depths range frorri. approximately 8 to 11 feet below the 
ground surface, which would be accmmted for in the stmctural and basement design. 

Basement Walls. Basement walls would be designed to resist jateral pressures created. by the soil and 
adjacent surcharges. In addition, bec:Q.use the site is in8 seismically active area, all below-grade walls wollld 
be designed to resist pressures associated v-rith seismic forc~s. 

Tie down Anchors. Tied,own ;,lll.chors would l?e used to provide ttplift resistance across portions of the mat 
where tho uplift pressure will exceed the anticipated building loads.96 

Shoring and Underpinning. T11e excavati.on wml\d ~xtend below the gro1.1ndwater leveL 1lwrefore, the 
shoring scheme will }1eed to consist ()fa system whit;-h acts as a water cutoff. ():nJ.rrh;~r). Soil cement shoring 
walls and concrete diaphragm walls are reconimender:I, as they reqtiire the k1Jst amount of dewatering, are 

98 Tiedov.rn anchor$ typically consist of relatively S!llilll-<ii'!meter, drilled, concrete- or grout-filled shafts with high strength 
bars V.'ith a minimum slteS(>ii)g length of 15 feet and minimum of 10 feet below !he mat acting· as tensile reinforcement in 
the anchors. 
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relatively rigid, and substantially limit lateral deflections and excavation-related ground subsidence. The 
shoring system would be tied back or mternally braced. 

Dewatering. The groundwater level within the site should be lowered to a depth of at least 3 feet below 
the bottom of the planned excavation and m<!intamed at th<1t level until sufficient weight and/or uplift 
capacity of the structure is available to resist the hydrostatic uplift forces on U1e bottom of the structure. 
The project structural engineer shovld detennine when the dewatering can be terminated. 

. . 

Copstruction Monitoring. Adjacent buildings such as 601 Fourth Street, 38 Lvsk Street, ancl. 260 Townsend 
Street and utilities border the site. These and. crilical utilities would be docui.nented as part of a baseline 
crack and photographic survey before constnJ,cti.o+1 begli1s. A licensed surveyor would monitor ground 
movements and the movements of adjacent structures and improvements (both vertical and horizontal) 
during CQnstruction activities to evaluate the effects of ~onstruction, on the Sllrl'Olillding improvements 
(building, streets, utilities, etc.). Prior to starting construction, the contractor wouid establish survey points 
on Cldjacent improveJ;D.ent$ within 50 feet of the jobsite perimeter and the builc:l.ings across the street sides. 
During constTuction, the project geotechnical and shoring engineers wo1.1ld continuously evaluate the soil · 
conditions and eompare theJ;D. to the monitoring resul~9 so modifications in the shoring system can be made 
in a timely manner, if necessary~ 

The proposed project would conform to state and local building codes and the building department's 
implementing procedures, which ensures the safetY of all new construction in the city. The building 
department would review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the building permit for 
the proposed project, and may require additional site-specific soils reports through the building permit 
application process. The state Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 requires that, due to the location of the 
site within a liquefaction hazard zone, the measures identified, in the geotechnical report that address 
liquefaction hazard (p1imarily focused on susceptible fill removal) be made conditions ofthe building permit. 

The building department requirement for a geotecluucal report and review pf the building permit 
application pursuant to U1e building department's ,implementation of state and local codes, including 
compliance wifu requirements specified in applicable adminish:ative bulletins and information sheets, 

. would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant intpacts related to soils, seismicity, or 
other geological hazards. 

Paleontological Resources 

TI1e project site is located within the Central SoMa Plan area ancl the Central SoMa PEIR evaluated the 
potential for subsequent development projects to result in impacts to paleontological resources based on fue 
underlying geology ai1d. soils in fue plan area, condw;l.Lng that subseqw;nt development projects would not 
likely result in significant impacts to unique paleontological re$m,m:es. Based on the project-specific 
geotechnical study, the project would not involve excavation or otheJ; soil q.isfurbance within any geological 
formations that are lilcely to contain, uniqu<; or signific@t fossils.· TI1erefore, the proposed project is not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts to paleontological resources, No mitigation is required. 

Cumul~tive Analysi!? 
There are no cumulative development projects nearby !:hat we1•e not encompassed in fue Central SoMa 
PElR cumulative geology and soils analysis. TI1e project is w:ithh1 the :>cope of development projected under 
the .Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more severe cumulative geology an~l soils impacts than 
were previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 
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Consistent With the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect 
related to geology and soils. Therefore, the proposed project wo1.1ld not result in any new or more severe project or 
cumulative significant impacts related to geology and soils than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.16 Hydrology and W<,~ter Quality 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not result in a 
significant impact on hydrology and wa,ter qvality, including the combined sewer system and future 
flooding hazards, tal<ing il1to account future sea level rise. TI1e Central SoMa PEIR noted that portions of 
the plan area would be exposed to au increased risk of flooding in the future dl.).e to sea level rise, although 
Central SoMa Plan development would not exacerbate this risk and, therefore, would not result in a 
significant impact. Moreover,. the Central SoMa Plan includes objectives, policies, and implementation 
measure.s intended to maxjmize flood resilience. All hydrology and water quality impacts of the Central 
SoMa Plan were determined to be less tlwn signific;;u,lt ;:>nd no rnitig(;tion measures were identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

Topics 

SJ;prificant 
Impact P.aQu/iar· 
to Project or 
ProjectS/Ie 

16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER Ql!ALITY-Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality? 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 0 
substantially with groundwater recharge such tha\ the 
project mf.lY impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 0 
site or area., including through the all.eralion of the course 
of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner that would: 

i) Result in substantial (lrosion or siltation 0 
on- or offsite; 

li) Substantially increase the rate or amount 
of sun'ace runoff in a manner which would 

0 
result in floot;ling ~n or offsite; 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which 0 
wot,Jid exceed the capacity of 8Xistlng or 
planned stom1water drain9ge syslenls or 
provide !;!Ubstantial additional souroes of 
polluted runoff; or 

iv) lmp\'lde or redirect flood flqws? 0 
v) Sl!bstantlally increase the rate or amount 0 

of surfape runoff in a manner whlcll Wt;Jqld 
re.sult in ~ooding on or offsite; 

d) In ilooct hazard, tsunami, or sek;.'Je zones, risk release of 
pollutants due a project inundation? 

0 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a wa\Qr 0 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 
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The proposed project would involve excavation to a maxhmmt depth of 55 feet below grade 'for constmction of 
the building foundation and belowground parking garage. Excavation would require dewatering, given that 
the depth to grmmdwater is estimatec;i at 8 to 11 feet below grad.e.99 Any groundwater encountered during 
constmction of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements o£ article 4.1 of the San Francisco 
Public Works Code (Industrial Waste), requiring that ground\Nater nieet specified water quality standards 
before it may be discharged .into the sewer system. The SFPUC must be notified of projects necessitating 
dewatering and may require water pnalysis before discharge, 

During construction, and pursuant to Public Works Code $ections 146 and i47; the proposed project would 
be required to implement and maintain best Il;lanagement practkes to minimize suxface mnoff erosion and· 
to comply with a storm water control plan. As a resull, the proposed project would not irtcrease storm.water 
rtn1.off, alter the existing drainage, or violate water q\taHly or w<Jstewa.ter discharge standards. 
Constmction stormwater discharges to the ciiy's combined sewer system would be subject to the 
requirements of Public Works Code article 4,1 (supplemented by San Francisco Department of Public 
Y..lorks Order No. 158170), which incorporates and implements the city's National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit and the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy. Stormwater 
drainage during construction would flow to the city's combined sewer system, where it would receive 
treatment at the Southeast Plant or other wet-weather facilities and would be discharged through an 
existing outfall or overflow structure in compliance with the existing pollutant discharge permit. Therefore, 
the city's compliance with applicable permits would reduce water quality impacts and the proposed project 
would not result in new or more severe impacts than identified irt the Central SoMa PEIR related to 
violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of constmction­
related stormwater mnoff. 

Operational Water Qualify and Stormwater Runqff 
The project site currently contains structures and paved areas1 resulting in a primarily impervious surface 
area. The proposed project would redevelop l:he entire site, but would also include the addition of street 
trees and Jandscaped open space areas, Therefore, tl1,e proposed project would decrease the amount of 
impervious area on site ai!d reduce peak stomtwatGr runoff compared to existing conditions and would 
not contribute mnof£ that wo1,1ld exceed tl1e capacity of exisling or plam1ed sto:rmwater drainage systems. 

Stormwater flows and drainage from Uw proposed project wou1d be controlled consistent with San 
Francisco's Storm water Management Ordinance1 contained in Pqblic Work$ Code article 4.2, and the city's 
Stmrnwater Design Guidelines. The project sponsor would be req.uired to submit a storm water control plan 
for approval by SFPUC. that complies with the StomTwater Design Gllidelirtes, u.sing best management 
practices, thereby ensuring that the proposecl project ;nwets performance measures set by SFPUC related to 
stormwater runoff rate and volume, compliance with San Francisco's Stormwater Design Guidelines 
would reduce the quantity and rate of storm water mnoff tp the d ty' s combine(\ sewer system and improve 
the water quality of those discharges. In. addition, fhe proposed project would be 'required, to comply with 
Health Code article lZC, which requires the ?lHite reuse of rainw&ter, graywater, an.d foundation drainage 
to reduce potable water use, which would 0lso reduce storm water runoff rate and volume. 

99 

138 
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In light of the above, the proposed project's construction and operational activities would not result in 
significant water quality impacts or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. Further, the 
proposed project would not increase runoff that would exceed the capacity of storm water drainage systems 
or release substantial additional. sources of polluted runoff. 

Groundwater 

Regarding ground water supplies, the proposed project would use potable water from the SFPUC and non­
potable water from two on-site sources: greywater from the building recycled on site and rainwater 
collected in an on-site catchment system. Grolli.1dwater fr01n the Downtown San Francisco Grm.mdwater 
Basin, where the project site is located, is not wed as clrinking water, and the proposed project would not 
result in additional impervious surfaces that would affect groundwatex recl1arge, because the site is fully 
occupied by existing buildings and imp~rvious surfaces. Therefore the proposed project would not 
substantially decrease gr01mdwater supplies, iriterfere with groundwater recharge, or conflict with a 
groundwater management plan. 

Flood Hazards 
The project site is withL.c the portion of the plan area that woul<;i be expos('d to increased future flood risk 
due to sea level rise, 'l'he proposed project WQuld not exacerbate the risk of flooding due to sea level rise 

because it would not impede or redirect flood flows and becm .. lse it would not increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site. Implementation of policies 
addressing flood resilience, such as the Storrnwater Management Ordinance and Storm water Management 
Requirements and Design GuideUnes, would ensure that the project would be resilient to future flooding 
due tb sea level rise. 

The project site is located in the .South of Ma.rk.et Flood Zone identified by SFP1)C as an area with existing 
flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relative to properties they serve. The project site is also 
located within an area that is prone to flooding during storms, especially where grOLmd floors are located 
below an elevation of 0.0 city datum or, more importantly, below the hyclraulic grade line or water level of 
the sewer. Pursuant to Plamung Direc~or ()ulletin Number 4,1°G Uw project sponsor submitted the project 
proposal for preliminary review to the Public Works Hydraulics Division. The purpose of tlus review is to 
avoid flooding problems caused by the rel;'ltive elevation of a proposed structure to the hydraulic grade 
line in the sewers. Public Works staff reviewed the proposed project and found that since the project site is 
in a low-lying area, its sewers will be surcharged often, mi)ldng it an area of potel;ltial concern for plumbing 
draii1age purposes. Public Works staff recommended that the finished ground floor elevation be at or 
higher than the official grade elevation to minimjze the potential reverse flow through the sewer pipes and 
that the ground floor and the basement levels be discha\'ged through a dedicated sewer line separate from 
the upper floors of the development, to reduce the probability that surcharging occurs during certain storm 
condltions.m As required, the project sponsor is continuing coordi11ation with Public Works regarding 
conc:epmal sewer design. These requirements would ensure that the proposed project would not exacerbate 
an existing flood hazard in the project area. 

wn San Frf!ncisco Planning Department. Plarming Dlr?clor Bulletin 1'-)o. 4, Review of Projects in Identified Areas Prone 
to Flooding. October 2009. Available at: http://defimlt.:;fplanning.org/publicatio!1f_reports/DB_04_Flood._Zones.pdf 

1111 Wong, Cliff. "Re: SOMA Flood Zone: Fourth & Tovvns::end, Mes$age to Ry;om B\C':;tton (KPFF Consulting Engineers). 
December 18, 2017. E-mail. 
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Because the project site is not located near a water course or within a tsunami hazard zone, the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts involving the release of pollutants from inundati~n by seiche 
or tsunarni.l02 . 

Cumulative Analysis 
There are no cumulative development projects ne;;~rby that were not encompassed in the Central SoMa 
PEIR cumulative hydrology and water q~mlity analysis. The proj~ct is within the scope of development 
projected under the Central SoMa Plan anct would not result in more severe hydrology and water quality 
impacts than previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoM"l PEf.R, the proposed project would not result in any new 
or more severe project or cumulative significrmt impacts related to hydrology and water quality, or any 
signific(lnt impacts peculiar to the project site LJtlwr than those that were identified in the Central SoMa 
PEIR. 

E.17 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Centriil SoMa PEIR Analysis 
TI1e Central SoMa PEIR found that implemen.tation of the Central SoMa Plan would not result in any 
significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less-than­
significant level. TI1e Central SoMa PEIR det~rmined that compliance with San Francisco Health Code article 
22A (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which incorporates state and.federal requirements regulating the 
hand,.lii1.g, treatment, cle<mup1 and disposal of hazardous materials in soils and groundwater, would minimize 
potential exposure of site personnel and the public to any accidental releases o£ hazardous materials or wa·ste 
and would also protect against potential envirorunental contamination. h1 addition, the transportation of 
hazardous materi<1ls is regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the Califomia Department of 
Transportation. Therefor~, potenti<Jl impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials associated with Central SoMa Plan implementation would be less than significant. 

The Central SoMa PEIR determined that com.pliance of subsequent development projects with the San 
Franc;isco Fire and Bcilding Codes, which iil'if implemented through the city's ongoing permit review process, 
would ensure that potential fire h~atd.!' related to development activities would be minimized to less-than­
significant levels. The plan area is not within 2 miles of an airport land use plan or an. airport or p1ivate 
airs !;rip, and therefore would not interfer~ with air lraffic or create safety hazards in the vicinity of m.1 airport. 
The Central SoMa PEIR did not identify any cumulative impacts related to hazards or hazardous rpaterials. 

The Central SoMii PEIR determined that demolition and renovation of buildings in the plan area could 
qxposc workers >:md the public to hazardous building matelials or release those materials into the 
environment. Such :rnaterials i.nclud~ asbet;tos-containing materials, le<)d-ba.;;ed paint, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), di (2"ethylhexyl) phthalate, anQ. mercury. C~ml:r<tl SoMa PE!R Mitiga{i.on Mea.sure M­
HZ_..3, H<~.zardous Building. Ma.terials Abrttem~nt, which r~quires abatement of c~rtain hazardous building 
materials in accordance with existing laws, was identified to reduce hnpacts to less than significant. 

102 San Fnmci0co Planning Department. 2012. S<m Fran.;:\sco General Phm Conm:.tmity Safety Element; Map 05, 
Tsunami Hazard Zo:(l.eS, page 15, October 2012. Accessed December 1, 2017. http://www.sf-planning.org/ 
ftp/General_PlaJl/Community _Safety _Blement_2012.pd£. 
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However, this mitigation measure is not necessary because regulations have been enacted to address these 
common hazardous building materials. 

Topics 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 
to Project or 
Project Site 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa Pt=JR 

Significant 
lmpaot due to 
Substantial 
New lnformatiqn 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
identified in Central 
SoMa PEIR 

17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALs-Would thlol projeGt: 

a) Create e significant hazard to the public or the 0 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

0 0 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
aocldent conditions involving the release of haz;:Jrdous 
materials into the environment? 

0 0 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

Emit hazardous emissions or handle haz(lrdoqs or 
acutely hazardOUS materials, SUbslan9es, Of Waste 
within one-qtlarter mile of an existing or proposqd 
school? 

Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazar(Jous materials sjtes compiled pursua1it. io 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a fiJSUit, 
would It create a slgnifimJnt hazard to the public or t~EI 
environment? · 

For a project locatecj within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result In a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or eme,rgency 
evacuation plan? 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 [] 0 

0 0 0 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, Injury or death Involving 
wild! and nres? 

0 0 0 

a) Create a significant h<~zard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Project-Specific Analysis 

Hazardous Building Materials 

0 0 0 

The proposed project wQuld demolish al) exi3ting strw;ture$ on the project site. Some building materials 
commonly used in older buildings could pre9<;>11t a public health risk if disturbed. during an accident or 
during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials addressed in the. 
Central SoMa PEIR include asbestos, electrical egpipment (such as transfom1ers Clnd fluorescent light 
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate), fluoresq~nt lights containing m.e~cury vapors, and 
lead-based paints. Asb~stos and lead-ba~ed p;'tint .may a1so present a health :dsk to .existing building 
occupants if they are in a deteriorate? condition. If t'emoyed during demolition of a building, these 
materials woul,<:t also require speci?-1 disposal procedur.es. Regulations are in pl'!ce to address the proper 
removal and disposal of asbestos-containipg building lT.lllterials, lead,l)af)ed. paint, and other hazardous 
building materials: Therefore, as discuss(;q above, Central SoMa PEfR Mitigation Me;;>sure M-HZ-3, 
11ddressing the proper remova.l and disposal of other haz&rr)ous building m~terlals, is not necessary to 
reduce impacts related to !1£(zardous building materials. Compli<mce with these regulations would ensure 
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the proposed project would not result in significant impacts from the potential release o£ hazardous 
building materials. 

T\<e California Department of Toxic Subst;:!nce Control considers asbes~os ha,z,ardous, and removal is 
required, Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in accordance with local and state regulations as 
well as the air dii>trict, the CC~lifornia Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and California 
Department o£ Health Services n~quirements. This includes materials tt1at could be disturbed l;>y the 
proposed demolition and construction activities. 

The proposed project would demolish the existing buildings located on the project site. Buildings on lots 26 and 
28 were builtin1947 and the building 011lots 162--164 was builtin 1996. Lead paint may be found in thebuildings 
on lots 26 and 28 as these buildings were constructed prior to 1978. Lead m:;~y cause a range of health effects, 
from behavior<;li problems and le!l.rning cfu;abilities to seizures and death. Children .6 years old and tmder are 
most at risk Denwlition must be conducted in co~pliance with section 3425 of U1e San Francisco Building Code, 
Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Stmctures, Where there is any work that 
may disturb or remove interior or exterior lea.d-based paint on pre-1979 builcl.ings, work practices must be used 
that mi.nimlze or eliminate the risk of lead cOt(tami.nation on the envlrorunent. 

111e proposed project would be &ubject to and would com pi y wlth the above regtllations1 therefore, impacts 
from lead-based paint would be less than significant. 

Soil and Groundwater Contaminaiion 

Health Code article 22A includes properties throughout the city where there is potential to encounter 
hazardous materials, primarily ini:lustrial zonb.1g dish·icts, sites with indus.trial uses or m1derground 
storage tcmks, sites with historic bay fill, and sites in proximity to freeways or undergrot;tnd storage tanks. 
The overarching goal of the Mpher Ordinance ir, to protect public health and safety by xequiring appropriate 
handling, treatment, dtsposal, and, when neces1.1aq, remediation of contari.1lnat0d soils that are 
encountered in the building construction proce&s. 

The project site is located within the Maher area and subject to the provisions of the Maher Ordinance. 
Accordingly, the project sponsor submitted 1'1 Maher Application to the Department of Public Health and a 
phase I environmental site assessment was completed to evaluate the potential presence of hazardous 
materials in the soils or groundwater underlying the project site based on prior land uses Q.nd available 
records.lfn,JMThe assessment found tha,t there vyere no recognized environmental conclitions105 within the 
project site but tl1at there may be areas of concern. Tiw site was first developed by the Southern Pacific Rail 
Road Company in 1887 and was lat~r 1)Sed for warehousing and possibly light industrial operations. 
However, there is no indication of any widespread hazardous waste contamination. The site is not listed 
on any environmental databases indicative of a release or g;eneration. of ha~ardous materials. Given that 
the buildings on site were constructed before cqrrent regulations regarding the use of asbestos-containing 
materia,ls and lead-based paint, it is possible thnt these matetials may be present on site. However, neither 
were detected in initial limited obse,rvati0ns. The phase I site assessment found no evidence of leaking 
underground storage tan~s. 

toa M{lher Appli(:ation (pr 6.~5 Fotlrth Stt·~et, subtnJHed Marc:h ~' :;!018. 
104 Phase 1 Epviro!'lp1flDtrl Site Assi!SSll\ent, 655-695 J;lou~'th Strr.et/292-29.6 Towns1md 5h·eet, San Francisco, <;:alifomia, 

ENVIRON Intc;math?J1al Corporation, Mar-ch 11, 2014. 
105 Recognized Envi.ronrnental Conditio.ns <J.re defint>d as !:he presen,~e m·likeiy presence of Rrt)' hazardous substat)ces 

or pf':trpleurn prodtu;:ts in, on, or at a pl'Qperty. 
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Despite the results of the phase I site assessment, there remains potential to encounter. soil and 
groundwater contami11ation during construction. Therefore, the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health may require further subsurface investigation, including soil and groundwater sampling. If concerns 
are identified during the sampli;ng, a site mitigation plan would be required. The proposed project would 
be required to remediate potential soil and groundwater contamination in accordance with Health Code 
article 22A, and removal of underground storage tanl<s would be required in accordance with Health Code 
article 21. Upon successful implementation of a site mitigation plan, the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health would provide notification of cornpliance with article 22A. Approval by the San Francisco 
Depart:.ment of Pvblic Heq.lth is required, prior to issuance of approval from the building department to 
commence work on the project. 

Cumulative Analysis 
TI1ere are no cumulative d~velopment projects nearby tbat were not encompassed in the Central SQMa 
PEIR hazards and hazardous materials analysis. The project is witlun the scope of development projected 
under the Central SoMa Plan and would not result in more severe cumulative hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts than were previously identified ill the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Conciusion 

The proposed project would not result :ll1 new or more severe significant project-level or cumulative 

impacts related to hazards or hazardous waterials, or any signifi.cant impacts peculiar to the project site, 

than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.18 Mineral Resource$ 

Central SoMa PEIR An<)lysis 
AU land in San Francisco, including in the plan area, is designated by the California Geological Survey 
as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. The Mineral 
Resource Zone 4 designation indicates that adequi\te information does not exist to assign the area to any 
other Mineral Resomce Zone; thqt:;, the area is not one designated to have significant mineral deposits. 
The Central SoMa PEIR detennined that the plan area has been designated as having no known mineral 
deposits, and it would not deplete any nonrenewaple natural resources; therefore, the Central SoMa Plan 
would have no effect on mineral resources. 

Topics 

1B, MINERAL RESOURCEs--Would th~ project; 

a) R.esult in the lo:;s of [1Vailability 9f a known 
mineral res9urce \hat would be of vaiUfl to the 
region and lhEl residents of the stale? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally­
Important mineral resource recovery site 
d~;>lir]eated on a loc<~l general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? · 

Significant 
lnipact.Pecu/iar 
to P1oject or 
Project Site 

0 

0 
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Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa PEIR 
~---

0 

0 

No fiignificant 
Significant lmpactn9t 
lmpa~t due i(> Previously 
Subsmnti~l Jdsnlifi~d In Central 
New Information SoMaPEIR 

0 igj 

0 JZI 
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The project site is not a mineral resource recovery siter it would not require quarrying, mining, dredging, or 
extracting locally important mineral resources on the project site, and it would not deplete non-renewable 
natural resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources either 
individually or cumulatively. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would have no impact related 
to mineral resources, and, therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe significant project or 
cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

E.19 Energy Resources 

Several federal, state, and citywide policies and measures promote energy efficiency and reduce demands 
on nonrenewable resources. TI1e city's Green Building Code is codified in Chapter 13C of the San Frllncisco 
Building Code. Chapter 13C, which is to be used in conjunction with the 2013 California Green Building 
Standards Code, places more sh·ingent energy, materials, and construction debris management 
requirements on new residential and commercial buildings. Further, the Central SoMa Plan initial study 
states that future development projects in the plan area would be subject to the most current energy 
efficiency standards in effect at t..he time the project jg propO!)ed and would be subject to the established 
perfonnance metrics set forth in the plan's Eco-District g\lidelines. Therefore, the implementation of the 
plan would not result in wasteful consum.ption of energy and this impact would be less than significant. 

Significant 
Impact P~cu/iar 
tp P.roja~t or 

Topics Proj{'ct~ 

19. ENERGY RESOURCE~Would the project: 

a) Result in pot(lntially slgnlfir;ant environmental [) 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resourcE)s, 
during project construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 0 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Project-Specific An<1lysis 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
in Central 
SoMa Pi=:IR 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 
StJbstantial 
New Information 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 
Identified in Central 
SoMaPE'/R 

Development of the proposed project wovl.d not result in unusually large a.mounts of fuel, water, or energy 
in the context of energy vse throughout !:he city or region. The project is required, as discussed above, to 
comply with the transportation demand man,agement ordinance( and because the site is located in an area 
that exhibits low levels of VMT per capita, it would not result in a wasteful use of fuel. 

As stated in the project description, the proposed proje('t would q.chieve LEED Silver certification, with a 
goal of achieving LEED Gold standards. Energy dem.and from the proposed project would be typical for a 
building of the size and na,ture proposed, <!Ild the project would meet or exceed the current state and local 
codes and standards concern~ng energy consumption, including California Code of Regulations Title 24 
and the San Francisco Green Building Ordin<~.nce. Documentation showing compliance with these 
standards has been submitted to the city in the fonT\ of the "Co~npliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse 
Gas Analysis: Private P~velopment Projects/' described above. Title 24, and the Green Building Ordinance 
are enforced by the Department o£ Building 1nspection. 
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In light of the above, the proposed project would not resLl1t in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy and would not conflict vvith any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Cumulative Analysis 

All cumulative projects in the city are required to comply with the transportation demand management 
ordinance and the same energy efficiency sta:ndu.rds set forth in the California Code of Regulations Title 24 
and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Therefore, cwnulative impacts on energy resources 
would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 
Consistent with the findings in the Central SoMa PEm, the proposed project would have a less-than­
significant impact related to energy resources, and, therefore, it vvould not result in any new or more severe 
significant project or cumulative impacts than were identified in the Central SoMa PEm. 

£. 20 Agriculture and Forest Resources 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
Tr~ Central So},tia PE1R deterrrd.1.tcd that the platt hl~a zu-td the sulTOmtdhtg areas do not contain agricultural or 
forest uses, and are not zoned for such uses; therdore1 implementation of the Cenh·al SoMa Plan would not convert 
arty Prime Farmland, Unique Fannland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non" agricultural use. In additionr 
the Central SoMa Plan would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural land use or a Williamson Act 
contract, nor would it involve any r.ha..'"tges to the environment that eould result in the conversion of fam1la:nd. The 
Central SoMa Plan would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 

Topics 

Significant 
/rtJp~ct P~cullar 
to Project or 
Proi¢ct Site, . 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified 
ln Central 
SoMaP£/R 

Signific~nt 
Impact due to 
Subst~ntial 
New Information 

No Significant 
lmpaf.!trlot 
Previqusly 
ldenfified In Central· 
SoMaPEJR 

20. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES~Would th.; project: In d~termining whether Impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects,lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land· Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the Califomla Department. of conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In detern1ining whether impacts to forest re~owrces, including timberland, are significant environmental effects; lead 

agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's 

inventory of forest land, Including the ForE}st and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the Califomia Air Resources Board. 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 0 0 1ZJ 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the Califomia Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? · 

b)· Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or :;t O 
Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning qf, 0 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 14220(g)), timberland (as defined by Publiq 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zonecj 
Timberland Production (as definecj by Government 
Code section !?.1104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of for!)st land or conversion of fQre~t [] 
land to non-forest usE)? 

e) Involve other changes in the e)dsting environnwnt [] 
which, due to thGir location or natura, c;oukJ r.,.sult i11 
conversion of farmland to non-agricpltural use m· for<Jt>l 
land to non-forest use? 
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0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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The proposed project is loca.ted in the Central SoMa Plan area, which does not contain agricultural or forest 
resources, <~nd therefore :would have no impact on these resources either individually or c.umulatively. 

Concl.usion 
Consistent with the findings in the Cenh·al SoMa PEIR, the proposed project would have no impact related 
to agriculture and forest resources, and,. therefore, it would not result in any new or more severe project or 
cumulative impacts tha11 were identified l.n the C::entral SoMa PEill.. 

E.21 Wildfire 

Central SoMa PEIR Analysis 
The Central SoMa PEIR did not explicitly analyze i):npacts of the plan on wildfire risk, but the plan area is not 
located :in or near state responsibility areas. Therefore, this topic is not applicable to the Central .SoMa Plan or 
any subsequent development projects enabled by the plan. 

Significant No Significant 
Signlfic~nt Impact not Significant Impact not 
impacr Pecuiiar Identified itnpaiit due tv Previously 
tq Prqject or in Central Substantial Identified in Central 

Topics Project Slt11 So/Ilia PEIR New Information SoMa PEIR 

Z1. WILDFIRE, If locatt'd In or near state responsibility <J,rea(.l or lands classlfi~d as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency ev<)cua(lon plans? · 

Pue to olope, prevailing winds, and otb,<?r fa,(;tors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, ;;md thereby expose project 
occ!Jpants to, pollutant concentration<> from a wildfire or 
th<? uncontrolled $pread of a wllc;lfire? 

ReqiJire the Installation or maintenance of a$sqciatmJ 
infras!ruotwe (such as rqads, fuel breaks, emergenc;y 
water sowrces, power lines c;>r other utilities) th~t rnay 
exacP,rbate fire risk or that mCJy result in temporary or 
ongoing Jmp;:Jcts to tl!e environment? 

Expose people or structure to significant risks in~Juding 
downsloiJQ or downstream 1looding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post"fire slope lnsl.?billty, or drainage 
change$? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C\) · Substantially impair an adoptee <i)mergency response O 
plan or emergency f!Vacuatiqn plans? 

Project-Specific :;~nd Cumulative Analysi~ 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

As discussed above, the project site is not located in or near state responsibility areas and th.erefore would 
have !1.0 impact either individually or c:umul<J.tively :with respe'ct to wildfire risk. 

Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in any new or more severe project or cumulative impacts related to 
wildfires than were identified in the c;entral Solvfa PE.U{. . 

F. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on November 1, 2018, to adjacent 
occupants and owners o.f properties withit< 300 feet of the project site and citywide neighborhood group 
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lists. Six responses were received. Two individuals requested that they be sent the completed 
environmental document when published. TI1ree commenters expressed concern over the construction of 
high-rise buildings in the area, with two commenters opirung that the proposed project would negatively 
affect the character of the area. One commenter expressed concerns regarding the transportation impacts 
of the proposed project, specifically the amount of foot traffic at the corner of Fourth and Townsend streets 
and the potential impacts of Lyfts and Ubers in the area with the additional new residential uruts. Two 
commenters requested that the departr.nent evaluate the proposed project's wind impacts to the 
surrounding area. Finally, one commenter inquired about "the potential air quality and noise impacts from 
the project's construction activities and oper1ttions. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in 
response to the notice were taken into consider'ation and incorporated in the ·environmental review as 
appropriate for CEQA analysis.. The proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

'G. COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION PREPARE;RS 

Report Authors 
Plaruling DeparlirH~nt, City and Cou~-tly of San Francisco 
Environmental I'lanrilng Division 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Environmental Review Officer: 
Principal Environmental PL;mner: 
Seruor Environmental Plarmer: 
Principal Transportation Planner: 
Archeologist 
Wind/Shadow Tedmical Specialist: 
Current Plarmer: 

Enviromnental Consultants 
DUDEK 
1630 Sarl Pablo Avenue, Suite 300 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Darcey Rosenblatt, Project Manager 
Kara Lavrenson-Wright 
Brian Grattidge 
Ian Mcintire 
Jonathan Leech 

Transportation Consultant 
AECOM 
300 California Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Anthony Mangonon 

Lisa Gibson 
Jessica Rar"lge 
Liz White 
vVado Wietgrefe 
Sally Morgan 
Micl,1ael Li 
Linda Ajel,lo-Hoagland 
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Wind Consultant 
RWDI 
600 Southgate Drive 
Gn~;lpl:], ONNlG 4P6 Canada 

Frank Kriksic 
PriyaPatel 

Shadow Consultant 
Prevision Design 
995 Market Street, 2nd Floor 
San l?rancisco, CA 94103 

Adam Phillips 

Project Sponsor 
TiBhman Speyer 
One Bush Street, Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Jeremy Bachrach 
Sara,h Dennis Phillips 

Proje.ct Atto:rney 
Reqben. Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Sni.te 600 
San Franqsco, CA 94104 

Melinda Sarjapur 
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Mltigation Monit<Jring and Rep<Jrting Program 
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ATTACHJ>..1ENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigaiiort Measure M-Cl'--4a) 
Based on a reasonable presllmption that archeological resources may be 
present vvithin the project site, the followmg measures shall be 
undertal<en to avoid any potential\y significant adverse effect from the 
proposed ;project on buried or submerged historical resources and -on 
hmnan ·remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The 
project sponsor.shall retall.1. frle S€1"\lices of an a:rcr.aeo10gical. CG11.S1Jltnct : 

from the rotational Departmertt ·Qual:i.:fied Archaeological Consultants · 
List··(QACLj maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist .. 
After the first project approval action or as directed by the ERO, the 
project sponsor shall contact :the Department archeologist to obtain the 
n=es and ·G:Gntact information for the next three .arcbedogical 
consultants on fh.e QACL The archeological consultant shall undertake 
an archeological testir,g program as specified herein. Jn addition,. :the 
consultant s..l-J.all be available to conduct an archeological monit-oring 
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work. shall .be conducted in accordance 1·\lith 
this measure at the direction o£ the Environmental Re-yiew Officer (ERO) . 
.P.Jl plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall · 
be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and 
shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval 
by the ERO. Archeological monitorirlg and/or data recovery progra;:ns 
required by fr.i.s measure could suspend construction of the project .for up · 
to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of fr,e EH.O, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible meartS to reduce to a less than 
significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as 
defined in CEOA Guidelines Sect.15064.5 (a) and 

~~~if~~~m-

Project sponsor 
and archeological 
consultant at the 
·direction of the 
ERO 

Prior to 
issuance of ·site 
permits 

·Planning Department 
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Considered complete 
after archeological . 
consultant is retained 
and archeological 
consultant has 
au11roved scope by the 
E'Rbforthe 
arc..heological testing 
program 
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Mitigation Monitoring and.Reporting Program 
June 10,2019 

ATTACHMENT B: IvllTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTJ.NG PROGRAi\1 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an 

archeological sitel associated vvith descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group 

an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO 
shalrbe contacted. The representative of the descenda.TJ.t .group shall 
be given the opportunity . to monito.r archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO 
regarding appropriate archeological trea.trnerrt of the site, of 
recovered data frDi11. .the site, rued, if <:.pplicabk:, any interpretative 
treatment of th.e associated archeological site. A copy of t::b"e Final 
Ardtaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

Archeological Testing Progmm. The archeological consultant shall 
prepar.e and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program 
shall be conducted in accordan{:e with the approved ATP. The ATP 
shall identify the property types of the e.:"Pected archeological 
resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, the testing method to be used,' and fue locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the. archeological testing 
program will be to· determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any ardceological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

1 By the term "archeological site" is intended·here to mh1imally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence ofbu;rial. 
2 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native American.s, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact 

List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese 
Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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June 10,2019 

ATTAc:s:MENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the · 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings 
to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consuli:a11t finds that significant archeological .resources 
may be present, the ERO in consultation V'lith the ar,cheological 
consulta..TJ.t s11all determine if additional measures are warranted. 
Additional measures that may ·be undertaken. include additional 
archeol.ogiml testing, a:reheo1ogical monitoring, c>.nd/or an 
archeological data .recovery program. No arcl1.eologic.'ll data recovery 

00 -~ shall be unde1taken without the prior approval o'f the ERO or the 
g; Planning Deparbnent archeologist If the ERO deh~1mines that a 

significant a:rcheological resource is pn:sent ful.d that the resource 
.could be -adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion 
of the project sponsor .either: 

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

B) A data recovery progra:m shall be implemented, unless the 
ERO determines that the. archeological resource is ·of greater 
il1.terpretive thar1 research significance and that interpretive 
:use of the resource is feasible. 

Archeological Monif.oting P?ogJ·am. If t.he ERO in consultation 1vith the 
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 

., The archeological consultant, pmject sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet .and consult on the scope of the AMP reasor1ably prior 
to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
shall determine what proiect activities shall be 

~::~w~cg I>'EP.4RlrM!l:~ 
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ATTACHMENT 13: MffiGATION MONITORING A.i'ID REPORTI:~G PROGRAM 

archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- clistuibing 
activities, such as· demolition, foundation removal, excavation, 
grading, utilities installation, foundation work, site: remediation,. 
etc., shall require archeological monitoring beca-use of tb.e risk 
these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and t.o 
their depositional contexti 

~ The archeological consultant shall undertake a. worker training 
prograrn f-or soil-disturbing workers that vvill include an 
overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence 
of the.e.xpec:tedresour.ce(s), and -tl1<e appropriate protoco~ in the 
event of apparent clli;covery of an archeological·resou.rce; 

" Til.e archeological moni.tor(s) sha'Il be present on the project. site 
accorcful.g to a schedule agreed upun by . the archeological 
consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation.J.vr.h · 
project archeological consultant, .determilled that project 
construction activities could have no effects on significant 
archeological deposits; . 

.., The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to 
collect soil samples and artifactualiecofactual. material as 
warranted for analysis; 
If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils­
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. 
The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. TI.l.e archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the ' 
encountered archeological deposit. Tne archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrityf and significance of the encountered archeological 
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 
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Mitigation Monitoring. and Reporting Progxam 
June 10, 2019 

ATIACHJ),.1ENT B: ThfiTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORT'][NG PRDGRAM 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the · 
archeological consultant shall submit a vvri.tten report of the findings of · 
the monitoring program to the ERO . 

. AYcheological Dam Recovery P-rogram. The archeological data recovery 

.program shall be conducted ·in accord Y>il:h an archeological. data 
recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultartt, .:project sponsor, 
and ERO sha1J meet and con::,"ult on t'he scope of the i\DRP prior to 
preparation of a draft ADRP. The a:rcheologicE~l consu.ltant shoJi 
submit a draft ADI<P to the ER.O. "The ADEP shall identify how the 
proposed data recvvery program v.ill preser>.re the s~gnifi.cant 

information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the i\DRP \•viil identify what scientific/historical res1:.arch questions are 
applicable 'to the expected resource, ''that data classes the resouxce is 
ex-pected. to possess, and how the expected data classes would address 
the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be 
limited to th.e .portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project Destructive data recovery 
methods shall not be applied. to portions of .the .archeological resources 
if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
"' Field Methods and Ptocedures. Descriptions of proposed field 

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

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
<> Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale 

for field and post-field discard and d.eaccession policies. 
" Interpretive Program, Conside-ration ·of an .on-site/off-site 

public interpretive program during the cou:rse of the 
data "t"t:Jrrr~;rP1"'"'iT :t'"l-rno-r~rn 

SMl.fM~C:IaC.o 
P.~!'ll~~ ~a>;A!;flrl:...,:gl!ff 

655 Fourth St~!il 
2014-000203EN V 



00 
<.0 
w 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10,2.019 

6 

ATTAC:H10J:'.NT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

" Securib:f lv1easures.. Recommended security measures to 
protect the ru-cheologkal resource from vandalism, looting, 
and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

" Final Report. Description of proposed report .format aJ:J.d 
distribution of resUlts. 

" Curation. Descripti.on.of the.p.mce.diD'fi'S and recorro:n.endations 
for· the curation of any recovered data hav'illg potential research 
value, .. iderri::ifix::a:tion of app:roprw.te .curai:ion facilities,. and a 
summary of.the accession policies ofthe cu:r.ation facilities. 

H.uman .Remains, -~4ssociated or Linasso.ciated Funen:uy Objects. If 
hu..'llan remains and associated or unassodaJ:.ed funerary objects are 
discovered during any soils disturbing activit:y, all apphca:b1e State 
.and Federal Laws shall be fo1kwed, including im:mewate 
notification o.f the Coroner of the City and ·Cmh"lty o£ Sa.n Francisco 
and in the event of tlle Coroner's d..etermination. that the human 
remains are Native il.merican l·ernams, no.ti£icati.on of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) \Arho shall 
a.ppoiilt a Most Likely Descendant (NILD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon · 
discovery of human remains. The arJ::heological consultant, project 
sponsor, ERO, and IYfLD shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement for fue i.rea:tment of human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate 
dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)) wifhin six days of the 
discovery of t'he human remains. This proposed timing shall not 
preclude fue PRC 5097.98 requirement that descendants make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site. The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropiiate excavation, removal, recordation, 

and final disu.osition of the human 

655 Fourth Street 
2.014--0002.03ENV 
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remains ar1.d associated.or unassodated funerary objects. Nothing 
in existing State regulations m in tru:S mitigation measure compels 
tl<e projeCt sponsor and the ERO .to accept recommendations of an 
M'"J..D. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any 
Native .American· human remains m1.d .associated or ·unassociated 
burial objects until completion of m1.y ·scientific analyses of the , 
huma11 remains or objects as specified in the treatm..ent agreement if 
such. as agreement has been made ·Or, otherwise; as ue;tern.nned by 
the arche-ological cGrtSu}tful.t and the BRO. -If no agreement is 
read:ted State regulations shall .be fGllo:v,ced .including the 
reinternment Gf the human remains and .assodated burial objects 
"Y\rith appr()priate dignity on the property in a lecation not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res.·Code Sec. 5097.98). 

Final Arc/;eological Resources Report. The arc;heological consultaJ.l.t shall 
.SU:bmit a Draft -Final Archeological Resources Report (F P.RR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the h.ibi:orical significance o.f any .discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological.and 11istorlcal research methods · 
employed in the archeological testing!monitor,ng/data recovery 
pmgram(s) undertaken. The Draft FARR shall indude a curation a.tJ.d 
deaccession plan for <ill recovered .cultural materials. The Draft FARR 
shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all 
sigpifieclllt archeological features. 

Copies .of the Draft F ARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and · 
approval. Once approved by the ERO, the consultap:t shall also prepare 
a public distribution version of the FAP..R. Copies ofthe FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: Califmnia Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ·ERO 
shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC: The 
Environmental Planninz division of the Planning Department shall 

Sl<tl .. HV:HGJSC.O 
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receive one b01md ·and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the F ARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA 
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the Nati-onal 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 
Irl instances of public in.terest in or the high interpretive value of"ine 
resource, tb.e ERO may require a dillerent or additional final report 
content, format, aJ."'td distribution fuan that Presented above. 

Project Mitigation 1\-feasure M-TR-1: 
{Implementation of Cenka:I SoMa.PEIR I\Ft "-"-J 

T'ne project sponsor shall erLs-rue that rec-.;u:ring vehicular turning 
movements :into the 655 4a' Street Project drive-vray .or vehicle queues do · 
not substantially affect public transit operations on the public right-of-way 
along ToWTISend Street near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A 
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the varking 
facility) blocking any portim of :the street (h1duding the sidewalk) for a 
consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

Ii a recurring queue occurs1 tl1e 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 to improve vehicle circulation .and/or 
onsite queue capacity; employment of additional parking attendants; 
installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking 
attendants; use of off-site parking facilities -or shared parking with 
nearby uses;· transportation demand management strategies sum as 
those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM Program. 
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects :that a recurring 
queue is present, the Department shall notify the property owner :in 
writing. Upon request, :the m-vner/operator shall hire a qualified 

consultant to evaluate the conditions .at the site for no 

Planning Department i Ongoing 
a.'l.d project sponsor 
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less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report 
to be submitted to the Departrrl:ent for review. If the Department 
determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility 
ovmer/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written 
determination to abate the 
M-TR-2: Consi::rudi<m Management Plan and Construction \ Project sponsor 
Coordination (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-9} 
The project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval ·by 
the San Francisco Munici,pal TP.ll!Spor.tation Agency (SFtviTA) and 
Public vVo:cl<s, implement a Construction Management Plan, 
addressing transportati.on-:n-=1ated .cir-culati-or\, access, stagll\g and 
hours of delivery. The Construction Management Plan wDulcl 
disseminate appropriate inforrr.ation to contractors and affected 
age11.des with respect to ·coordinating con..qb:uction .activities to 
minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the 
project area is ma]ntajned ,to the extent possible, with pal'ticular focus 
on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The 
Construction Management Plan would supplement and expand, 
rather than modify· or supersede, any manual, regulations, or 
provisions set forth by the SFlv!TA, Public Works.. or other City 
departments and agencies, and the California Department of 
Transportation. · 
If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with 
nearby adjacent project(s) to result in tJ.:ansporta.tion-related impacts, 
the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with various City 
departments such as the SFMTA and ·Public Works, and other 
interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, 
Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated 
Construction Management 'Plan. The Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would be 
reviewed bv the SFtv.ITA and would address issues of circulation 

S~N...fMNCoi&G.O 
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(traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project 
construction in the area. Based on revie'w ()£ the construction logistics 
plan,. the project may be required to consult vdth SFMTA Mu><i _

1 

Operations prior to construction to review ·potential effects to nearby 
t:r.ansit operations. 
TI1e Constru.ction l'v1anagement Plan and, :if Tequ:ired, the 
Coordinated Construction l'vianagement Plan, shall include, but not 

be limited to, the following: 

10 

"' Restricted Consb-uction Tntck Access Bours-Limit ·constntction 
truck movements xiur:ing the hours betY\ceen 7:00 .and 9:00 .a.m. 
and between A:OO and 7:00p.m,. and other times if required by 
the SHviT.A, to minimize cfu.--ruptiQn Jo vehicular h·aJfic, 
including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 

" . Construction Tnrck Routing PLt<ns-Identi:fy optimal truck routes 
behveen i:l:te regional facilities and the project site, taking into 
consideration truck routes o£ .other development projects and 
any .construction. activities affecting the roadway netv.'Ork. 
Coordil-;.ation of Temporary ·Lane and · Side:roalk Closures-The 

project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane closures with other 
projects requesting conorrrent ·lane and sidewall< clo1o-ures 
t1:n:ough interdepartmental meetings~ to rnw.im:ize the extent 
and duration of requested lane and sidewall< closures. Travel 
lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and 
bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to tTansit service and 
bicycle circulation and safety. · 

<> Maintenance of Transit,. Vehicle, Bicycle, .and Pedestrian Access­
The project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with 
Public Works, SF1viTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations 

and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to 
maintain access for trarl:Sit. vehicles. bicvcles and 

655 Fourth Street 
Z014-000Z03ENV 
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This shall include an assessment of the need for temporary 
transit stop relocations· or other measures to reduce potential 
traffic,. bicyc1£, ami transit disruption and pedestrian 
drculation ·effects duxing consb.uction of the project. 

0 Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Trtmsit Acces5 for Construction Workers­
The construc'don contractor shall include methods to encourage 
carpooling, bicycling, waJk and transit access to the project site by 
construction workers (sum as providing tr;ms~t -subs:idies to 
constructi-on workers, provicfu:tg secure bicycle parking spaces, 
pa..rticipating in free-to-employee ride matd"ri11g program from 

~ I >V:Vvw.511.org. participating h1. .emergency ride home program . 

00 tb.rough the City of San Francism (;..,·wvv.sferh.org), and 
providing ·transit information to mnst:ructivn "Vro:rke:rs). 

"' ConStruction Wvtker Ptzrkbg Plan-The location of .r:onstruction 
worker p~king eh<ill be identified as well as the person(s) 
responsible .for monitDrjng the .i.mpleJ.nentation of the proposed · 
parkin,g plan. The use o.f on-street parking to accommodate . 
cor>bi:ruction worker parking ·shall be discouraged. All 

· construction bid .documents shall include a requirement for the 
construction contractor to id.entify tl:,e proposed location of · 
.construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of 
parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit 
the site .shall be 1:equired.. If off-site parldng ·is proposed i:o 
accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site 
facility, number· of parking spaces retamed, and description of 
how ·workers would travel bel:Yveen the .off-site facility and 
project site shall be required. 

.. Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents­
To minimize construction in1.pacts on access for nearby 
institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall prov.ide 

. residences and adiacent businesses with 
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1.1pdated :information re:gard.ing project construction, including 
consl:rt:J.clion .actic'fities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., 
concrete pours), travel-lane closures, and lane closures. At regular 
intervals to be deEned in fr.te Construction Management Plan 
and,. if ·necessary, in fhe ·Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan, a regular email notir-.e shall be distributed by the project 
sponsor that shall provide OJJTent constru:ttion irJorm.afion of . 
interest to neighbo1·s, as :~~cell as contact information for specific 

Projed Tvfitigatl.on M-easur12: :M•N0-1: Siting of Noise-Generating -~ Project sponsor 
Uses (Implementation crf 'Ca~l:ral SoMa P-EIR A1itigation Measure .· and Pla.nn.in,g 
M-N0-1b} · Department 

TI1e project sponsor shall -e\ndertake the following: 

If outdoor -soun.d. systems a:r.e :installed for the outdoor terrace of the · 
event space, prior to a certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor 
shall .submit documentRtion to fue P.Ja..uring Department 
demonstra.ting that tl1e speaker .system has been tested .and achieves 
the noise limit .of no greater frtan 69 dBA at the property plane_ The 
results of this test shall be submitted to tl.1.e Plaru:ring Department for 
review and approvaL If results of i:hls testing :i.l1.dicate that noise 
limits -would exceed 69 d.BA at the property plane, amplified sound 
emanating :from the outdoor terrace of the evellt space shall be 
prohibited past 10 p-ro., unless an applicable event permit is obta:ined 
from the Entertainment Commission-

12 

iu..-,_alysis of 
noise from 
speaker sy.:;tem 
to be 
w:mpleted. 
prior to the 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Plc.:r:>ning Department 
{Environmental 
Re;.iew Officer 
[ERG) .and 
Planning's Nolse 
TedmicaJ. Team). 
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Proje-ct Iv.litigation Meas:u.re M-N0-2:: General Construction Noise. 
Control Measures (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-N0-2a) 
The project sponsor shall undertake the follm'ling: 

" Require fue general contractor to ·ensure that equipment and 
trucks used for project construction use the best available noise 
control tedmiques {e.g., improved· mufflers, equipment 
·redesign/ use of intake .. silencersr .ducts, .e.<1gine enclosures .and . 
acoustically af:tenuatiDg shields·or shrouds)/ wherever feasible. 

" Require the general .contractor to locate stationary noise 
'5.on:r-ces {sud1 ·as compressors) as far from adjacent or 
nearby sensitive ,receptors along the northwest ··site 
boundary as possible, to muffle . .such noise soltrces, and to 
construct ba:rriers .around .such sources and/or the 
.constn1ction site. To further '!'educe noise, the contractor 
·s:halllocate stationary .equipment in pit areas or excavated 
an:a:s, if feasible. . 

•• Require "the general contractor. to use :impact tools (e.g., jack 
haxnmers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are 
-'hy.d:ra1ilically 0r electrically powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with. compressed air exhaust from 
pneumalically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is · 

.lmav.oidable, .arl. exhaust muffler pn the compressed air exhaust 
shall be used/ along with extemai noise jackets on the tools. 

'" Include noise control requirements in specifications provided 
to construction contractors. Such requirements could 
include, but are not limited to, performing all work in a 
manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of 
equipment 'I'Yi.th effective mufflers; undertaking the most 
noisy activities during times of least disturbance to 

residents and ·occupants, as feasible; and 

S~!l.fRA.N.GISCO 
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selecting haul routes that avoid residential builclL'lgs to the 
extent that such routes are otherwise feasible. 

o Prior to the issuai'1Ce of each builc:Ung permit, -along V>ith the 
submission of construction documents, submit to the Planning 
Department and Departmel.t of Building Inspection (DBl) a list 
.ofmeasures that shall be implemeJ.Lted a:nd that:shall respond to 
021.d track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These 
measures .shall iw.dude (1) a procedure and phone nun•bers for : 
notifying DBI and the Police Departrnent ( d.ur:ir,g regular 
construction hom:s and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on site 
describing noi._se compla:iRt procedures fu'-d a complaint hotline 
number that shall be ai151•17eJ.t::d at all times during constmction; 
(3) designation -Of an on-site co:r..stmction complaint and 
enforcement manager for ·1:he project; and (4) nolifica:I:ion of · 
neighbor'.illg residents and nonresidential building managers 
within 300 feet o£ !:he project construction area at least .3D days in 

advance of extreme noise generating activities (defined as 
activities generatir,g antidpa.ted noise levels of 80 dBA .or 
greater vvithout noise controls, which is the standard in the 

·• 

" 

Police Code) about the estimated duration of the activity. 
Two-vVay Radio Use - Durillg concrete pours, the 
construction team shall use electronic means (such as walkie 
talkies) to comm1.1nicate over distances of 15 feet or more to 
reduce the team's need to yelL These devices shou'l.d be used 
to i:he extent feasible. 
Back Up Alarms -Advanced back up alarms. should be used 
on equipment to the extent feasible. Advanced back up 
alarms '\Vould either sense ambient noise levels and adjust 
the backup alarm level c-.nd/or would emit a broad band 
noise instead of the more common tonal alarm sounds. 

655 Fourth Street 
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Proiect Mitigation Meas'ure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M­
AQ-4b) 

The project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 

' -(ERO) ·fo:r re;riew and approval by an Environmental Planning 
Air Quailty Specialist. The Pl.an shall be designed to reduce air 
pollutant errJssions to th-':0 greatest degree practicable. 
The Plan shall detail project -compliance vvith ·the following 
r.equir-en-"Lents: 
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and 

operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire 
duration of ·construction activiti-es shall meet the following 
requirements: 
a) \Alhere access to alternative sources of power are 

available, portabi!.e diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) A1l off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or exceed· either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency .or California Air 
Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards, 
and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS) 
(Tier 4 interim or final engines meet the requirement 

. 0£ a Tier 2 engine and ARB Level 3 VDECS), and 
iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at · 

least 99 percent' renewable diesel or R99). 
c) Exceptions: 

L Exceptions to l(a) may be granted if the project 
or has submitted information 

SM .. FRAWCJSt.O 
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evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an 
alternative -sou:rce o.£ power is limited or infeasible at 
the project site and that the requirements of this 
exception provision apply. Under this circumstance, 
fhe sponsor shall submit documentation of 
compliance \'\'ith 1(b) for onsite power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to l(b)(.ii) may be granted if the project 
sponsor has sxthrnitted information providing . 
evidence to the sa:tisfadion of the ERO that a 
particular piece o:f off-roa.d equipment with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS (1) is technically not feasible, 
(2) wotlld not produce desired emissions reductions . 
due tc expected .operating modes, (3) installing the 
control device would create a safety .hazard or 
impaired visibility for the operator, or (11) there is a 
compelling emergency need to use off-road 
equipment that are not retrofitted with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted 
documentation to the ERO that the requiremenls of 
this exception provision apply. If granted an 
exception to l(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply 
with the requirements of l(c)(iii). 

iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to l(c)(ii), the 
project sponsor shall provide the next-cleanest piece 
of off-road equipment as provided by the step-down 
schedule in Table M-AQ-4: 

655 Fourth Street 
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TAELE M-AQ-4B: 
OFF-ROAD EQUIP:MIDIT COMPLL4:NCE STEP DDWN 

SCHEDULE* 

Compliance 
Altern.ative 

Engine Emission Emissions 
Standard Control 

1 

2 

* 

·1' Tier 2 ARB Level2 
VDECS 

I Tier 2 j ARB Levell 
j 'iDECS 

Hovdo use the table. If the requirements of 1(b) cannot· 
be met,. then the project 0\po.nsor would need to meet 
Corrpliance .Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor 
no.t be able .to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance .P.Jternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 
2 would need. to be met. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road m1.d on­
. road equipmer1:t be limited to no more than bAro minutes, except as 
provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding 
idling for off-road and on-mad equipment. Legible .and visible signs 
shall be posted in multiple languages {English, Spanish, Chir-tese) in 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the tvvo-minute idli..'1g limit: 

3. The ·project sponsor shall require that consl:plction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates o£ the construction timeline by 
phase 1"/ith a description o£ each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 

and nlformation mav include, but is not limited 
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equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engjne model year, engine certification (Tier rating), -
horsepower, engine serial number; and expected fuel usage and 
hmrrs of operati<:m. For the \TDECS installed: technology type, serial 
DllJnber, :rnake, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number 
level, and ulStallation -date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting _ 
shall indicate .the type of alte;:n3c:tive fuel being used. 

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site an_d available for review by rul)' 
persons requ,esting it and a legfule sign shall be posted at u'te 
perirrteter o£ the .c-onstruction site indicating J:o the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to requ-est a copy of fue Plan. 
The project sponsor s-J:-uill provide copies-of Plan as requested. 

6. Reporti1:lg. Quarterly reports .shall be submitted to ·fue ERO 
:indicc:.ting the cov.struciion _phase and off-road equipment 
info=ation used during eaGh phase including the :U:tformation 
req-dred ire Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for -off-road equipment 
not using renewable diesel; reporting shall ul.dicate the ·type o£ 
alternative nt-el being used. 
Within !ill< months of the completion of construction activities, the 
p.tojecl: sponsor shall submit to me ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities. The final report shall indicate me start and end 
dates and duration of each .constmction phase. For each phase, fue 
report shall include detailed information required in Paragraph4. In 
addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, 
reporting shaJl indicatE the type of alternative fuel being used. 

7. Certification Statement and On-sUe Requirements. Prior to the 
commen.cement -o£ construction activities, the project sponsor shall 
certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable 
requirements of the Plan h;we been incorporated into contract 

cations. 
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Jun;; 10, 201.9' 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

::l?rojed Mi:ti,gation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control I Project sponsor 
Teclmoiogy for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-AQ-Sa) All .diesel. 
generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 
EL.1.al or Tier -4 Interim emission standards, Dr (2) meet Tier 2 • 
emission sta:ftdards and are equipped with a California Air 
Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel -Emissions ·Control . 
.Strategy. All diesel gener~J.tcrs and .fire pumps sha:Il be fueled with 
r-enewable -di€sel, R99, if commercially available. For each new 
diesel hadmp gene:i:ator 6r fire pump permit submitted for the . 
-pr-oJect, irccludi.ng any associated generator pads, engine and filter 
specifications shaTI he submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department .for review a:nd approval prior to issuance of a per~t · 
for -the gene;ratnr or fire pump from the San ·Francisco Department 
cif Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel backup 
generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy shall be 
maintained rn good working order in perpetuity and any future 

., replacement of the diesel backup generator, fire pumps, and Level3 
·Verified Diesel EmissioD.s Control Strategy filters shall be required 
:to be .consis-ta.r.tt with tl1.ese emissions specifications. The operator of 
the facility shall maintain records of the testing schedule for eac.r. 
diesel bac.lmp generator and fire pump for the life of that diesel 
backup generator and fire pump and provide this information for 
reviev,- to the Planning Department within three months of 
requesting such .information. 

~~~~~~O:EJ"~D'T 

For generator 
andfuepump 
specifications, 
prior to 

.. issuance of 
buildin 

·· .permit for 
diesel 
generator or 
fire.purn.p. 
For 
m.alntenance, 
.ongoing 

Planning Department 
(ERO, Air Quality 
teclmical staff) 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

Equi:e;me17-t _ 
specilications portion 
considered complete 
when equipment 
specifications 
approved by ERO. 
Maintenance portion 
is ongoing and 
records are subject to 
Planning Department 
review upon requ.est 
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ATTACHMENT :B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: \tllind Hazard Evaluation 
:fo:r Building Design :(V[odifications Cimplemen.tation of Central 
SoMa .PEIR IVY-VVI-1) 

In the event :that the proposed project's design is modified, the 
new desig1-1 shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert a$ to the 
potentia:] to r-esult in .a new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate 
an existing pedestri-a."'l-level wind _hazard exceedance (defined as 
the one~iu:mr vdnd hazard crite:rion of 26 miles per hour 
equivalent wind speed). I£ t.'te qualified expert determines t.hat 
w·ind-tunnel testing is· required due to th<O _potential for a new or 
v;rorsened wind hazard-.exceedance, the project shall adhere to th~ 
following standards for reduction of ·groUJ1d -level 'INind speeds -k'l 
areas of substantial pedestrian use: 

20 

~ New .buildings shaTI be shaped {e.g., include setbacks, or other 
building design techniques), or other wind banting measures 
shall be :impleme-nt-ed, so that the development would result in 
the following 1-vi.th r-espect to ·the one-hour v.ind lU:tzard 
criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent \ATind speed: 
0 

0 

No net increase, compared to existing conditions, in 
the overall number of hours during which the wind 
ha.3ard criterion is exceeded (the number of 
exceedance iocations may change, allowing for both 
new exceedances and elimination of existing 
exceedances, as long as there is no net increase in the 
number of exceedance locations), based on wind­
tunnel testing of a representative number of locations 
proximate to the project site; OR 
Any increase in the overall number of hours during 
which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded shall be 

Project sponsor In the event 
that the 
projecfs 
design is 
modified 

Planning Department 

655 Fourth Str"a t 
Z014-0002D3ENV 

Considered.complete 
after approval of final 
construction plan set 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 101 2019 

ATTACHM:ENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

evaluated in the context of th-e overall wind effects of 
anticipated development that is in accordance with the 
Plan. Such an evaluation shall be undertaken if the 
project contribution to the ·wind hazard exceedance at 
one or more locations relatively distant ·from the 
individual project site is minimal .and if anticipated 
futur-e Plan area development VY"ould substantively affect 
the 1"1ind .conditions at those locations. The project and 
fot:eseeable development shall ensure that there· is no 
ina·ease in.tbe coverall number of hours dur.ing Which the 
T•vincl hazard aiterion is exceeded. 

o New buildings that cannot meet the one-hour >vh""td 
hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent '""mel 
speed performance standard ·of this measure .based on 
the above analyses, shall miniinize to the degree feasible 
the overall rmmber of hours during which the wind 
hazard criterion is exceeded. 

S~N .• fMNCJSJ;;O . 
P~fii!N)I:~ O:Ef'~!Wf 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-Q00203ENV 
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ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTII".G PROGRAM 

Pmjed Mitigation Measme M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Su...--veys 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEillM-BI-1) 
As part of the construction contract, th~ project sponsor shall include · 
a requirement for pre-construction special-status bat surveys when 
trees ·with a diameter at breast height equal to or greater than 6 
:b.ccl1es are to be .removed or vacant buildings that have been vacant 
for six months ·or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night 
roosts .are found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife ICDFW] collection permit 
and .a } .. {emorandnm 0f Und.erstandmg v.'ith the CDFW allowing the 
biologistto handle and collect bats) shaH take .actions to make su<ll. 
roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tn:e removal or building 
demolition A no disturbance buffer shall be created around active · 
bat r-oosts ·bein.g used for maternitY or hibernation purposes at a 
distance to be determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts 
initiated during co:nstruction are presumed to be unaffected, and no 
buffer would -necessary, unless the feature upon which the roost is 
located would be· demolished. 

22 

Project sponsor, 
qwilifiedbiol0gistf 
and California 
Depai:tment of Esh 
and Wildlife, and 
project contractor 

Prior to 
issuance of 
demolition or 
building 
permits when 
trees would be 
removed or 
. demolition .of 
existing 
buildings 

Planning 
Department; CDFW 
if applicable 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

Consi:J.ered comf1ete 
upon 1.ssuance o . 
demolition or 
building permits 
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ATTACH:M:ENT B: MITIGATIONMONITO~G AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Pr-oject Improvement Measure I-BI-1: Night Lighting M:inimization 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure I-BI-2) 

In complia1>.ce with the voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, 
the project sponsor will implement bird-saie building operations to 
prevent and miJ.1imize bird strike impacts, including but not l:i.w.ited 
to the fullovving measures: 

~ Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 
o :P.1inimi.zi:ng the amount and visual impact of perimeter 

lighting and fa<;ade up-li.ghting and avoid up-lighting of 
rooftop antennae and other ta:U.equipment, as weU.as of 
<my decorative -features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lighting; 
o Using mirJmum ·w·attage fixtmes .to achieve required 

lighting levels. 
~ :Reduce building lighting £rom h1terior sources by: 

SAitF!W<QISD.O 

o Dimmi11g lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, 
and atria; 

o Turrring off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. 
through sunrise, especially during peak migration 
periods (II'id-March to early June and late Aug-ust 
through late October); 

o Using automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, 
etc.) to shut off lights in the everring when no one is present; 

o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce 
the need for more extensive overhead lighti..ng; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 
11:00 p.m.; 

o Educating building users about the dangers of night 
to birds. 

li."w,1JIIilllll'\G ~~!i;!'IT 

Project sponsor Ongoinl; 
during project 
operation 

Planning Department 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-Q00203ENV 

Considered complete 
upon approval or 
bUildirig plans by 
Planning Uepartrnent 
Plannh1g Department 
may engage in follow­
up discussion with 
project sponsors, as 
applicab1e 
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f:ro·m: 
To: 
Cc:. 

David Lim .. ·. .. . ·. . 
!;!oai·d of Supet'visoia, (BOS)iJaliQa; Br~ritc80Sl; Le1V, lisa (BOS); W6ng,.)Ocelyb (BQS). 
aluriftislalrei.Jbenlaw.com: jbadiraq'aitlshmansp~yer_com; li~vrudlich@aol.com; GIVNER;JON {CAU;. sTAcY,·• 

· ore tr.c ; Sanchet, Scott (CPC); Git\son: Llsa(CPC); Jain. DewanrlcPq; Navarrete: 
o c; arimarle:rbgers@sfgov:org; Sider, Dim cere); 5tamAaron (tPc); .White: EllZilbeth 

CCPCl; Rosen bern, Julie (!30Al;: Cantara. Garv (BOA); Longaviay; Alec (BCiAJ; sos-supefvisors;Bos-Leglslative · 
~; Calvillo; Ah\iela CBOS); Alias;some@iiilsfgov.orgr sos Legislation/ (BOS); .poei nat1vidad@yahoo.mni: · 
kakadoti202©Y?noi:i.tom; itlich5J¢l@mciandco;coo1; can:iJ\iilrUgandcO;COrD; kevrudk:h@tHil.com; . . . 
micbaelq'uz10Q@com2ast:net; mir.liaelciuiHllOtrugmailii:om; tnvsf@mac.aim · . . . . . .. 
Reque5HoWithdrawAppeallri Mai±.ct so$# 826 (sept;:J, 2o19) ·· · · · · 
':fh~n;ctay,Jiugus~ 2D, 2o19 i1:i2:ui AM · · · 

,,., 

!::: this message is from.outside th~ City email system. Dei [kit open IIriks or attachmentsfr-om untrusted · 
{ sources. 

To, the Ckdc 9fthe Boatd of Sup~i·v~sors forthe City and County o{San Ftai16isco: 

· My n<11-ne i$ Da.vid Lim: Heptesentthad am the. at~orney(Ca,lifornia .Statt~.Bar numb.e.r 
202789) miCi the alclth.orlzed agent for the merq"benrofthe 601 Fqurth Stt\tetCoaJition, the soJe 

. ,,,AP.P,~!J~l!!§J!f.~P.~4Pl?~~~ of CEQA CC>tnmnnity.PlmJEvaluatibn- -6554~Stre(Jt (BOS.FileNo . 
. ,:,-.S,:?.§),.:Appp1J<}n~ hcrel:Jy vyithdp,nv thejr appeaJ of ~his .. niattedn adva.nce ofthe. .· . 

. sd.\edl.il~d September)~ 2019 hearirtg; andteqt~estthat)tbe. dismissed with prejudice;, f!Dd that. 
the, Cler}(provlde offiCialcol1fuination and:notice ofthe same to theJesponderits; City and 
County of,Sa.ti Fnmcisco and the project spo11.sbi·} 655 41h Owl).er, LLC, 

~· ·. 

All ni,e~'!lbers ofthe 60 LFout):h Str~et Coalition; tlw IZesp011dents; and their attoxneys at(! a;U 
cp'·e4 on thiseni'aiL · · · 

Please confnmreceipt of this email and advise iJs ifany. further action is i'eqt:di'ed on our. pa1t 
to e:I:Ieotuat.e th1s teguest . . 

David (I;. Um.,Esq. 
on. Behalfo:f 601 Vourth Stt:eet Cbalition 

Lav/ Office ofD:avld Q; Lim 
165'0 s. AmphiettBlvd. #212 
San Mateo, CA .9.4402 
(415)2QO.·A044 

CC;· 

noard.6f,Su_perv1sors@.sfg6v.org 
Brent.jali_pa@sfgov:org' · · 
1 .jsa.Jew@sfgcrY.org · · 
Jocelyn .WOJig@sfgd\'.org 
ajun ius@renben law.com 
jbachnic@tishhianspeyer.com 
kevrudric.h@aoi.Coni; · · · · 

jon .givner@sfcityatt>i.Qrg 

:;.:· 



·kate.stacy@sfcityatty.org 
corey.teaguc0'>-sfgov.org 
scotLsanchez@sfgov.org 
lj$;\.gibsnn@.sfgov.org 
devyani.jaln@sfgov.org 
joy.navan~ete@sfgov~org 
don.leyvis@sfgov.org 
anmarie.i:ogers@sfgov.org 
dan.sidenwsfgov.org 
aaron.star;@sfgov.org 
Elizabetb.white@sfgov.org· 
. Ju]le; rosei1 berg@s fgov. org 
Gary.cai1tara@sfgov .org 
ATecJonga\vay@sfgov .org 
;s'os..:supervism:s@.sfgov~org . 
Bos-legislatlve .· aidesrdlsfgov.org 
Angela.calvillo@sfgov .oi·g 
AI ias.soniei·a@sfgov .org 
R 'I '1 t' (~~+: 
L .. Ds .. eg~s.a~t~t?~£.·.s:gov.org 

CC: 601 Fourth St. Coalition (via errtail) 
Noel Natividad 
KathatinaNatividad. 
Michael G11thrie 
Carol Guthrie 
Kevin Rudich 
Mkhael Cruz 
Sandra Lee 

Sentfrommy iPad 
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·~~ Jocel n (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

Range, Jessica (CPC) 

Monday, August 26, 2019 8:31 AM 

BOS Legislation, (BOS); kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz1 OO@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats; 

jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 

GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey 
(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don 

(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC); 

Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS­

Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); White, Elizabeth (CPC); WONG, 

VICTORIA (CAT); MIUANICH, PETER (CAT) 

RE: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation -Proposed Project at 655 Fourth 
Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

655_Fourth_Street_BOS_Appeai_Response_Aug ust2620 19. pdf 

190826 

In compliance with San Francisco Administrative Code Section 8.12.5, "Electronic Distribution of Multi-Page 
Documents," the Planning Department is submitting this Appeal Response of the Community Plan Evaluation 
for the ~55 Fourth Street Project (the Creamery) in digital format.. 

Should you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact me at the number below. 

Thank you, 

Jessica Ramge 
Prrindpal Planner, Environmental Planning 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415.575.90181 www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfqov.org 
Property Information fliiap (PII\I!):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

F·ram: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 5:38PM 

To: kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz100@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats <tkats@reubenlaw.com>; 

jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 

Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT} <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 

(CAT} <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) 

1 
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<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) 
<joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Rodgers,AnMarie (CPC) 

<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan {CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; 
White, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.white@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Cantara, Gary 

(BOA) <gary.cantara@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) <alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; 80S-Supervisors <bos­

supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation- Proposed Project at 655 Fourth Street- Appeal 

Hearing on September 3, 2019 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on 

September 3, 2019, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of a Community Plan Evaluation under the California Environmental 

Quality Act, for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street. 

Please find the .following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Public Hearing Notice- September 3, 2019 

I invite you to review the entire matter on.our Legislative Research Center by following the link below:. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Ro~m 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
hrent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personol information that is provided in communiwtions to. the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these subrnissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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Community Plan Evaluation Appeal 
655 Fourth Street (The Creamery) 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS 

August 26, 2019 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 575-9032 
Jessica Range (415) 575-9018 

Elizabeth White- (415) 575-6813 

Planning Case No. 2014-000203ENV 

Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for 655 Fourth Street (The. Creamery) 

September 3, 2019 

A- Overview of Foundation Design and Subsurface Site Conditions 

PROJECT SPONSOR: 655 Fourth Street Owner, LLC, attn. Sarah Dennis Phillips, 415-344-6636 

APPELLANT(S): Kevin Rudich, Michael Cruz, Michael Guthrie, Carol Guthrie, Katharina 
Natividad, Noel Natividad, and Sandy Lee ("601 Fourth Street Coalition") 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the original letter of appeal dated July 

22, 2019 and supplemental letter of appeal dated August 18, 2019 to the board of supervisors (the board) 

regarding the Planning Department's (the department) issuance of a community plan evaluation (CPE) 

under the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed 655 

Fourth Street project · 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA $4103~2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

As described below, the Appellant has not demonstrated nor provided substantial evidence to support a 

claim that the CPE fails to conform to the requirements of CEQA for a community plan evaluation pursuant 

to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. Accordingly, based upon the information 

presented by the Appellarit, the planning department recommends that the board of supervisors uphold 

the department's CEQA determination and reject the appeal. 

The department, pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Reg. section 15000 et seq., and 

Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, determined that the project is consistent with the 

development density established by zoning, community plan, and general plan policies in the Central 

SoMa Area Plan for the project site, for which the PEIR was certified, and issued the CPE for the project on 

June 11, 2019. CEQA limits the city's review to consideration of environmental effects that: 

1. Are peculiar to the project or its parcel; 

2. Were not analyzed as significant effects in the PEIR, with which the project is consistent; 

3. Are potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the PEIR; or 

4. Are previously identified significant effects which, as the result of substantial new information 

Memo 

. that was not known at the time the Central Soma Plan EIR was certified, are determined to have a 

more severe adverse impact than was discussed in the PEIR. 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: September 3, 2019 

Case No. 2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Street (The Creamery) 

If an impact is not peculiar to the project, has been addressed as a significant impact in the PEIR, or can be 

substantially mitigated by imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then CEQA 

provides that an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project. 

The department determined that the project would not result in new significant environmental effects, or 

effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR, and that the project is 

exempt from further environmental review beyond what was conducted in the CPE initial study and the 

Central SoMa Plan PEIR in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. 

Table 1 (Comparison of Significant Impacts from the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE and Central SoMa 

Plan PEIR) below compares the 655 Fourth Street Project's significant impacts and mltigation measures 

with the Central SoMa Plan PEIR conclusions. As indicated in this table, the 655 Fourth Street Project would 

not result in any new significant impacts that were not previously disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

Tabl~ 1. Comparison of Significant Impacts from the 655 FourthStreetProject CPE and Central 

Sol\!.[a Plan I'EIR 
·. 

Topic. CEQA Conclusion .·· New Significant Mitigation· Measures 

655Fourth Central SoMa 
Impact Not 

Street Project PlanPEIR 
Identified in the 

CPE 
Central SoMa Plan 

PEIR? 

Archeological Less than Less than No Project Mitigation Measure M-

Resources Significant with Significant with CR-1: Archeological Testing 

Mitigation Mitigation (Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure 

M-CP-4a) 

Transportation Significant and Significant and No Project Mitigation Measure M-

and Unavoidable Unavoidable TR-1: Queue Abatement 

Circulation: with Mitigation with Mitigation (Implementation of Central 

Transit SoMa PEIR M-TR-3a) 

Transportation Significant and Significant and No Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 

and Unavoidable Unavoidable Measure 6a is now codified 

Circulation: with Mitigation with Mitigation under San Francisco Planning 

Loading Code section 155(u); the 

Project's required Driveway 

Loading and Operations Plan is 

described as part of the project 

description in the initial study 

(p. 33) 

Transportation Significant and Significant and No Project Mitigation Measure M-

and Unavoidable Unavoidable TR-2: Construction 

Management Plan and 

Construction Coordination 
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Table 1: Comparison of Significant Impacts £rom the 655 FogrthStr~~t Project CPE and Central 
SoMa Plan PEIR ··· 

.. ·.. .... . . 

Topic C:::EQA Cmiclu1lion · · < Ne~ Sigriificant 
.::. 

65SFourlh: 

Street Proj~t 
.. •·.· CPE' 

.. .. .. 
Circlilation: 

Construction 

Central SoMa 

l?lanPEIR 

. : 

Cumulative Less than Less than 

Significant with 

Nfitigation 

Transportation Significant with 

and Nfitigation 

Circulation: 

Emergency 

Access 

Noise: 

Operations 

Noise: 

Construction 

Air Quality 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Less·than Significant and 

Significant with Unavoidable 

Nfitigation with Nfitigation 

Significant and Significant and 

Unavoidable 

with Nfitigation 

Unavoidable 

with Nfitigatlon 

Less than Significant and 

Significant with Unavoidable 

Nfitigation with Nfitigation 

PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT 

Impact Not 

Jd~~tified in the> 

Cenfral SoMa Plim 
)'ElR? .. · 

No 

No 

No 

No 

918 

. ·• Mitigation Meas~res 

. .. ·. ·. ' 
(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Nfitigation Measure 

M-TR-9) 

.. 

Central SoMa PEIR Nfitigation 

Measure M-N0-1a, · 

Transportation Demand 

Management is now codified 

under planning code section 

169. The project's transportation 

demand management program 

is described in the initial study 

(pp.41-42) 

Project Nfitigation.Measure M­

TR-1: Queue Abatement 

(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIRM-TR-3a) 

Project Nfitigation Measure M­

N0-1: Siting of Noise­

Generating Uses 

(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Nfitigation Measure 

M-N0-1b) 

Project Nfitigation Measure M­

N0-2: General Construction 

Noise Control Measures 

(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Nfitigation Measure 

M-N0-2a) 

Project Nfitigation Measure M­

AQ-1: Construction Emissions 

Minimization Plan 

(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Nfitigation Measure 
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Table 1. Comparison of Significantlmpacts from the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE and Central 

SoMa Plan PEIR 

Tci£iC CEQA Conclusion New Significant . Mitigation Measures·· 

655 Fourth Central SoMa 
Impact Not 

Street Project Plan PEIR 
Identified in the 

Central SoMa Plan 
CPE 

.PEIR? 
.. . .· 

M-AQ-6a [implementing 

Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 

Measure M-AQ-4b]) and Project 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: 

Best Available Control 

Technology for Diesel 

Generators and Fire Pumps 

(Implementation of Central 

SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure 

M-AQ-Sa) 

Wind Significant and Significant and No Project Mitigation Measure M-

Unavoidable Unavoidable WI-1: Wind Hazard Evaluation 

with Mitigation with Mitigation .for Building Design 

Modifications (Implementation 

of Central SoMa PEIR M-Wl-1) 

Biological Less than Less than No Project Mitigation Measure M-

Resources Significant with Significant with Bl-1: Pre-Construction Bat 

Mitigation Mitigation Surveys (Implementation of 

Central SoMa PEIR M-Bl-1) 

I 

The decision before the board is whether to uphold the planning department's determination that the 
project is not subject to further environmental review (beyond that conducted in the CPE initial study and 

the PEIR) pursuant to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 and deny the appeal, or 
to overturn the department's CEQA determination for the project and return the CPE to the department 

for additional environmental review. The board's decision must be based on substantial evidence in the 
record. (See CEQA Guidelines section 15183(£).) 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE 

The project is located at 655 Fourth Street, 280-290 Townsend Street, and 292-296 Townsend Street in San 

Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The approximately 71,300-square-foot project site (1.64 
acres) is composed of seven lots (lots 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 of Assessor's Block 3787). Buildings on lots 26 

and 28 were builtin 1947. The building on lots 162-164 was built in 1996. The project site currently contains 
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three buildings, an approximately 4,000-square-foot surface parking lot, and a 2,300-square-foot loading 

area. The project site is completely developed, has minimal landscaping, and has served largely commercial 
land uses. 

Lot 26, in the northwest portion of the site, fronts onto Fourth Street and consists of one building. The one­

story portion of the building on the southern end of the lot is currently occupied by The Creamery-a cafe 

and restaurant. A restaurant, gym, and several commercial office tenants occupy the rest of the building on 

the remainder of lot 26. The building is 12 to 33 feet high and is not set back from the property line at the 

street front. 

Lot 161 is a privately-owned driveway accessed via a 31-foot-wide curb cut along Townsend Street, which 

diagonally splits the project site between lot 26 and lot 28. This driveway is approximately 275 feet long by 
30 feet wide and is lined with approximately 30 trees. There is one larger tree on the project site located on 

lot 161. Excluding the loading zone, there are 14 off-street parking spaces along lot 161 on the southern 

portion of the project site. There are also 11 off-street parking spaces within lot 50, a surface parking lot. 
Lot 50 is accessed via a 12-foot-wide curb cut along Townsend Street. 

One building occupies lot 28 in the southeastern portion of the site. The two-story portion fronting 
Townsend Street is occupied by HD Buttercup (ret.ail business). The one-story portion behind HD 

Buttercup is occupied by Bulthaup (a remodeling business) and accessed from the surface parking lot that 

is lot 50 and the loading area that is part of lot 161. 

Lots 162-164 consist of one three-story building. The first floor is a commercial unit and the upper two. 
floors are two separate residential units. Off-street pa:i:king for lots 162, 163, and 164 is accessed via the 31-

foot-wide curb cut on Townsend Street, and each lot has an easement for one parking space within lot 161 
and an easement for ingress and egress through lot 161 to access the reserved parking spaces. 

The northwest property line of the project site faces the vehicular access driveway for 601 Fourth Street. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 655 Fourth Street Project would demolish the three existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, 
and vegetation on the project site, including street trees and other plantings. The·project would merge the 

seven existing lots and construct two new buildings containing approximately 1,015,000 square feet of 
residential area, 24,500 square feet of hotel area (38 hotel rooms), 21,900 square feet of office area, and 

approximately 18,500 square feet of ground-floor retail use. The proposed project would consist of 

approximately 960 dwelling units in an approximate mix of 242 studios, 330 one-bedroom units, 351 two­

bedroom units, and 37 three-bedroom condominiums. Each building would have two towers: one of which 
would rise to a height of 425 feet aboveground (including rooftop appurtenances 25 feet above the highest 

occupied floor) and the second which would rise to a height of 370 feet aboveground (including 10 feet for 

rooftop appurtenances). 

The proposed project would also include a 94,500-square-foot below-grade, four-level garage containing 

building amenities, a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, back of the house retail operations, refuse 

handling area, 276 car parking spaces, and other back-of-house features such as mechanical equipment 
required for operation and maintenance of the building. A 35-foot~wide curb cut on Townsend Street would 
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provide two vehicle lanes and one two-way truck lane to access the vehicular ramp to the basement level. 
The project proposes 540 class 1 bicycle parking stalls to be located in the basement and 81 class 2 bicycle 

parking stalls at grade. The project would include a number of wind reduction features: a porous fac;ade 

on one of the towers; canopies installed on all four towers; a wind screen installed on the southside of 
Townsend Street near the intersection of Townsend and Lusk streets; and onsite landscaping consist!ng of 

shrubs and deciduous trees. 

The proposed project would require excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 55 feet below the 
ground surface for construction of the below-grade parking garage and building foundations, which would 

require the removal and disposal of approximately 142,000 cubic yards of soil. The proposed project would 
use concrete-framed buildings supported on a 12-foot-thick, steel-rei~forced concrete mat foundation. No 

pile driving would be used for the project. 

Construction of the entire project is anticipated to take approximately 34-36 months~ The mat slab 
foundation would require nighttime work for approximately eight nights (Friday and Saturday nights for 

four weekends). The proposed project would require approximately 8-10 days of additional nighttime 
work for other activities that are required to occur at night by the San Francisco Building Department (e.g., 

large equipment deliveries, tower crane erections, and oversized loads). 

BACKGROUND 

On November 12, 2015, Andrew Junius on behalf of 655 Fourth Street Owner, LLC (hereinafter project 
sponsor) filed an application with the planning department for environmental evaluation. As a subsequent 

development project enabled by the Central SoMa Plan, the rezoning ofthe 655 Fourth Street site pursuant 

to the Central SoMa Plan had to occur before the project could be approved. As a result, the project approval 

process followed the adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. 

On May 10,2018, the planning commission certified the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. On December 4, 2018, the 

board of supervisors adopted the Central SoMa Plan. 

On June 11, 2019, the department issued a CPE certificate a11d initial study for the 655 Fourth Street Project. 

The planning commission considered the project on June 20, 2019. On that date, the planning commission 
adopted the CPE and approved the large project authorization for the project (planning commission Motion 

M-20470), which constituted the approval action under Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

On July 22, 2019, an appeal of the CPE determination was filed by Michael Cruz, Kevin Rudich, Michael 

Guthrie, Carol Guthrie, Katharina Natividad, Noel Natividad, and Sandy Lee (the "601 Fourth Street 

Coalition") (Appellant). 

On August 18, 2019, a supplemental letter of appeal was filed by Michael Cruz, an Appellant. 

CEQA GUIDELiNES 

Community Plan Evaluations 

As discussed in the Introduction above, CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 
mandate that projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, 
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community plan or general plan policies for which· an EIR was certified, shall not require additional 

environmental review unless there are project-specific effects that are peculiar to the project or lts site and 

that were not disclosed as significant effects in the prior EIR. 

Significant Environmental Effects 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) provides that the determination of whether a project may have on:e or 

more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA 

Guidelines 15604(£)(5) offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not 
constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated 

upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts." 

SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 

Section 31.16(e)(3) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states: "The grounds for appeal of an 
exemption determination shall be limited to whether the project conforms to the requirements of CEQA 

for an exemption." 

San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.16(b)(6) provides that, in reviewing an appeal of a CEQA 
decision, the Board of Supervisors "shall conduct its own independent review of whether the CEQA 

decision. adequately complies with the requirements of CEQA. The Board shall consider anew all facts, 

evidence and issues related to the adequacy, accuracy and objectiveness of the CEQA decision, including, 
but not limited to, the sufficiency of the CEQA decision and the correctness of its conclusions." 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in· the original appeal letter dated July 22, 2019 and supplemental appeal letter dated 

August 18, 2019 are addressed in the responses below. 

Response 1: The 655 Fourth Street Project qualifies for a community plan exemption under section 15183 

of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code section 21083.3. 

The Appellant incorrectly states that proposed project does not qualify for a CPE because the project is not 

consistent with the San Francisco General Plan. The Appellant provides no information or substantial 
·evidence to support their concern, and without further information, it is not possible for the department to 

fully respond to the Appellant's concern regarding consistency with the general plan. Nevertheless, this 

response addresses the CEQA requirements for CPE eligibility that relate to the gt:;neral plan and zoning 

regulations and the CEQA analysis pertaining to land use plans, policies and regulations. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15183 mandate that projects that are consistent with the development density 

established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified 

shall not require additional environmental review, except as ·necessary to examine whether there are 

project-specific significant effects not previously analyzed. Therefore, in order to be eligible for a CPE, a 

project's development density must be consistent with the zoning for which an EIR was certified. As 
explained on initial study p. 52, attachment to the CPE, the department's current planning division 
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reviewed the proposed project and determined that the project is consistent with the development density 
allowed by the Central SoMa Mixed Use Office (CMUO) district zoning, the Central SoMa Special Use 

District, and the 400-CS height and bulk district. This determination is documented in the Community Plan 

Exemption Eligibility Determination.l As explained in that document, the CMUO district permits 
residential dwelling units without specific density limitation, allowing physical controls such as height and 

bulk to control dwelling unitdensity. The CMUO zoning also permits hotel uses with conditional use 

authorization. Therefore, the department's current planning division determined that the project is 

consistent with the development density envisioned in the Central SoMa Plan. 

CEQA also requires analysis of whether a project would conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation 
ad'opted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. However, a conflict between a proposed 

project and a general plan policy does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment under 
CEQA. For a project to result in a significant impact under CEQA with respect to a conflict with the general 

plan or other land use policies, the project must: 

" be inconsistent or otherwise conflict with apla.'1 or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating 

an environmental effect; and 

" result in a significant physical environmental effect related to the identified policy conflict. 

Because the 655 Fourth Street project is consistent with the Central SoMa Plan, which was evaluated in the 

Central SoMa Plan PEIR, the proposed project would not result in any new or more severe physical 

environmental impacts related to a conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. The Appellant provides no substantial evidence 

demonstrating otherwise. 

The determination of a project's consistency with the general plan is made independent of the 
environmental review process by decision makers when they decide to approve or disapprove a proposed 

project. The Appellant can find a detailed analysis of the project's consistency with the general plan in the 

655 Fourth Street Project staff report and project approval motions. 2 

Response 2: The proposed 655 Fourth Street Project, in combination with other cumulative development 

(specifically, the Central Subway Project), would NOT result in peculiar environmental effects that 

were not identified in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

The Appellant suggests that construction of the 655 Fourth Street Project, in combination with other 

cumulative development projects (specifically citing the Central Subway Project), would result in peculiar 
construction-related transportation, air quality, noise, and vibration impacts. However, the Appellant does · 

not provide any further information or evidence as to how any such impacts are peculiar to this project or 

were not previously disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. This assertion by the Appellant is incorrect. 

Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Determination, 
Current Planning Analysis, 655 Fourth Street, March 13, 2019. 
2 San Francisco Planning Department, Staff Report for Large Project Authorization & Conditional Use 
Authorization for 655 Fourth Street, 280-290 & 292-296 Townsend Street, June 20, 2019. Available at 
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014-000203ENXCUA.pdf 
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Regarding the Central Subway Project, at the time of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR' s preparation, the Central 

Subway construction was anticipated to be completed in 2017 and revenue service to be initiated in 2019. 

The most recent project completion dates indicate that Central Subway construction will be completed in 

2019 and revenue service will begin in 2020.3 The planning department took this information into account 

during the 655 Fourth Street's project-specific environmental review. The 655 Fourth Street Project sponsor 

currently estimates that the earliest construction could begin is fall2020. Therefore, construction of the 655 

Fourth Street Project would not overlap with ongoing construction from the Central Subway project and 

there is no potential for cumulative construction impacts from the proposed project and the Central 

Subway project to occur. The 655 Fourth Street's project-specific transportation study identified the Central 

Subway as a baseline condition, meaning that the project's analysis assumes Central Subway's completion 

and operation. The transportation study details the anticipated transit, traffic, bicycle, pedestrian, loading, 

and emergency vehicle access.conditions when the Central Subway is operational (pp. 68-69).4 These 

conditions were then used to analyze the potential impacts of the 655 Fourth Street Project. In this way, the 

655 Fourth Street Project CPE evaluates the environmental effect of the proposed project in combination 

with that of the Central Subway Project. The Appellant provides no substantial evidence to the contrary. 

In the supplemental letter of appeal, the Appellant alleges that the Central SoMa Plan PEIR did not evaluate 

the cumulative damage to the 601 Fourth Street building as a result of the Central Subway Project (referred 

to as the Third Street Light Rail Project in the letter). The Appellant provides no further details indicating 

that any type of damage may have occurred from the Central Subway Project or how the 655 Fourth Street 

Project could combine with the effects of the Central Subway Project to result in cumulative damage-related 

impacts. As stated above, construction of the 655 Fourth Street Project would not overlap with ongoing 

construction from the Central Subway project and there is no potential for cumulative construction impacts 

from the proposed project and the Central Subway project to occur. Furthermore, the scope of this appeal 

is limited to the adequacy and accuracy of the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE, not the environmental analyses 

conducted for either the Central SoMa Plan or the Central Subway project. 5•6 A detailed discussion of the 

655 Fourth Street Project's constructton 'noise and vibration impacts to the 601 Fourth Street building and 

residents is located onpp. 80-83 of the 655 Fourth Street CPE and further addressed in Response 6 of this 

appeal response. 

·The Central SoMa Plan PEIR adequately and accurately evaluated reasonably foreseeable cumulative 

projects (including the Central Subway Project) as part of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR' s cumulative 

construction-related transportation, noise, and air quality analyses. The Central SoMa Plan PEIR also 

identified significant and unavoidable construction-related transportation, noise, and air quality impacts 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. Central Subway Monthly Progress Report, June 2019. 
Available at: https:/ /www.sfrnta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2019 /07/2019 _ 06_mpr.pdf 
4 San Francisco Planning Department. 655 Fourth Street Transportation Impact Study, February 19, 2019. 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously upheld the certification of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR 
in September 2018. CEQA Guidelines section 15162(c) establishes that, once a project is approved: 
"[T]he lead agency's role in that approval is completed unless further discretionary approval on that project is 
required. Information appearing after an approval does not require reopening of that approval. If after the project is 
approved, any of the conditions described in subdivision (a) oc=s, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall 
only be prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any." 
6 The Appellant's claim that the Central Subway Project resulted in damage to the 601 Fourth Street building 
is not supported by any further information or substantial evidence. 
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resulting from the simultaneous construction of multiple projects enabled under the plan, such as the 655 

Fourth Street Project. 

As part of the 655 Fourth Street Project's environmental evaluation, project-specific transportation, noise 

and air quality analyses were prepared. The project-specific analyses all identify the 601 Fourth Street 
building as the closest residential location and evaluate the proposed project's construction-related 

transportation, noise, and air quality impacts to the receptors in this building accordingly. Furthermore, 
the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE recognizes that the project would have significant noise, air quality, and 

transportation impacts and identifies mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. All .of these impacts 
were identified in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR as part of the Plan's programmatic environmental analysis. 

Accordingly, there are no peculiar impacts associated with the 655 Fourth Street Project that were not 

identified as part of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

Response 3: The 655 Fourth Street Project would NOT result in new or more severe geology and soils 
impacts than were previously identified in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

Pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Central SoMa Plan Initial Study evaluated the 

impacts of the Plan on seismic safety in the "Geology and Soils" section and found all impacts to be less 
than significant. As stated in the Central SoMa Plan Initial Study (p. 140): 

Although the Plan area would be subject to very strong to violent ground shaking in the event of a major 
earthquake, individual development projects would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse 

effects related to ground shaking because they would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 

most current San Francisco Building Code, which incorporates California Building Code requirements. 

The Central SoMa Responses to Comments (Response GE-l, p RTC-349) further addressed comments 

received on the Draft EIR pertaining to earthquake risks and liquefaction and settlement. As explained in 
this response, the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") has issued Administrative 

Bulletins 082 and 083 addressing seismic stability of new construction as well as Information Sheets S-05 

and S-018 regarding geotechnical requirements of new construction. 

Building Code section 1803, Geotechnical Investigations, specifies the circumstances under which a site­

specific geotechnical report is required. The building plans would be reviewed by DBI for conformance 

with the recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical report prior to the issuance of building permits. 
The geotechnical report would assess the nature and severity of liquefaction and other geologic hazards 

onsite for individual projects and recommend site-specific project design and construction features that 

would reduce the identified hazards to an acceptable risk level. The building department would ensure 

that the geotechnical and seismic recommendations of the site-specific investigation would be consistent 

with current Building Code requirements through their review of the building permit application 
submittals. 

The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE adequately and accurately evaluates the project's impact to geology and 

soils. As described in the CPE, the project is located within a seismic hazard zone and a geotechnical report 

was prepared for the proposed project to inform the design of the building and its foundation. The CPE 

characterizes the geology types and soils that underlie the project site and summarizes the project-specific 
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recommendations from the geotechnical. report for the building foundation. These recommendations 
include, but are not limited to, a reinforced-concrete mat foundation, basement floor waterproofing and 

groundwater level accommodations, basement wall lateral pressure requirements, tiedown anchors, soil 

cement shoring walls, and construction monitoring. The CPE concludes that the review of the building 
permit application pursuant to the building department's implementation of state and local codes, 

including compliance with requirements specified in applicable administrative bulletins and information 

sheets (as described above), would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant geology and 
soils impacts. The Appellant does not provideany new information that was not known at the time the 

Central SoMa Plan PEIR was certified or any evidence to support the claim that the proposeci 655 Fourth 

Street Project would result in significant effects to geology and soils that would be more severe than those 
analyzed inthe Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

Regarding the Appellant's comparison of the 655 Fourth Street Project's soil conditions to those of the 
Millennium· Tower, the 655 Fourth Street Project, including the depth of the excavation and size of 

basement, was specifically designed so that poor quality soil (the top two soil layers of fill and marine 

deposits) would be completely removed from below the project's basement levels. Below the upper two 

soil layers and embedded into the Colma Formation, or third layer of soil, the 655 Fourth Street Project site 
is characterized by soil conditions suitable for supporting heavy foundation loads. Compressible old bay 

clay layers that can be found in other regions in San· Francisco, such as the Transbay area, will not exist 

below the 655 Fourth Street building structure after construction. 7 Regardless, the Millennium Tower is a 
separate project that has no connection to the 655 Fourth Street Project. Any action associated with that 

project is not within the scope of the 655 Fourth Street Project CEQA appeal currently before the board of 

supervisors. 

Response 4: The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE accurately identifies all physical environmental impacts 

.as a result of th.e proposed project, which would not result in any new or more severe impacts than were 

previously identified in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR. 

The Appellant asserts that the project is not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, alleges that the 

proposed project would impact existing commercial buildings that provide affordable office space for new 

small businesses, and suggests that the existing_ buildings on the project site contribute to the South of 
Market character. As previously described, a conflict between a project and a general plan policy does.not 

necessarily· indicate a significant effect on the environment under CEQA. The Appellant provides no 
substantial evidence demonstrating that the removal of the existing buildings on the 655 Fourth Street 

project site would conflict with a plan or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 

effect AND would result in a significant physical environmental effect related to the identified policy 

conflict. 

The assertion that the proposed project would impact existing commercial buildings that are vital to the 

South of Market economy is not a statement on the adequacy or accuracy of the CPE. The focus of CEQA 
is on physical environmental impacts, and the Appellant fails to demonstrate how an alleged economic 

7 Letter from Rollo & Ridley, Inc. to Carl Shannon (Tishman Speyer). June 18,2019. Subject: Overview of Foundation 
Design and Subsurface Site Conditions 655 4th Street (Creamery) San Francisco, California. 
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impact would result in a significant physical environmental impact. In the Appellant's August 18, 2019 
supplemental letter of appeal, the Appellant describes how construction of the Central Subway Project and 

other construction projects have resulted in economic and physical environmental impacts, such asnoise, 

to nearby residents and businesses. The supplemental appeal letter suggests that the 655 Fourth Street 
Project would have similar impacts. As previously stated, the focus of CEQA is on physical environmental 

impacts. In general, socioeconomic effects are beyond the scope of the CEQA environmental review unless 

a link can be established between anticipated socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse 

physical environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a); CEQA section 21082.2). 

The CPE adequately and accurately addresses the physical environmental impacts (e.g., noise, air quality, 
transportation) associated with the 655 Fourth Street Project's construction activities. As stated in the CPE, 

the 655 Fourth Street project would result in a significant and unavoidable construction noise impact (CPE 

at p. 81). The Appellant does not demonstrate a connection between potential economic impacts from 

construction of the proposed project and physical environmental impacts that were not evaluated as part 
of this project-specific environmental review. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 includes 

measures to limit construction noise to minimize noise impacts to surrounding uses. Requirements of this 

mitigation measure include the use of equipment with the best available noise controls, use of impact tools 
that are hydraulically or electrically powered, or outfitting impact tools with external noise jackets. This 

mitigation measure also requires implementation of a system to track and respond to noise complaints 

during construction. 

Finally, "character" in and of itself is not a CEQA issue; however, the CEQA Guidelines do provide that a 

project that demolishes or alters those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its 
historical significance (i.e., its character-defining features) can be considered to materially impair the 

resource's significance, resulting in a significant impact. The planning department surveyed the existing 

buildings on the 655 Fourth Street project site as part of the South ofMarket Historic Resources Survey in 

2010. The survey determined that none of the buildings on the project site are historic resources nor is the 
project site located in any historic district. The Appellant does not provide substantial evidence to· the 
contrary. 

Response 5: The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE adequately and accurately evaluated transportation 
impacts, and the adequacy of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR is not appealable to the Board at this time. 

The Appellant contends that that Central SoMa Plan PEIR did not address cumulative effects of the 655 

Fourth Street project and traffic from other projects. The Appellant is mistaken. The Central SoMa Plan 

PEIR analyzed subsequent development that could occur under the Plan at a "program" level (Central 

SoMa Plan PEIR, page IV-21). This program-level analysis focused on the indirect impac~s on the physical 

environment resulting from subsequent development enabled by the Central SoMa Plan (like the 655 
Fourth Stre.et Project). Subsequent development projects that could be enabled by the Plan are required to 

undergo their own environmental evaluation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183. The purpose of 

the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE is to identify whether there are any new or more severe impacts from this 

proposed development project that were not disclosed in the PEIR. As a point of clarification, the scope of 
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this appeal is limited to the adequacy and accuracy of the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE, not the Central 

SoMa Plan PEIK s 

The Appellant does not provide· substantial evidence regarding potential cumulative effects that could 

occur because of increased traffic resulting from the project and other projects in the area. As noted in the 

regulatory framework section of Central SoMa Plan PEIR (p. IV.D-21), pursuant to CEQA section 20199, 

automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic 

congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA (Central SoMa 

Plan PEIR, page IV.D-21). However, both the Central SoMa Plan PEIR and the 655 Fourth Street Project 

transportation analyses evaluate the extent to which vehicle trips from the project, under both existing and 

cumulative conditions, may affect or result in secondary effects to topics considered under CEQA (e.g., 

hazards, loading, emergency access, noise and air quality). 

It is further noted that many of the projects or conditions listed by the Appellant as not included in the 

cumulative impact analysis are part of the existing environmental setting (e.g., Oracle Park [formerly AT 

&T Park], 4th· and King Street transportation center, Uber!Lyft, Facebook and Google buses, taxis, electric 

scooters, and bicycles), and therefore, are not appropriate to include in the cumulative.impact analysis. As 

part of the transportation study for the proposed project, traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes were 

counted at seven study intersections9 surrounding the project site to inform the project's transportation 

analysis. These traffic counts were collected on Tuesday, August 17, 2018 and th,erefore reflect the existing 

conditions, which include those projects referenced above as listed by the Appellant. The Appellant also 

mentions the Chase Center, whiCh was appropriately described and included as part of the Central SoMa 

Plan PEIR's cumulative impact analysis (Central SoMa Plan PEIR, p. IV-11) and will be fully operational 

by the time the 655 Fourth Street Project begins construction. 

Response 6: The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE adequately and accurately analyzes construction noise 

and vibration, air quality, shadow, and hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with the 

project's construction. 

First, the Appellant suggests that there will be unique noise and vibration impacts to the 601 Fourth Street 

live-work building and residents as a result of 655 Fourth Street Project construction. As part of the project­

specific environmental review, an Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment was prepared. Noise 

levels from temporary construction activities would increase from existing noise levels without the 

proposed project, which range from 62 to 72 A-weighted decibels (dBA) during various times of the day. 

8 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously upheld the certification of the Central SoMa Plan PEIR in 

September 2018. CEQA Guidelines section 15162(c) establishes that, once a project is approved: 

"[T]he lead agency's role in that approval is completed unless further discretionary approval on that project is required. 

Information appearing after an approval does not require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, 

any of the conditions described in subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only be 

prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any." [Emphasis added.) 
9 These seven study intersections are Brannan/Thlrd streets, Townsend/Thlrd streets, King/Thlrd streets,· 
Lusk/Townsend streets and the Beacon Driveway, Brannan/Fourth streets, Fourth/Townsend streets, and 
King/Fourth streets. 
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The report reflects that. construction noise levels at the nearest residential properties (at 35 feet from the 

construction site) would range from 87 to 90 dBA equivalent sound level (Leq) during periods of intense 

construction activity, and that during typical moderate construction efforts, construction noise levels 

would average 87 dBA Leq. Therefore, the Appellant's supplemental appeal letter incorrectly states that 
the project's 90 decibel (dB) level is based on 100 feet from the property line and that noise levels at the 601 

Fourth Street property line would be higher. 

The CPE further states that construction of the proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco Noise 

Ordinance, which regulates construction noise. The CPE acknowledges that during the construction period, 
occupants of nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. As described and evaluated in 

the CPE, the proposed project does include limited nighttime construction work. This limited nighttime 

construction work would be required during construction of the building's foundation, which would occur 

over approximately eight nights, covering four weekends. In addition, there would be approximately 8-10 

days of nighttime work for activities that the San Francisco Building Department requires to occur at night 
(large equipment deliveries, tower crane erection, and oversized loads). The CPE acknowledges that the 

continuous nighttime concrete pours would result in construction noise levels of 86 dBA at the 601 Fourth 

Street building. This noise level would exceed the ambient plus 5 dBA nighttime construction noise limit 
in section 2908 of the San Francisco Police Code and a special permit from the public works department 

would be required. The CPE concludes that construction noise impacts from the proposed project would 
be significant, consistent with the conclusions in the Central SoMa Plan PEIR and identifies Project 
Mitigation Measure M-N0-2, General Construction Noise. Control Measures (implementation of Central 

SoMa Plan PEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-2a) to reduce and manage construction noise. 

The Appellant's supplemental appeal letter provides various citations to literature and testimonies 
regarding noise impacts. However, the department has adequately and accurately evaluated the 655 Fourth 

Street Project's noise impact. In doing so, the department found that the project would result in a significant 

construction noise impact, identified all feasible noise mitigation measures to reduce this impact, and 
determined that even with the implementation of noise mitigation, the project would still result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact. No further noise analysis is warranted or possible. 

Regarding vibration impacts, the 655 Fourth Street Project CPE evaluates the project's vibration impacts to 
the 601 Fourth Street building and identifies that given the approximately 35-foot distance to construction 

activities, the calculated vibration level would be 0.05 inches/second Peak Particle Velocity (PPV). For 

reference, this is below the 0.1 inches/second PPV vibration level that is considered "strongly perceptible." 
In the supplemental appeal letter, the Appellant alleges that construction of the 655 Fourth Street building 

would result in damage to the 601 Fourth Street building. This is incorrect. As previously stated in this 

response and the CPE, the anticipated vibration level anticipated at the 601 Fourth Street building is 0.05 

inches/second PPV. This is less than the building damage threshold of 0.2 inches/second PPV. Therefore, 

vibration impacts associated with construction of the proposed 655 Fourth ·street project would not exceed 

the vibration threshold level for building damage, nor would it exceed the vibration threshold level for 
what is considered "strongly perceptible". The vibration impacts from the proposed project would not be 

significant. 

The Appellant also asserts that there are unique issues regarding air quality impacts and soil pollution 
associated with the project. However, neither the Air Quality Technical Report nor the Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment prepared for this project identified any new or more severe construction 
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impacts related to air quality or hazardous materials than were previously identified in the Central SoMa 

Plan PEIR. The project is required to comply with the Maher Ordinance and the San Francisco Construction 

Dust Control Ordinance. The regulations in these ordinances would ensure that any contaminated soil is 

properly handled and disposed of and any fugitive dust generated during construction is managed 
appropriately. Furthermore, the project-specific air quality analysis found that project construction 

· emissions would be below the threshold of significance for all criteria pollutants. Because the project site is 

located within an air pollutant exposure zone and would result in diesel emissions during construction, 
the CPE determined that the project would result in a significant construction health risk impact. The 

project is required to implement Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Implementation of Central SoMa Plan PEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b), which 

requires the project sponsor to use construction equipment with the cleanest engines available or be 

equipped with diesel particulate filters .. With this mitigation measure, construction-related health risks 

from diesel particulate matter would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

As a point o(clarification, the Appellant states that the 601 Fourth Street building is within 30 feet of the 
project site. The 655 Fourth Street Project entitlement drawings indicate that the distance between the 655 

Fourth Street Project site and the 601 Fourth Street building is 31 feet 5 inches. The noise and vibration, and 

air quality analyses identify the nearest residential receptors as approximately 35 feet from the proposed 

project site. Whether the nearest residential receptors are located 30 feet or 35 feet from the project site, the 

conclusions reached in the 655 Fourth Street noise, vibration, air quality, and hazards and hazardous 
materials analyses would ren;tain the same. 

In the supplemental appeal letter, the Appellant alleges that the 601 Fourth Street building will experience 

air and light impacts as a result of the 655 Fourth Street Project. The CPE evaluated the proposed project's 
shadow impact (access to sunlight) and determined that the project would not result in significant shadow 

impacts. The CPE states on p. 112, "Shadows on streets and sidewalks would be transitory in nature and 

would not exceed levels .commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than­

significant impact under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in 

shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed 
project would be considered a less-than-significant impact under CEQA." The Appellant has not provided 

substantial evidence to the contrary. 

The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE adequately and accurately analyzes construction noise and vibration, air 

quality, shadow, and hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with the project's construction. 

Response 7: The 655 Fourth Street Project CPE adequately and accurately evaluates transportation- . 

related pedestrian hazards. 

The Appellant correctly states that the Central SoMa Plan PEIR did not evaluate impacts to the 601 Fourth 
Street driveway. As previously stated in this Appeal response, the Central SoMa Plan PEIR is a "program­

level analysis" that does not analyze the specific or localized environmental impacts of subsequent 

development projects; individual analyses of all driveways within the Plan Area would not be appropriate 
under a program-level analysis. However, the Appellant incorrectly states that subsequent studies have 

not evaluated the proposed 655 Fourth Street Project's construction and operational impacts to the 601 

SAN FRANCISCO 
15 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT' 

930 



BOS ~~~ ~~mption Appeal 
Hearing f'k..,;..... ~~~,.,.,._~ 2019 

Case No. 2014-000203ENV 
655 Fourth Street {The Creamery) 

Fourth Street driveway. As part of the 655 Fourth Street Project's environmental evaluation, a project­
specific transportation analysis was prepared. This analysis considered both construction and operational 

impacts of the 655 Fourth Street Project on adjoining areas, including 601 Fourth Street. 

655 Fourth Street Project Construction Impacts to Pedestrians 

As described in the CPE, the sidewalk fronting the site along Fourth Street and/or Townsend Street may 

need to be closed on a temporary basis for construction staging. In consideration of the project site location, 

the duration and magnitude of temporary project-related construction activities could result in substantial 
interference with bicycle, pedestrian, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, thereby 

resulting in potentially hazardous conditions. The CPE identified that even with the implementation of 
Project· Mitigation Measure M~TR-2, Construction Management Plan and Construction Coordination 

(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-9), this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Although not specifically referenced by name in the CPE, the 601 Fourth Street building is an adjoining 

area that is specifically addressed by this analysis; the construction management plan implemented 

through Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 would evaluate and address accessibility to the 601 Fourth Street site. 

The. Appellant is incorrect in stating the project-specific studies failed to evaluate the construction impacts 

of the 655 Fourth Street Project on the 601 Fourth Street driveway and provide no substantial evidence to 

support the claim that construction of the project would exacerbate an existing hazard. 

655 Fourth Street Project Operational Impacts to Pedestrians 

As described in the CPE, the project would not generate any activities or include any design or features 
that would create hazards for pedestrians or interfere with pedestrian access or circulation. Given existing 

·traffic levels and the estimate of project-generated vehicle traffic, the project is not expected to substantially 

increase overall traffic levels along these streets such that it could create potentially hazardous conditions 

for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian access or circulation. 

Furthermore, the CPE states that the 655 Fourth Street Project would implement several improvements to 

the public realm: 

.. .including setbacks along the entire Fourth Street frontage of the site and a portion of the 
Townsend frontage of the site. This improvement would essentially increase the effective width of 

the sidewalk available to pedestrians. Additionally, a proposed POPOS [Privately Owned, Public 

Open Space) at the southwest corner of the site fronting the Fourth Street/Townsend Street 

intersection and proposed public walkways would maximize pedestrian connectivity into, out of, 
and through the site. 

The Appellant is incorrect in stating that the subsequent studies failed to evaluate the operational impacts 
of the 655 Fourth Street Project on the 601 Fourth Street driveway. Furthermore, the Appellant provides no 

substantial evidence to support the claim that the proposed project would exacerbate pedestrian access or 

injury. 

CONCLUSION 

The Appellant has not demonstrated nor provided substantial evidence to support a claim that the CPE 

fails to conform to the requirements of CEQA for a CPE pursuant to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA 
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Guidelines section 15183. The planning department conducted necessary studies and analyses and 

provided the planning commission with the information and documents necessary to make an informed 

decision, based on substantial evidence in the record, at a noticed public hearing in accordance with the 
planning department's CPE initial study and standard procedures, and pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA 

Guidelines. Therefore, the planning department respectfully recommends that the board of supervisors 

uphold the department's CPE for the project and reject the appeal. 
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. Attachment A 

June 18, 2019 
Project No. 1406.1 

Carl Shannon 
Tishman Speyer 
One Bush Street, Suite 450 
San Francisco, California 94104 

Subject: Overview of Foundation Design and Subsurface Site Conditions 
655 4th Street (Creamery) 
San Francisco, California 

Dear Mr. Shannon: 

Per your request, this letter provides genera! geotechnical information regarding the 655 4th 
Street (Creamery) project, located on the northeast corner of 4th Street and Townsend Street 
in San Francisco. In addition, it summarizes our in-progress geotechnical studies to 
investigate the subsurface soil and bedrock characteristics and development of foundation 
recommendations. 

Proposed Project 

We understand current plans are to demolish and remove the existing site improvements and 
construct two residential towers underlain by three basement levels. Specifically, plans 
contemplate 400- foot towers, one level of underground loading, parking & building utilities, 
one level of amenities and one level of underground parking. An excavation on the order of 
42 feet to 48 feet is anticipated to construct the below grade improvements (three basements 
and the foundation thickness) across the site. When completed, the lowest basement floor 
will be about 36 feet below adjacent site grades at the corner of 4th and Townsend ·streets. 

Subsurface Soil and Bedrock Characteristics 

The following outlines the conditions of the soil and bedrock below the Creamery project. 
These subsurface conditions are common to the surrounding area and have been 
encountered, tested, and characterized by many studies for the completed projects adjacent 
to the site. In summary, the site is underlain by four generalized soil layers as listed below 
starting from the surface extending to bedrock. 

• A layer of non-native fill, consisting primarily of loose to medium dense sand and 
clayey sand with gravel, cobbles, brick and concrete fragments and other debris. This 
layer will be completely removed during the construction of the project. , 

" A layer of Marine Deposits, consisting primarily of soft to stiff clay and sandy clay. 
This layer will be completely removed during the construction of the project. 

" A medium dense to very dense sand, clayey sand and very stiff sandy clay commonly 
referred to as the Colma Formation & Colluvium. This layer is strong and relatively 
incompressible, and competent to support the foundation loads associated with the 
tower structures. 
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• Franciscan Complex bedrock. The top of the bedrock varies across the site from a 
··depth of about 75 feet at the southwest corner of the site to about 58 feet in the 

central portion, and at about 45 to 55 feet at the northeast corner of the site. The 
bedrock consists of interbedded layers of shale and sandstone and to lesser extent 
layers of greywacke, serpentinite, siltstone, chert and greenstone. 

The depth of the excavation and size of basement for the Creamery was specifically designed 
so that the poorer quality soil (the top two soil layers of Fill and Marine Deposits) would be 
completely removed from below the basements. Below the upper two soil layers and 
significantly embedded into the third layer (Colma Formation), the Creamery site is 
characterized by soil conditions suitable for supporting heavy foundation loads. Compressible 
old bay clay layers that can be found in other regions in San Francisco, such as the Transbay 
area, will not exist below the Creamery structure after construction. 

Proposed Foundations, Building Codes, Review Committee, and Inspections 

Utilizing the geotechnical engineering design recommendations, the structural engineer 
Magnusson Klemencic Associates, Inc. (MKA) will design the foundations and superstructure 
for the project. On the basis of our understanding of the current MKA design, the tower 
buildings on the Creamery site will likely be founded on steel reinforced concrete mat 
foundations (anticipated at 6- to 12-foot-thick). Mat foundation systems are the typical 
foundation systems used for buildings of this size in San Francisco given the soil conditions at 
the site. 

The geotechnical report and structural design of the project will be designed to comply with 
requirements of the California (CBC) and San Francisco Building Codes (SFBC). Additionally~ 
the geotechnical report and structural design of the project will be extensively analyzed and 
scrutinized by a Structural Design Review Committee consisting of four outside experts, 
selected by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (SFDBI). 

Lastly, during construction, in accordance with Building Code requirements, all phases of the 
project, including the excavation, foundation, and superstructure construction will be 
inspected and approved by our firm, SFDBI representatives and by independent third-party 
special inspection and testing agencies, as applicable. 
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Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

n (BOS) 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Friday, August 23, 2019 4:49PM 

kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz1 OO@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com; 

jlew@reubenlaw.com; msarjapur@reubenlaw.com 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey 

(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don 

(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC); 

Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS­

Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

RE: PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE LETTER: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Proposed 

Project at 655 Fourth Street - Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

190826 

Please use this link in lieu of the one provided below which no longer works. 

Project Sponsor Response Letter- August 23, 2019 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I wwvv.sfbos.org 

Click here to complete a Boord of Super\."l:wrs Customer Service Satisfaction fonn 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived 1natters sil>ce August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal Jnfcrrnotfon that: is provided Jo communtcatfons to tbe Board of Supervisors is subject' to- disciosure under the Cafifornfa Public Records Act and 
the San Franc.fsco Sunshine Ordinance. Persona! information provided wif! not be redacted. fv1embers of the public ore not requlred to provide personal identifying 
information when they comnsunicate with the. Board of Supervisors and its cornmittees. All written or oral communjcations that members of the.pub!ic submit to the 
C!erk1.s OffiCe regording pending fegtsfotion or hf.arings w!il be made Gvailabfe to all members. of the public for inspection·and copying. The Cieri<1

S Ojjfce does not 
redact ony JnjOr.rnati;Jnjrom these submissions. This ffieans that per.sonoJ information·-inciuding'narne.s, phone numbers, addresses and sfrni!ar injormotion that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its commlttees·-mo;.; appear on the Board of Supervisors~ website or in other ptjbJic documents thot rnembers 
of the public may ins·pect or copy. 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:23 PM 

To: kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz100@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats <tkats@reubenlaw.com>; 

jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com; jlew@reubenlaw.com; msarjapur@reubenlaw.com 

Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.o-rg>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 

(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) 

<corey.teaguc@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 

<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) 

<joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) 

<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; 

White, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.white@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Cantara, Gary 

(BOA) <gary.cantara@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) <alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos­

supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
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<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 

Subject: PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE LETTER: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation- Proposed Project at 655 
.Fourth Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

Good afte-rnoon, 

Please find linked below a response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Melinda Sarjapur of 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, representing the project sponsor, 655 4th Owner', LLC, regarding the appeal of the 
Community Plan Evaluation under CEQA for the proposed 655 Fourth Street project. 

Project Sponsor Response Letter- August 23, 2019 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on September 3, 2019. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below: 

Board ofSupervisors File No. 190826 

Best regards, 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

~ 
!!:'<!:!: Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-fiour access to Board of Supentisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1.998. 

Disciosures: Personal infvrmatlon that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office reqarding pendinqlegislation or hearinfJS will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact on )I information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit" to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the pubHc rrwy inspect or copy. 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 
' .. . . 

REC:·f~tV~ 
80/~.r~.O OF SUPES· iSOt~;~~;: 

Delivered Via Messenger 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Si':..f'-~ ;.;;{ t"~'~cl::1co 

2fJi9 t~UG 23 PM 3! 00 

August 23, 2019'lY 

Re: 655 4th Street, 280-290 and 292-296 Townsend Street 
Opposition to Appeal of the Community Plan Evaluation ("CPE") 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.000203ENV 
BOS File No.: 190826 
Our File No.: 6250.25 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

At Melinda Sarjapur's request, enclosed please find two (2) hard copies of the project 
sponsor's brief in response to the CEQA Appeal (File No.: 190826) for the property located at 
655 4th Street. 

Please don't hesitate to contact this office at 415-567-9000 with any questions. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

REU)3EN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Enclosures 

San Francisco Office Oakland Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 827 Broadway, 2"' Floor, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 415-56 7 ·9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 tel: 510-527-5589 www.reubenlaw.com 
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Delivered Via Email and Messenger 

President Norman Yee and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
bos .legislation@sfgov. org 

August 23, 2019 

Melinda Sarjapur 
msarjapur@reubenlaw.com 

Re: 655 4th Street, 280-290 and 292-296 Townsend Street 
Opposition to Appeal of the Community Plan Evaluation ("CPE") 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.000203ENV 
Our File No.: 6250.25 

Dear President Yee and Supervisors: 

This office represents 655 4th Owner, LLC ("Sponsor"), which proposes to construct a 
mixed-use residential project at the northeast comer of 41

h and Townsend Streets in the City's 
South of Market neighborhood (the "Project"). The Project will be among the largest residential 
developments in the Central SoMa Plan area, and provides numerous public benefits. 

The Project's enviromnental review process was exhaustive, and resulted in the Planning 
Department properly determining that the Project is consistent with Central SoMa Area Plan 
zoning and will have no significant environmental effects beyond those already analyzed and 
disclosed by the Plan area Environmental Impact Report, which was certified by the Board of 
Supervisors ("Board") in December 2018. 

The appeal should be denied. Appellants h::tve provided no substantial evidence supporting 
their claims that the CPE was improperly issued. 

Sa.n Fr<mdsco Office oakland OffiCe 
Ond.i\l~h Simet, S\JHe 600. San Fn:mclsco. GA 9.4104 

tel: 415-5(,7-9000 I tax: 415-399-9480 tel: ~·;0<257-5589 
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project will construct two mixed-use residential towers reaching up to 400 feet in 
height1 and contain approximately 960 housing units; a 38-room hotel; 21,840 gross square feet 
("gsf') of office; 20,938 gsf of neighborhood-serving retail; and 24,495 sf of public open space. 

The buildings feature a distinctive and dynamic architectural style emphasizing the 
importance ofthe 4th & Townsend intersection. Each tower will be comprised of two components, 
one approximately 55 feet taller than the other, featuring larger ground floors that decrease at each 
subsequent level until approximately two-thirds up each tower, when all floors would become 
uniform in size. The towers would be placed on the site as mirror images of each other, lending 
the impression of four distinct buildings, as shown in the rendering below: 

The Project will provide numerous public benefits: 

Housing Production. The Project is the largest residential development proposed 
in the Central SoMa Plan Area. It will construct approximately 960 units, which is 
nearly eleven percent (11 %) of the approximately 8,800 units could be developed 
under the Plan2 Its construction is also anticipated to generate development impact 

1 425' to the top ofrootop mechanical screening. 
2 San Francisco Planning Department, Central SoMa Plan & Implementation Strategy (December 20 18), available 
online at: http:/ /default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Central Corridor/20 18CentralSoMaPlan.pdf 
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fees under the City's Inclusionary H-ousing Program that would fund development 
by the City of around 300 additional below-market-rate units in the Plan area. 

Pedestrian Network. Providing a network of mid-block alleys, setback plazas, 
widened streetscapes, and landscaped publicly-accessible open spaces at this 
prominent comer. This will substantially contribute to a safe, convenient, and 
attractive walking environment for pedestrians adjacent to the new Central Subway 
line and 4th & King Caltrain station. 

POPOS & Mid-Block Alleys. Creating 24,495 square feet of attractively­
landscaped and hardscaped POPOS. These publicly-accessible open areas will 
include two new mid-block pedestrian connections from 4th and Townsend Streets 
through to a central plaza, lined with active ground-floor retail uses. 

Neighborhood-Serving RetaiL Activating ground-floor street frontages and 
publicly-accessible open spaces with approximately 20,938 gsf of neighborhood­
serving retail, including four micro-retail locations. 

Streetscape Improvements. Revitalizing the public realm through a broad array 
of streetscape improvements, including sidewalk replacement and widening, 
installation of lighting and furnishings, and planting street trees. 

Development Impact Fees. Paying a robust package of development impact fees 
. used to fund Central SoMa neighborhood and citywide improvements - providing 
a projected value to the City of more than $115 million. 

Job Creation. Creating hundreds of temporary jobs during construction, and 
creating hundreds of new positions in the long-term through development of 
approximately 68,187 g:ioss square feet of office, retail, and hotel use. 

B. BACKGROUND AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Central SoMa Plan ("Plan") was approved by the Board in late 2018, and was the 
culmination of a nearly 10-year public and cooperative interagency planning process. It is a 
comprehensive plan for the area surroundirig the southern portion of the Central Subway transit 
line, including roughly 230 acres and 17 city blocks. The Plan allows for densificat1on of office, 
retail, PDR and residential development, and endeavors to accommodate anticipated population 
and job growth, provide public benefits, and respect and enhance neighborhood character. 

On December 4, 2018, the Board certified a programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
for the Plan ("Central SoMa PEIR")- The Central SoMa PEIR was intended to conduct much of 
the environmental review for subsequent projects that are consistent with the Plan rez;oning. 
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Where Central SoMa PEIR has been adopted, the California Enviromnental Quality Act 
("CEQA")3 section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines4 section 15183 require that subsequent 
projects consistent with the development density established by the area plan, community plan or 
general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, not be required to undergo further 
environmental review unless they generate project-or-site-specific significant impacts that weren't 
disclosed under the Central SoMa PEIR. Such projects instead qualify for streamlined 
environmental review though a Community Plan Exemption ("CPE"). CEQA then limits the lead 
agency's review to consideration of the following factors: 

1. Whether the project or site would result in peculiar, significant environmental 
effects not examined in the Central SoMa PEIR; 

2. Whether substantial new infonnation not known at the time of the Central SoMa 
PEIR was certified indicates that a previously identified significant impact has a 
more sever adverse impact than was discussed in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

CEQA Guidelines5 require a lead agency (here the San Francisco Planning Department 
("Department")) to base its determination of whether a project could have a significant 
environmental effect on "substantial evidence" in the record, explaining: 

Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. It does not include "argument, 
speculation, un-substantiated opinion or narrative, .. (emphasis added). 

On June 11, 2019, the Department issued a CPE for the Project, finding it consistent with 
development density for the project site analyzed under the Plan, and determining that it would 
not result in any significant environmental impacts not previously disclosed by the Plan. The 
Depmiment's CPE detennination was supported by substantial evidence in the record, including 
exhaustive and detailed technical studies and analysis . conducted by qualified environmental 
consultants during preparation of both the Central SoMa PEIR and Project environmental review. 

On June 20, 2019, the San Francisco Planning Commission unanimously approved Large 
Project Authorization and Conditional Use Authorization entitlements for the Project. 

On July 22, 2019, seven individual owners oflive-work units in the 601 4th Street building 
located at the north end of the Project site (collectively, "Appellants") filed an appeal of the 
Project CPE ("Appellants' Letter"). On August 18, 2019, appellimt Michael Cruz submitted a 
supplemental email in support ofthe appeal ("Cruz Letter"). 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16(b)(6) allows the Board to "conduct its 
own independent review of whether the CEQA decision adequately complies with the 
requirements of CEQA," and states that the "Board shall consider anew all facts, evidence and 

3 Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21000 et .. seq. ("CEQA"). 
4 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et. seq. ("Guidelines"). 
5 Guidelines, § 150604(f). 
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issues related to the adequacy, accuracy and objectiveness of the CEQA decision, including, but 
not limited to, the sufficiency of the CEQA decision and the correctness of its conclusions. 
Accordingly, the appeal' should be denied unless the Board finds Appellants have provided 
substantial evidence demonstrating the Project is ineligible for issuance of a CPE. 

C. Appellants Provide No Substantial Evidence To Support Their Claims that the 
CPE Was Issued Erroneously. 

The Appellants' Letter and supplemental Cruz Letter contain numerous speculative 
statements and unsubstantiated opinions suggesting that the Project is ineligible forCPE and would 
potentially result in environmental impacts relating to traffic, noise, vibration, air quality, 
pedestrian safety and land use character. However, as detailed below, none of Appellants claims 
are supported by substantial evidence, as required by CEQA. The appeal should therefore be 
denied.· 

1. The Project Meets All Qualifications for Community Plan Exemption. 

Appellants incorrectly claim that the Project does not qualify for CPE and is not consistent 
with the San Francisco General Plan. However Appellants provide no facts or documentation so 
support this allegation, and have not explained the nature of alleged inconsistency with the General 
Plan. 

Substantial evidence in the record clearly supports the Department's issuance of the CPE. 

CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 require that projects 
consistent with the development density established by existing zoning and general plan policies 
for which a Central SoMa PEIR was certified shall not require environmental review, except as 
necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to 
the project or its site. 

In connection with Project-specific environmental review (see Section E.1, "Land Use and 
Planning," of the Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation Checklist for the 655 Fourth Street 
Project ("Initial Study")), incorporated as Exhibit A to the Project CPE), the Department 
conducted a thorough and accurate review of the Project's consistency with Central SoMa Plan 
zoning. The Department reviewed the Project's zoning and design and determined that it is 
consistent with the character and density of development anticipated for its Central SoMa Mixed­
Use Office ("CMUO") Zoning District and 400-CS Height and Bulk District under the Plan. This 
is further documented in the Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, issued by the 
Department's Current Planning Division in March 2019.6 · 

In fact, the Project was designed for consistency with Plan area zoning and associated San 
Francisco General Plan policies. Its scale and character were expressly contemplated as within the 
scope of development analyzed under Central SoMa PEIR, as noted in Chapter IV, "Enviromnental 

6 Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Deterniination, Current . 
Planning Analysis, 655 Fourth Street, March 13, 2019. 
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Setting, Impacts, and lvfitigation Measures," as well as in the Department's Response to Comments 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan ("RTC"),7 which was 

· included in the Central SoMa PEIR. Further, the Central SoMa Plan expressly contemplates the 
Project's proposed land uses and scale, identifying the Project site as "Key Site 8: 4th and 
Townsend" within its Key Development Sites Guidelines,8 ("Central SoMa Key Sites 
Guidelines," attached here as Exhibit A), and noting that the Project site has "potential for 
approximately one million square feet of total development at this site across all uses, including 
any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR ... " 

Independent of the enviromnental review process, the Planning Commission also adopted 
findings confirming the Project's conforrpity with General Plan policies, including policies of the 
Central SoMa Plan, as part of its approval of a Large Project Authorization and Conditional Use 
Authorization entitlements, attached here as Exhibit B.9 

It is also is worth noting that although CEQA requires analysis of whether a project would 
conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an 
enviromnental effect, a mere conflict between a project and a specific general plan policy does not 
necessarily indicate a significant environmental effect (See Initial Study, Section E.l). For a 
project to result in a significant impact under CEQA, it must (1) be inconsistent or otherwise 
conflict with a plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect, and (2) result in a physical environmental effect. 

Appellants provides no substantial evidence to support their claim that the Project is 
ineligible for CPE issuance or inconsistent with the General Plan in any manner that would result 
in a peculiar environmental impact not disclosed and analyzed under Central SoMa PEIR. 

2. The Project Will Not Result in Significant Construction Impacts Beyond Those 
Identified in the PEIR. 

Appellants claim that construction of the Project, in combination.with other Plan area 
development projects (particularly the Central Subway Project) will result in "cumulative impacts" 
that weren't addressed in the Central SoMa PEIR. However, Appellants do not specify the nature 
of the alleged cumulative construction impacts, nor do they any evidence ofhow such impacts are 
peculiar to the Project or site. 

In fact, substantial evidence in the record supports the Department's determination that the 
Project will not result in peculiar cumulative construction-related impacts beyond those analyzed 
in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

The Central SoMa PEIR identifies the Central Subway Project in its discussion of 
Environmental Setting and it is thus accounted for both in the Central SoMa PEIR's thorough and 

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Central SoMa Plan, ("iUC"), March 28, 2018, pg. 107. 
8 San Francisco Planning Resolution No. 20187. 
9 San Francisco Planning Commission, Motion No. 20470, pgs. 25-32. 
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accurate evaluation of reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and ultimate finding of 
significant and unavoidable construction-related transportation, noise, and air-quality impacts. 10 

The Department also took the Central Subway Project into account during its Project­
specific environmental review. The Initial Study identifies the Central Subway Project as a 
baseline condition und~r the discussion of Project Setting, and therefore its environmental analyses 

. assume the Central Subway Project's completion and operation. Further, the most recent available 
infonnation from the San Francisco Municipal Transit Authority estimates that the Central Subway 
Project will be completed in 2019, with revenue service beginning in 2020_11 Project construction 
estimates provided by the Sponsor .indicate that the earliest construction could begin in fall2020. 
Thus, Project construction would not overlap with·ongoing construction from the Central Subway 
Project. 

Appellants provide no substantial evidence to support their claim of cumulative 
construction-related impacts peculiar to the Project, and therefore this claim should be rejected. 

3. The Project Will Not Result in Significant Geology or Soils Impacts. 

Appellants allege, without support, that the'Project would result in significant geology and 
soils impacts not previously identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. In support of this allegation, 
Appellants appears to suggest that soils conditions at the Millenium Tower constitute substantial 
new infonnation that was not known at the time of the Central SoMa PEIR. Substantial evidence 
in the record refutes this claim. 

The Central SoMa PEIR found that Plan area impacts related to geology and soils would 
be less than significant. The Central SoMa PEIR aclmowledges that most of the Plan area is 
located within a potential liquefaction hazard zone as identified by the California Geological 
Survey. However, the Central SoMa PEIR found that compliance with applicable state and local 
codes and recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical analyses would reduce the 
geologic hazards of subsequent development projects to a less-than-significant level. While 
analysis in the Central SoMa PEIR recognizes that area development would be subject to very 
strong to violent ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake, it concludes that individual 
development projects within the Plan area would not expose people or structures to substantial 

. adverse effects related to ground shalcing because they would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the most current local building code standards, which incorporate the California 
Building Code requirements. 

Further, the Central SoMa PEIR Response to Comments (Response GE-l) provides 
additional response to comments regarding earthquake risks and liquefaction and settlement, 
which includes response to comments specifically referencing the Millennium Tower. Thus 
Appellant is incorrect that soils conditions at the Millennium Tower constitute substantial new 
information not known at the time of the Central SoMa PEIR. Response GE-l notes that the San 

10 See Central SoMa PEIR Chapter IV: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, pg. IV.D.6. 
11 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. Central Subway Monthly Progress Report, June 2019. 
Available at: https://www.sfmta.com/reports/central-subway-monthly-progress-report-june-2019 ' 
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Francisco Depmiment of Building Inspection has issued Administrative Bulletin 082 and 083 
addressing seismic stability of new construction as well as Information Sheets S-05 and S-018, 
regarding geotechnical report requirements for new construction. 

Section E.15 of the Project's Initial Study accurately and adequately evaluates potential 
·geology and soils impacts. The Project CPE identifies that the Project is located within a seismic 
hazard zone and that a geotechnical report was therefore required. and prepared by a qualified 
consultant to inform the design of the building and its foundation. The Project CPE describes the 
geology types and soils that underlie the Project site and provides a summary of recommendations 
from the geotechnical report for building foundation typology and treatment. It concludes that the 
Department of Building Inspection's requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the 
building permit application pursuant to the implementation of state and local codes, including 
compliance with requirements specified in applicable administrative bulletins and infonnation 
sheets, would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, 
seismicity, or other geological hazards. 

Appeilants have failed to provide any new infonuation that was not lmown at the time the 
Central SoMa PEIR was certified, or any substantial evidence to support its claim that the Project 
would result in peculiar geology or soils impacts. 

4. Appellants' Assertions Regarding Loss of Affordable Office Space Are Unrelated to 
CEQA. 

Appellants assert, without support, that the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan 
because it will cause the loss of affordable office space in the Plan area contributing to 
neighborhood character. 

As discussed in subsection 1, above, substantial evidence supports the Department's 
detennination that the Project is consistent with General Plan policies: Further, Appellants' have 
provided no substantial evidence or documentation demonstrating that the Project will cause 
removal of affordable office space, nor that doing so would conflict with the General Plan. As 
described in the Project's Initial Study, "Section A: Project Description - . Existing Site 
Conditions," the Project site currently contains a mix of residential and commercial uses. No 
affordable office spaces would be demolished in order to construct the Project. 

Further, CEQA is concerned with project impacts on the physical environment.U In the 
event that Appellant's allegation suggests that Project construction or operation will result in 
economic impacts to nearby "affordable office-type spaces," then Appellants have failed to 
demonstrate how such an economic impact would result in a physical environmental impact within 
the purview of CEQ A. 

12 CEQA Guidelines,§§ 15378(a) and 15382. See Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University, 
242 Cal.App.4th 833, 843. 
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5. The Project Will Not Result Significant Transportation Impacts Not Identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

Appellants claim that the Central SoMa PEIR did not adequately address the cumulative 
traffic effect of the Project other area projects. This is incorrect. 

First, we note that Appellants' claims regarding the adequacy of the Central SoMa PEIR 
are misplaced. This appeal is limited to the Project CPE, and not the Central SoMa PEIR which 
was certified by the Board in December 2018, and is no longer subject to administrative appeal. 

Second, Appellant fails to identify the form of "unique cumulative effect" resulting from 
cumulative traffic conditions of the items listed. We note that Central SoMa PEIR (p. N.D-21) 
explains, pursuant to CEQA Section 20199(b )(I)/Senate Bill 743, that automobile delay described 
by level-of-service or traffic congestion is no longer considered a significant impact on the 
environment under CEQA. Regardless, both the Central SoMa PEIR and Project-specific 
transportation analyses evaluate how vehicular trips from the Project could impact secondary 
topics considered under CEQA under both existing and cumulative conditions, including hazards, 

·loading, emergency access, noise and air quality. In addition, many of the projects or vehicular 
conditions which Appellants allege have not been included in the cumulative impact analysis are 
encompassed in the Project's existing environmental setting, and therefore, are not appropriate to 
include as part of cumulative project impact analysis. This includes Oracle Park; 4th and King 
Street transportation center; Uber/Lyft; Facebook and Google buses; taxis; electric scooters; and 
bicycles. 

Appellant has provided no substantial evidence to support its claim that the Project would 
generate peculiar cumulative traffic impacts not identified in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

6. The Project Will Not Result in Significant Noise Impacts Not Identified in the 
Central SoMa PEIR. 

Appellants incorrectly claim that Project will result in peculiar construction noise and 
vibration impacts to their building; due to its proximity to the Project site. 

Substantial evidence in the record supports the Department's determination that Project 
will not result in any peculiar noise or vibration impacts not previously disclosed by the Central 
SoMaPEIR. 

The Central SoMa .PEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable noise impact resulting 
from form constrUction of development under the Plan. 

In connection with Project-specific environmental review, an Environmental Noise and 
Vibration Assessment was prepared to evaluate potential project-specific noise impacts resulting 
from traffic, mechanical equipment, events and construction noise (see Initial Study, Section E.6). 
The Initial Study aclmowledged that Project construction is anticipated to take approximately 34-
36 months. The Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment found that noise levels from 
temporary construction activities would increase from existing noise levels without the Project, 
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which range from 62 to 72 dBA throughout the day. Estimated construction noise levels generated 
by the Project would average 87 dBA Leq for typical moderate .construction efforts at the nearest 
residential properties (at 35 feet from the construction site). When intense construction is 
conducted the noise levels would be higher, ranging from 87 to 90 dBA Leq. The Project Initial 
Study acknowledges that these noise levels would be a substantial temporary increase over those 
existing without the Project, but notes that Project construction would be subject to the San 
Francisco Noise Ordinance, which regulates construction noise. It acknowledges that during 
construction, occupants of nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise, and that the 
Project does proposed limited nighttime construction work. In light of the potential noise levels 
during the anticipated Project construction duration of three years, the Project Initial Study finds 
that construction noise impacts from the proposed project would be significant, consistent with the 
conclusions in the Central SoMa PEIR and identifies Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-2, 
"General Construction Noise Control Measures," to reduce and manage construction noise. 

Regarding vibration impacts, the CPE included and evaluation of construction vibration to 
determine if it would result in building damage or if nighttime construction activates would result 
in sleep disturbance (Initial Study, Section E.6). The CPE specifically includes analysis of 
potential vibration impacts to Appellants' building at 601 Fourth Street. Due to the approximately 
35-foot distance13 between Appellants' building and and construction activates, the CPE identifies 
that the calculated vibration level would be 0.05 inches/second Peak Particle Velocity (PPV). This 
is below the 0.1 inches/second PPV vibration level that is considered "strongly perceptible". 
Therefore, the CPE finds that vibration impacts associated with the construction of the Project 
would not be significant. 

7. The Project Will Not Result in Significant Pedestrian Safety Impacts Not Identified 
in the Central SoMa PEIR. 

Appellants allege that neither the Central SoMa PEIR nor Project-specific environmental 
revit CPE considered Project construction or operation impacts on pedestrian safety in the vicinity 
of the 601 4th Street driveway which borders the north end of the Project site. This is incorrect. 

The Central SoMa PEIR is a program-level analysis that does not review project-specific 
design. It would not be feasible for a Central SoMa PEIR to contain individual analyses of all 
driveways within a Plan area. However, the Project CPE contains an accurate and adequate 
evaluation of Project potential for generating pedestrian safety impacts as part of the Project. In 
connection with the Project CPE, a transportation analysis was prepared and reviewed by the 
Department. This study evaluated the potential for both construction and operational pedestrian 
safety impacts of the Project (Initial Study, Section E.5). 

With regard to construction-related impacts, the CPE identifies the potential for temporary 
dosing of sidewalk areas along Fourth Street and/or Townsend for Project construction staging. 

13 We note that Appellants state that the 601.Fourth Street building is within 30 feet of the Project site. The Project 
entitlement drawings indicate that the distance between the buildings is 31 '5". The noise and vibration, and air quality 
analyses all identify the nearest residential receptors as approximately 35 feet from the Project site. Regardless of 
whether the nearest residential receptor is located 30 or 35 feet from the project site, the conclusions reached in the 
Project vibration, noise, and air quality analyses would remain the same. 
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Taking into account the Project site location, the CPE recognizes that the duration and magnitude 
of temporary construction-related activities could result in substantial interference with bicycle, 
pedestrian, or vehicle circulation and access to adjoining areas, resulting in potentially hazardous 
conditions. The CPE notes that even with implementation ofProject Mitigation Measure M-TR-
2, "Construction Management Plan and Construction Coordination," this impact could remain 
significant and unavoidable. Thus Appellants are incorrect that project-specific studies failed to 
evaluate Project construction impacts on the adjacent driveway. 

With regard to Project operations, the CPE indicates that the project would not generate 
any activities or design features that would create hazards for pedestrians or interfere with 
pedestrian access or circulation. Given existing traffic levels and the estimates of project­
generated vehicle traffic, the Project is not expected to substantially increase overall traffic levels· 
along these streets such that it could create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or 
otherwise interfere with pedestrian· access or circulation. The CPE also identifies that the Project 
would implement several improvements to the public realm, including setbacks along the entire 
Fourth Street frontage and a portion of Townsend which would effectively increase the width of 
sidewalk available to pedestrians, and construction of proposed POPOS adjacent to the right-of­
way and publicly-accessible pathways that would maximize pedestrian connectivity into, out of; 
and through the site. In consideration of these factors, the CPE finds that the Project would not 
create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking or otherwise interfere with pedestrian 
accessibility to the site or adjoining areas. 

Thus, Appellants have provided no substantial evidence to support their claim that Project 
construction or operations would generate peculiar impacts on pedestrian safety in the vicinity of 
the 601 4th Street driveway . 

. 8. The Cruz Letter Provides No New Claims or Substantial Evidence to Support Appeal. 

The Cruz Letter was submitted to the Board on August 18,2019, ostensibly to supplement 
Appellants' initial Appeal Letter. The Cruz letter references challenges regarding potential noise, 
"light and air," and "loss of business" and construction-related impacts resulting from the Project. 
However the Cruz letter is limited to argument, speculative statements, and opinion- it provides 
no substantial evidence to support its conclusions, as required by CEQA. Further, the Cruz Letter 
fails to specify how the alleged environmental effects are peculiar to the Project and exceed 
impacts already disclosed and evaluated under the Central SoMa PEIR. 

We note that the "loss ofbusiness" claim advanced in the Cruz Letter appears to concern 
economic conditions rather than physical environmental effects which are subject to CEQA 
review. Further, the claims regarding loss of private "air and light" or views provided in the Cruz 
Letter are not environmental impacts affecting the general public, which are subject to CEQA 
review. 14 

14 See Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cai.App.4th 477, pp. 492-493, 
["Under CEQA, the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not 
whether a project will affect particular persons."] 
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D. Conclusion 

Appellants have provided no substantial evidence to support their claims that the CPE fails 
to conform to the requirements of CEQA. The appeal should therefore be denied. Requiring 
further environmental review to be conducted for the Project is unnecessary, unsupported by the 
law, and would unreasonably delay construction and implementation of the Project's numerous 
public benefits. 

Thanlcyou. 

Cc: Supervisor Vallie Brown 
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer 
Supervisor Matt Haney 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman 
Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Asha Safai 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani 
Supervisor Shamann Walton 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UF 

Sincerely, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Melinda A. Sarjapur 
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Exhibit A- Central SoMa Key Sites Guidelines 
Exhibit B- Project LP A and CU Motions 
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KEY DEVEL~NT SITE GUIDELINES 

PURPOSE 

The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number of "key 

development sites" -large, underutilized development 

opportunities with lot areas ranging from 25,000 

square feetto well over 100,000 square feet (see Figure 

1). By providing greater direction to the development 

of these sites, the City has an opportunity to maximize 

public benefits and to ensure that their development 

directly delivers critical public benefits, such as: 

@ Affordable housing, per Plan Policy 2.3.1: "Set 

affordability requirements for new residential 

development at rates necessary to fulfill this 

objective;" 

'* Protections and incentives for production, 

distribution, and repair space, per Plan Policy 3.3.4: 

"Provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect 

.PDR;" 

I!!! A large hotel serving the Convention Center, per 

Plan Policy 3.5.1: "Allow hotels throughout the 

growth-oriented parts of the Plan Area;" 

"' Pedestrian access, per Plan Policy 4.1.9: "Expand 

the pedestrian network wherever possible 

through creation of new narrow streets, alleys, and 

mid-block connections;" 

'* New public parks, per Plan Policy 5.2.1: "Create a 

new public park in the highest growth portion of the 

Plan Area" and Plan Policy 5.2.2: "Create a new linear 

park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th 

Streets;" 

@ A new public recreation center, per Plan Policy 

5.3.1: "Increase the amount of public recreation 

center space, includingthe creation of a new public 

recreation center;" 

o Child care, per Plan Policy 2.6.2: "Help facilitate the 

creation of childcare facilities"; and 

* Public plazas, per Plan Policy 5.5.1: "Require new 

non-residential development and encourage 

residential development to provide POPOS that 

address the needs ofthe community." 

Finding space on which to locate these kinds of 

public assets is tremendously difficult in a highly 

developed neighborhood like SoMa. But on these 

key development sites, the City can partner with the 

developer to address the unique design challenges 

. that could constrain the creation of these amenities in 

exchange for their provision. 

The draft Key Development Site Guidelines contained 

in this document are intended to help fulfill the 

O[)[)OrtunitiPS for [)llhli~ hPnPfits and CJddrPSS thPSP 

design challenges. In doing so, these Guidelines are 

intended to help implement Objective 8.5 and Policy 

8.5.1 ofthe Central SoMa Plan. Objective 8.5 states, 

"Ensure that lat·ge development sites are carefully 

designed to maximize public benefit," whereas Policy 

8.5.1 states, "Provide greater direction and flexibility for 

large development sites in t·eturn for improved design 

and additional public benefits." The intent is for these 

guidelines to be further refined and codified with the 

adoption ofthe Central SoMa Plan, with additional 

refinement to occur as these projects seek entitlement 

from the City. 
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StTE 't. "5TH kND HOWA~~ 

Existing Conditions 

The 31,000 square foot site currently contains a large 

surface parking lot covering most of its area. It also 

includes two small two-story commercial buildings, 

one fronting Howard Street with parking in the r·ear 

and one extending from Howard Street to Tehama 

str:'eet. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, butk and zoning 

pa:ameters, there is potential for approximately 

fourto five hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including 

any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the 

site. This site is currently under the ownership of a 

non-profit housing development organization, and 

the expected development on the site would consist 

of a residential project with a very high percentage of 

affordable housing. 

Potential Public Benefits 

This site has the potential to provide a substantial 

amount of affordable housing, approximately 

400 housing units, at least 2/3 of which would be 

affordable to very low, low, and moderate income San 

Franciscans. This wouldgreatly exceed the percentage 

of below market rate housing otherwise required for 

the site (as cor1tained in Part C of the Central SoMa 

Implementation Strategy, "Requirements for New 

Development"). 

Potential Flexibility 

Height 

The site could contain two buildings- one of 300 feet 

and one of 180 feet. To maximize affordable housing 

units, the Plan could allow the 180-foot buildingto 

utilize the height to be treated as a mid-rise building 

rather than a tower (per Implementation Measure 

8.5.1.2), in which case it would be allowed to have floor 

plates larger than 12,000 square feet and be within 30 

fppt of thP ildjacent tower. 

Massing 

Where buildings are taller than 160 feet, the Plan 

requires a 15-foot setback along all property lines at a· 

height of 85 feet (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2). 

To maximize affordable housing units, the Plan could 

allow a partial reduction this setback requirement. 

However, at that height, design techniques including 

articulation (and not simply materiality and surface 

treatments) must be used to distinguish the streetwall 

podium from the tower. The Plan could also modify 

the apparent mass reduction requirement (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1) along Howard Street 

for the 180-foot building. 

Design Guidelines 

Parking and Loading Access 

To minimize conflicts on Howard and 5th Streets, any 

parking and loading for pmvided on this site shall be 

accessed off ofT ehama Street. · 
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[ S~ITE 2: "4TH AND HARRISON" 

Existing Conditions 

Thel02,000 square foot site currently contains four 

single-story buildings, including automobile parking 

for commuters and other non-residential uses. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million 

square feet of total development at this site across all 

uses, including any ofFice, residential, retail, hotel, and 

PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

Because of its l~rge size, the site has the potential 

to provide space for one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) an affordable housing site, 

2) affordable space for production, distribution, and 

repair, 3) a public recreation center. 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion 

of the site for a 100% affordable housing development 

while still including a large footprint for a substantial 

commercial development. Should this site yield an 

affordable housing site, the preferred location would 

be interior to the block facing Harrison Street, with 

a size of between 15,000 ~ 30,000 square feet (which 

is the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development's preferred size for affordable housing 

developments). 

· Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreemE?nt or other mechanism. 

Public Recreation Center 

Because of its large size and development potential, 

this site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. 

Such a recreation center could be stand-alone, or 

for purposes of site efficiency, incorpo1·ated into 

the affordable housing site or a proposed office 

development. Any proposed reueation center should 

co()rdinate the amenities and offerings with those 

available at the Gene Friend Recreation Center located 

at 6th and Folsom Streets. 

Potentia! Flexibility 

Height 

If providing on-site affordable housing and/or a 

recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet 

of additional height on the buildings on the site (per 

Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass 

reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property 

lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). If 

required to provide on-site affordable housing and/ 

or a recreation center without diminishing overall 

project development potential, the Plan could allow a 

reduction of the "skyplane" requirements along some 

combination of Harrison Street and 4th Street. This 

reduction would be designed to shift the build'l!lg mass 

in a manner that emphasizes the cornerof 4th and 

Harrison. 

CEIHRAL SOI~A PLAN 
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Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be . 

required to provide a mid-bl?ck connection between 

Harrison and Perry Streets. The mid-block connection 

should be located in the middle-third of the block. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 4th Street under 

I-SO along could be improved in a numberofways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could provide or contribute to public art, 

lighting and other improvements in coo1·dination with 

the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off 

of Perry Street and/or the new mid-block alley. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

New development is required to provide POPOS, 

on-site or within 900 feet of the project. A good 

location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the 

1-80 freeway, on the west side of 4th Street, where 

it could serve to activate the street (in keeping with 

Implementation Measures4.1.10.1 and 5.3.2.l).lf 

provided on-site, the project's POPOS should be an 

inviting indoor space along4th Street as well as the 

mid-block alley between Harrison Street and Perry 

Street. 

5 
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SITE 3: "2ND AND ~ARRISON'~-

Existing Conditions 

The site currently contains five buildings. There is a 

four story, 65,000 square foot commercial building 

on Harrison Street between 2nd Street and Vassar 

Place. To the west of Vassar Place, covering the full 

lot from Harrison Street to Perry Street, is a four story, 

150,000 square foot historically significant commercial 

building. West of that building are three two-story 

commercial buildings fronting Harrison Street with 

parking lots fronting Perry Street. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential for approximately 1.2 

million square feet of total development at this site 

across all uses, including any office, residential, retail, 

hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large site, the site has the potential to deliver one 

or more of the following as described further below: 1) 

increased affordable housing, 2) affordable space for 

production, distribution, and repair, 3) a large hotel, 4). 

child care, and 5) pedestrian experience under 1-80. 

Affordable Housing Site 

The collection of parcels west of the site's historic 

building has been proposed for a residential tower. 

With additional development potential, the site could 

potentially exceed the affordability levels required by 

the Plan. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part ofthe Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

Large Hotel 

The City is seeking large hotels (500 rooms or more) in· 

the proximity of the Moscone Convention Center (as 

discussed in Implementation Measure3.5.1.1). This site 

could accommodate such a hotel. 

Childcare 

Neighborhood suppo1t services, particularly childcare, 

are critical to support the vision of Central SoMa 

and maintain a diversity of residents in the Plan 

area, consistent with Draft Plan Objective 2.6. The 

proposed site would have the potential to provide an 

on-site child-care facility, to support the expanding 

population. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Perry Street runs between this site and the AC Transit 

bus storage facility, and is largely underneath the 

1-80 freeway. In addition, Perry Street dead-ends 

before reaching 2nd Street. The result is that existing 

conditions are unattractive and unsafe, as well as 

lacking connectivity. This project may have the 

opportunity to incorporate public realm and street 

improvements that ~onnect Perry Street to both 

2nd Street and Vassar Street and thereby improve 

the connectivity. Additionally, the project could 

provide or contribute to public art, lighting and other 

improvements along the bus facility and otherwise 

under 1-80. 

CEI·rrRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Potential Flexibility 

Height 

The Plan contains two potential height limits for this 

key development site a lower height and a higher 

height that could only be achieved through provision 

of the affordable housing and large hotel described 

above. This would include up to 350 feet east of Vassar 

Place, 200 feet on the Lotl05 and 350 feet on the 

collection of parcels to its west. 

Massing 

The Plan's tower controls establish a maximum 

floorplate of 12,000 square feet for hotels (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2) and a minimum 

distance of 115 feet between any two towers (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4). Achieving the City's 

desired minimum number of hotel rooms oncsite could 

require the hotel tower to exceed the Plan's proposed 

maximum floor size and dimensions, as well as its 

minimum tower separation. However, such a tower 

would be required to be set back to the maximum 

degree possible from Harrison Street. 

Privately"owned public open space (POPOS) 

The Plan's POPOS requirements state that the 

development's POPOS should be open to they sky 

(per Implementation Measure 5.5.1.1). However, the 

location of the site adjacent to the freeway is not highly 

conducive to an outdoor POPOS. Simultaneously, a 

use that activates 2nd Street for pedestrians is very 

·important along that busy street. As such, the Plan 

could allow an exception to the requirement thatthe 

POPOS be open to the sky, and instead provide an 

enclosed POPOS, as long as it is at sidewalk g1·ade and 

has a clear ceiling height of at least 25 feet and meets 

other standards fo1· design and performance. 

I<.EY DEVELOPl,~Ei-.iT SITE C:iU!DEUNES 

Lot Consolidation 

To maintain historic neighborhood character; the Plan 

bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with 

historic or neighborhood"character buildings (per 

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan 

Figure 7.2, several parcels fronting Harrison and 2nd 

Streets would not be allowed to consolidate with other 

parcels under this provision. However, on this large 

site, this requirement may impact the ability to achieve 

both public benefits and c;uperior design and potential 

for iJUblic benefits. Theretore, the Pla11 could allow the 

project to consolidate these lots. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid" Block Connections 

The development site has the potential to add a 

portion of Lot 112. If this occurs, the development 

should connect Vassar Place all the way from Harrison 

Street to Perry Street. However, a second mid"block 

connection in addition to Vassar Place is unlikely to 

provide an important pedestrian route, given the 

availability of Vassar Street and the lack of a mid" block 

connection south of Pei-ry St1·eet, and could diminish 

from the street wall along Harrison Street. Therefore, 

the project may not be required to develop a second 

mid" block connection. Parking and Loading Access 

Parking and loading should be provided off of Perry 

Street or Vassar Place, but not 2nd Street or Harrison 

St1·eet. 
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The following information is contained for each key 

development site: 

Ill> The existing conditions on the site (as of January 

2018); 

ll) Its development potential, based on proposed 

zoning and height limit; 

@I The "Potential Public Benefits," which, as the name 

implies, describes the public benefits that couid be 

provided on the site that are not otherwise required 

by the Plan, tailored to the unique potential of the 

site; 

o The "Potential Flexibility," which describes the 

potential exceptions from the Plan's Implementation 

Measures that may be necessary to achieve the 

increased public benefits, tailored to the unique 

circumstances of each site and of provision of the 

potential public benefits; and 

. G the "Design Guidelines," which describe site-specific 

strategies to best implement the Plan's policies 

where such explicit direction is not already given by . 

the Plan. 

CEIHRAL SOMA PLAI'i 
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L SITE ~'FLOWER MART". ~ 

Existing Conditions Affordable Housing Site 

The site currently contains a large wholesale flower 

market consisting of single-story warehouses, smaller 

shops, parking, and ancillary faCilities. Additionally, 

there is a surface parking lot at the corner of 5th 

and Brannan that has been used to store utility 

vehicles. Located at the north end of the site is a 

shared easement that serves as a serviced rive for the 

wholesale flower market and its northern neighbors. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for at least 2.4 million square 

feet of total development at this site across all uses, 

including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR 

on the site. 

·Potentia! Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) a replacement Flower Mart 

at subsidized rents, 2) an affordable housing site. 

Wholesale Flower Market 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). It is important that such space be 

provided for the current wholesale flower market 

tenants as well as future operators, and thatthe facility 

is provided at affordable rents to ensure their longevity 

and financial succes~. The City and the project sponsor 

are considering a development agreement to ensure 

that this occurs. 

Current plans for the site do not contemplate the 

inclusion of housing, due to potential conflicts with the 

operations of the wholesale flower market. However, 

if such conflicts were mitigatable, and housing we1-e 

contemplated on the site, such housing could also 

·provide space for on-site affordability. The large size 

of the site could enable the potential for a 100% 

affordable housing development of 15,000-30,000 

square feet, potentially at the comer of 6th and 

Brannan, while still including a substantial commercial 

development. 

Potential Flexibility 

Massing 

The site design is driven by the wholesale flower 

market's need for a continuous ground floor operation 

of almost three acres. Given this consideration, the City 

could allow the following exceptions to the streetwall 

(per Implementation Measure 8.1.3.1), skyplane (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1), tower separation 

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4), tower bulk 

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), setback 

requirements (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), 

and building length (per Implementation Measure 

8.5.2.2): 

lll The potential for the building at the comer of 5th 

and Brannan to have its 15-foot setback would occur 

up to a height of 105 fget rather than 85 feet; 

11> The "mid-rise" portion of the building above the 

wholesale flower market to go to 200 feet rather 

than 160 feet, provided this inuease is only 

961 

located internally to the block along the mid-block 

connection created by the project; 
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• A reduced setback at 85 feet along 5th Street and 

Morris Street for a small percentage of the building; 

~~~ A reduced setback for the tower proposed at the 

corner of 6th and Brannan Streets; 

eo A waiver of the the bulk reduction in the top 1/3 of 

the tower; 

a An ability to exceed the maximum building length of 

300 feet if the project still contains an architectural 

mass break (respecting the intent of Planning Code 

Section 270.1) a.nd is largely permeable and open to 

the elements atthe ground floor; and 

e A waiver of the narrow streets setback and skyplane 

requirements at the ne\11/ mid block east-west paseo 

and expanded service lane. 

PDR Space 

To ensure no net loss of PDR due to the Plan, the 

Plan proposes 100 percent replacement of PDR 

space in areas being rezoned from SALI to PDR 

(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). However, by 

increasing the efficiency of the current wholesale 

flower market, it is possible to have the same amount 

of businesses and workers on a smaller footprint. As 

such, the Plan could allow an exception to the 100 

percent replacement requirement.· 

Lot Consolidation 

To maintain historic neighborhood character, the Plan 

bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with 

historic or neighborhood-charact€r buildings (per 

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan 

Figure 7.2, the site parcels fronting both 5th and 6th 

Streets that would not be allowed to consolidate with 

other parcels. On this large site, this requirement runs 

counter to the ability to achieve superior design and 

potential for public benefits. Therefore, the Plan could 

allow the project to consolidate these lots. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be· 

required to provide multiple mid-block connections. 

These should be utilized to create an alley network 

on this block- one of the few in SoMa without one. 

This should include an east-west connection through 

the entire block, potentially as an extension of 

Freelon Street. This should also include a north-south 

connection from Brannan Street to the east-west 

connection. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project c~uld provide or contribute to public art, 

lighting or other improvements in coordination with 

the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Parking and loading should be provided off of an 

existing or new alley or service drive. Given the size and 

industrial nature ofthis site, it may require multiple 

parking access points. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

Due to the site's size, there are multiple ways to meet 

the intent of the POPOS requirement. This could 

include pedestrianizing a large po1tion of the 1·equired 

mid-block connections .. This could also include a large 

centralized public space on the site. Any such space 

should be oriented to maximize sunshine. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAh 
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Ground Floor Activation 

Presuming the replacement wholesale flower market 

is at the ground floor, it will be important to ensure 

that the facility is designed to support activation at 

this level during the afternoon and evening hours 

when the wholesale flower market typically has no 

to low activity. The portion of the building fronting 

POPOS should be lined with active commercial and/ 

or community uses that serve the local population into 

the evenings and weekends. 

f<EY DEVELOP1,1ENT S!TE GU!DEU!·~ES 11 
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Existing Conditions 

The site includes a nearly 100,000 square foot 

parcel (Lot 045) fronting Brannan and 5th Streets 

that includes a two-story building of approximately 

40,000 square feet that formerly was a San Francisco 

Chronicle printing plant (now partially used for 

animal care), as well as a large parking lot. The site 

includes three parcels fronting Brannan Street, 

including a 60,000 square foot"L'' sh!Jped parcel (Lot 

052) currently owned by the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and used primarily for 

open air storage of light poles. The other two lots are 

each about 19,000 square feet andcontain low-rise 

industrial structures; one (Lot 051) contains a one-story 

auto body shop and the other (Lot 050) is used for. 

additional storage by the SFPUC. 

Development Potentia! 

Based on the pmposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, induding requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one 

million one hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including any 

office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following 

as described further below: 1) a publicpark, 2) an 

affordable housing site, 3) affordable space for 

production, distribution, and repair. 

Public Park 

The Central SoMa Plan has identified this site· as the 

preferred location for a new public pMk (as discussed 

in Implementation Measure5.2.2.1). The potential 

park on this site could be up to an acre in size 

(-43,000 square feet), with a minimum desirable size 

of approximately three-quarters of an acre (-32,000 

square feet). If located on the interior to this typical 

large SoMa block, itwould be protected from noise 

and traffic by its location and could be accessed by up 

to six public streets based on implementation of the 

design recommendations discussed below. Given the 

limited opportunities to identify a site for a park of this 

size, the creation of this park is a very high priority of 

the Plan. . 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for development on 

a portion of the site (between 12,000 -18,000 square 

feet) of a 100% affordable housing development 

. while still including a large footprint for a substantial 

commercial development. Should this site yield an 

affordable housing site, the preferred location would 

include a significant frontage facing the proposed 

park, which would directly benefit the residents and 

help provide "eyes" on the park around the clock 

throughout the week, in addition to that provided by 

the new adjacent commercial buildings, as well as 

ensuring a diversity of uses fronting the park. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

CEI'>ITRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Potential Flexibility 

Height 

If providing a public park and/or on-site affordable 

housing, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet of 

additional height on the buildings on the site (per 

Implementation Measure 8.5X2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate 

mass reduction from 50-80% along street-facing 

prope1ty lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). 

Recognizing that the proposed park substantially 

reduces the site's development potential, the Plan· 

could allow the "skyplane" requirements to be reduced 

on this site, as viewed from Brannan, 5th, Bryant, 

and Welsh Streets. This reduction would shift the 

building mass in a manner that increases sun access 

to the park by moving it towa1·ds the corner of 5th and 

Brannan, towards Welsh Street, and towards Bryant. 

The buildings would still need to establish a strong 

streetwall of 65 feet to 85 feet along the major streets, 

step back substantially above that height, and use 

architectural techniques to render the upper portion 

deferential to the lower portion. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

The new mid-block connections required on this site 

should connect and extend the existing dead end 

alleys directly to the public open space, and increase 

the pedestrian permeability through the interior of this 

block, as follows: 

1. Connect the two ends of Welsh Street: This alley 

would provide east-west redestrian access through 

the block and remove two dead-end conditions. 

I<EY DEVELOPHUH SITE GUIDELINES 

Welsh Street will be connected through the newly 

created park. 

2. Connect Free/on Street to 5th Street. This alley would 

provide east-west pedestrian access through the 

block and remove a dead-end condition. 

3. Connect Free/on Street to Brannon Street: This 

connection should provide direct access to the 

proposed park (discussed above) from Brannan 

Street. The intersection of this mid-block 

connection with Brannan Street should be located 

as far to the east as possible, in order to effectively 

reduce the block length, provide most direct 

alignment to the park, and most closely align with 

both a 'proposed mid-block pedestrian crossing 

on Brannan Street and with a required mid-block 

connection on block 3786 ("88 Bluxome/Tennis 

Club" site). 

4. Connect Bryant Street to Welsh Street: This 

connection should provide direct access to the 

proposed park from Bryant Street. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could contribute to this improvement in 

coordination with the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be designed 

to minimize conflicts with the use of and access to the 

·public park. 
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Privately-owned public open space (POPOS} 

As required by the Plan, the site will provide a 

significant amount of POPOS. This space should 

be located adjacent to the proposed public park to 

expand its size, and/or designed to enhance access to 

the park (via making the new mid-block connections 

pedestrian-only). 

Ground Floor Activation 

Activation of the park is critical. As required by 

the Plan, the park shall be lined with active uses, 

particularly retail, community uses (e.g., childcare), 

and PDR. To maximize activation, the ground floor uses 

should be diversified, in terms of users and time of use. 

Residential uses should be located facing to the park 

to provide additional eyes on it round the clock. 

Light and Wind in the Public Park 

The park and the development must be designed 

cooperatively to ensurethatthe project remains 

feasible and that the park does not reduce the site's 

development potential. That being said, the massing 

and design of the buildings should afford the park 

a substantial amount of sunshine and a minimum 

amount of wind to ensure its use and enjoyment. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAI'.J 
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SITE 6: "WELLS FAR~ l 

Existing Conditions 

The site includes a 6,000 square foot single-story 

building containing a Wel~s Fargo bank branch and a 

chain coffee shop, as well as a large parking lot. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential for approximately 

three- to four-hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including any 

offrce, resrdentrai, retari, hotel, and PUR on the srte. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a single, relatively modest sized parcel the site has 

the potential to deliver one or more of the following 

as described further· below: 1) affordable space 

for production, distribution, and repair, 2) a public 

recreation center. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or· other mechanism. 

Public Recreation Center 

This site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. 

Any proposed recreation center should coordinate 

the amenities and offerings with those available at 

the Gene Friend Recreation Center located at 6th and · 

Folsom Streets. 

f<EV DEVELOPI,1ENT S!TE C:iUlDEUI-JES 

Potentia! Flexibility 

Massing 

Since the site is proposed to be zoned at 20.0 feet, it 

could choose to develop as a tower, subject to the 

rules discussed in Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4, 

and the exceptions discussed here would not be 

necessary. However, if the site chooses to develop 

subject to the controls of a mid-rise building, with 

a maximum height of 160 feet, it could provide 

significantly more light and air onto Freelon Alley 

than the tower· scenario. To support this outcorne, 

the Plan could allow 1) an alteration of the skyplane 

requirements so thatthere is still significantly more 

light and air on Freelon Streetthan under the tower 

scenario, though less than otherwise required by 

Implementation Measure 8.4.1.1, and 2) a minor 

reduction in apparent mass reduction on Brannan 

Street. Such a gesture could help emphasize the 

importance of the corner of 4th and Brannan Streets. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

To maximize development potential on the site, and in 

return for the public benefits described above, the City 

could allow the POPOS not open to the sky, as long as 

it has a clearance of at least 25 feet and meets other 

standards for design and performance included in 

I mp\ementation Measure 5.5.1.1. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site may be 

required to provide a new mid-block connection 

connecting 225-foot long lot frontages on Br·annan 

and Freelon. However, given the existing permeability 

of the block (via such alleys as Freel on, Welsh, Zoe, 

and Ritch), such an alley is not necessary. If provided, 
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it should serve as a POPOS and be activated by uses 

within the development. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

· Current pedestrian conditions a tong 4th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could provide or contribute to improvements 

in coordination with the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed 

off of Freelon Street, rather than 4th Street or Brannan 

Street. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

Part of th~ POP OS requirement on this site can be met 

through the required five foot setback along 4th Street, 

which is necessary to provide adequate sidewalk 

widths (see Implementation Measwre 4.1.1.2). As per 

the remaining POPOS requirement, notwithstanding 

the potential exception discussed above, a good 

location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the 

1-80 freeway, where it could serve tci activate the street 

(in keeping with Implementation Measures 4.1.10.1 and 

5.3.2.1). If such a POPOS is infeasible, the site should 

consider a pedestrianized mid-block connection on 

the eastern end of the property (as discussed above) 

or through a setback along Freel on Street. The POPOS 

should not be provided as a "carve out" along 4th or 

Brannan Streets that diminishes from the streetwall 

provided by the building (per Implementation Measure 

8.1.3.1). 

CEIHRAL SOt1A PLAN 
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SITE 7: "88 BLUXOME/TENNIS CLUB" j 

Existing Conditions 

The site is currently utilized as a private recreational 

facility, most prominently featuring the city's only 

indoor tennis courts. 

Development Potentia! 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million 

square feet of total development at this site across all 

uses, including any office, residential, recreational, 

retail, hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potentia! Public Benefits 

This large site has the potential to deliver one or more 

of the following as described further below: 1) an 

affordable housing site, 2) public recreation center, 3) 

Bluxome Linear Park. 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion 

of the site (between 15,000 30,000 square feet) for 

a 100% affordable housing development while still 

including a large footprint for a substantial commercial 

development. Should this site yield an affordable 

housing site, the preferred location would be intaior 

to the block. 

Public Recreation Center 

This site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. For 

purposes of site efficiency, such a recreation center 

could be incorporated into the affordable housing 

site or a proposed office development. Any proposed 

recreation center should coordinate the amenities 

and offerings with those available at the Gene Friend 

Recreation Center located at 6th and Folsom St1·eets. 

KEY DEVELOP1,1Eh1T SITE GUtDEUHES 

Bluxome Linear Park 

The site contains the potential to create the new 

linear park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 

5th Streets. While part of this requirement could meet 

the Plan's POPOS requirements (per Implementation 

Measure 55.1.1), construction of the entire park would 

likely exceed the amount of required POPOS. 

Potential Flexibility 

Height 

if providing an on-site affordable housing and/or a 

public recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25 

feet of additional height on the buildings on the site 

(per Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass 

reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property 

lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). in return 

for the public benefits discussed above, the City could 

allow a reduction ofthe "skyplane" requirements along 

some combination of Bluxome, Brannan, and 5th 

Streets. This reduction would be designed to shift the 

building mass in a manner that emphasizes the corner 

of 5th and Brannan Streets. For the potential tower 

on the western portion of the site, the design should 

explore ways to increase floorplates and dimensions in 

a fashion that is minimally visible from the street, given 

the depth of the development lot. Fm the potential 

mid-rise building in the eastern portion ofthe site, it 

may be necessary to add mass on the upper floors to 

account for development capacity lost in providing the 

additional public benefits. These potential exceptions 

should be mindful of potential shadow impacts on the 

proposed park on the north side of Brannan Street (see 

"Park Block" site). 
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Production, Distribution, and Repair 

The Plan requires that any proposed office building 

on the site would be required to provide PDR space 

(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). The City could 

allow this PDR requirement to be waived in return 

for providing more than one of the public benefits 

discussed above. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be 

required to provide a mid-block connection between 

Brannan and Bluxome Streets. The mid-block 

connection between Brannan and Bluxome Streets 

should be located in the middle-third of the block. 

While a new mid-block connection could be required 

east from 5th Street, it is unlikely that such a 

connection would benefitthe circulation pattern in the 

area; and is therefore not a priority. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off 

of Bluxome Street, rather than 5th Street or Brannan 

Street. To minimize disruption ofthe proposed linear 

park along Bluxome, this loading should occur as far 

east on the site as possible. 

Light and Wind in the Public Park 

The development on the site should consider its 

effects on shadows and wind on the proposed 

Bluxome Street linear park, balancing this issue against 

other massing considerations on the site. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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[?TE 8: "4TH AND TOWN~:END" 

Existing Conditions 

The site currently has several uses. On the triangular 

lot fronting 4th Street is a single-story building hosting 

two retail uses a restaurant and a coffee shop. On 

the triangular lot fronting Townsend Street is a single 

story furniture store. In the northeast corner of the site 

are two residential condominiums and a commercial 

condominium. These are connected via a driveway to 

a curb cut at the intersection of 4th and Townsend. 

Devetopment Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million 

square feet of total development at this site across all 

uses, including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and 

PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) an a1·chitectural identifier 

for the Plan Area, 2) pedestrian access to transit. 

Architecture 

The corner of 4th and Townsend is the intersection 

of two rail lines- Caltrain and the Central Subway. 

The Plan seeks to emphasize the importance of this 

location by establishing the Plan Area's highest height 

limits. Additionally, the Plan seeks to use distinctive 

architecture to demarcate the importance of this 

site and serve as an identifier of Central SoMa on the 

skyline. 

Pedestrian Access to Transit 

The ongoing upgrades to Caltrain and the completion 

f<EY DEVELOPHEi-.JT SITE GUlDEUI~ES 

of the Central Subway are both going to bring a 

lot of new people to the intersection of 4th and 

Townsend Streets. To facilitate the movement of 

these pedestrians across this busy intersection, this 

development sites should consider ways to facilitate 

pedestrian movement through this block, including a 

new connection to Lusk Street. It should.also consider 

incorporation of underground pedestrian access to the 

Caltrain station.· 

Potentia[ FlexHiHity 

Land Use 

The Plan requires parcels larger than 40,000 

square feet south of Harrison Street to be primarily 

non-1·esidential (per Implementation Measure 3.1.1.1). 

The Plan could allow this site to be a primarily 

residential development, with potential for ground 

floor retail. This exception would be tied to the 

provision of non-residential development beyond 

otherwise required at an affiliated site (i.e., the Park 

Block site, currently proposed for development by the 

same sponsor). 

Massing 

The site has the potential for two towers designed 

in an architecturally superior way. Given this 

consideration, the City could allow exceptions to tower 

separation (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4), 

tower bulk (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), and 

setback requirements (per Implementation Measure 

8.3.4.2), as follows: 

* A reduced tower separation between the two 

buildings, so that there is a perceived separati.on of 

approximately 50 feet on the lower half of the tower 

and 70 feet on uppe1· third of the building; 
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$ Allow the expression of the desired 50 foot height 

difference be within the massing of each tower, 

rather than between towers; 

., An increase in the bulk such that the towers may 

have an individual floorplate of more than 12,000 

square feet until the upper third of the towers, and 

the top 1/8 of the towers must have floorplates of no 

more than 8,000 square feet each; 

e A waiver from the streetwall requirement to allow 

the setbacks below the podium to be gradual and to 

exceed five feet; 

• An increase in the plan dimension and diagonals of 

the towers up to 270 feet; 

e· A reduced setback at 85 feet along Townsend Street, 

though this setback could be no less than 10 feet 

Design Guidelines 

Parking and Loading Access 

To minimize impacts to transit vehicles traversing the 

intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets, all vehicle 

access to the site must be from Townsend Street at 

the eastern edge of the site. New curb cuts are not 

permitted along 4th Street. 

Public Plaza 

The City requires residential projects to provide open 

space, and provides an incentive to make such open 

space publicly accessible. This site would be a good 

location for one or more such public open spaces, 

which could include a substantial, accessible, and 

inviting public plaza. 

CEI•JTRAL SOMA PLA.N 
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Existing Conditions 

The 25,000 square foot site currently contains a 

. recently completed 130,000 square foot, six-story office 

building. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential to add up to 165,000 

square feet of additional office development on top of 

the existing office building. 

Potential Public Benefits 

Bluxome Linear Park 

The site contains the potential to create the new linear 

park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 

5th Streets. 

Potential Flexibility 

Massing 

The Plan requires tower separation of at least 115 

feet (Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4) and for towers 

to be set back from all property lines by 15 feet 

(Implementation Measure 8.3.4.1). This addition to this 

building is expected to be entitled after entitlement 

of an adjacent tower at 646 4th Street. To facilitate the 

construction of the addition at 505 Brannan, the tower 

separation controls could be reduced, though the 

separation should be the maximum feasible. Strategies 

should be used to minimized the perceived separation, 

such as off-setting the buildings to the maximum 

degree possible. The building could also be allowed 

to have a reduced setback at its western boundaries, 

particularly amund Block 3786 Lot 039 that has an 

irregular configuration with the 505 Brannan lot. 

KEY DEVELOPt•1ENT SITE CUIDELIHES 21 
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SAN FRANCISCO .·. . .··. .. . · .. 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 20470 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 20, 2019 

Record No.: 2014-000203ENX 
Project Address: 655 4th STREET; 280-290 AND 292-296 TOWNSEND STREET 
Zoning: CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use Off]ce) Zoning District 

Central SoMa Special Use District 
400"CSHelghtaf;!d Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 3787/026, 028, 050,161-164 
Project Sponsor: 655 4th Own'er LLC :.. . ... ! 

·. One Bush Street, Suite 500 

SanFrancisco, CA 94104 
PropertyOwner: 655 4th Owner, LLC 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact:. Linda Ajello Hoagland, AICP- (415) 575-6823 

linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS .RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO 
PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 249.78, 329 AND 848, TO.ALLOW EXCEPTIONS TO 1) SETBACKS, 
STREET WALL ARTICULATION AND TOWER SEPARATION, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTIQI\1132.4; 2) USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL UNITS, PURSUANTTO PLANNING 

.··CODE SECTIONS 135 & 329(e)(3)(B)(vi); 3) POPOS QESlGN; PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 

. SECTION 138); 4) DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 140 
& 249.78(d)(11); 5) STREET FRONTAGE REQUIREivfENTS, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTION:1~5;1; 6) GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIALFRONTAGE, PURSUANT TO PLANNING 
COI)E SECTION 145.4); 7) PROTECTED PEDESTRIAN-, CYCLING-, AND TRANSIT-ORIENTED 
STREETF}tONTA,GES, PURUSANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 155(r); 8) WIND; PURSUANT 

TO fLA,Nl'JING CODE SECTION 249.78(d)(7); 9) USES ON LARGE DEVELOPMENT SIT~S, 
.PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 249.78(c)(6); 10) NARROW AND MID~BLOCKALLEY 

. CONTROLS, PURSUANT TOPLANNING CODE SECTION 261.1; AND 11) CENTRALSOM~ BUL~ 
·CONTROLS, PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION270.1; TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF 

TWO 36-T0-40-STORY BUILDINGS CUMULATIVELY CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 1,014,968 
GROSS SQUARE FEET OF RESIDENTIAL USE (960 DWELLING UNITS), 24,509 GROSS SQUARE 
FEET OF HOTEL USE (38 ROOMS), 21,840 GROSS SQUARE FEET OFOFFICEUSE, 18,454 GROSS 
SQUARE FEET OR Gl{OUND-FLOOR RETAIL USE, 2,484 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF 

.·. RETAJL/INDOOR PRIVATELY OWNED PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE, AND 276 OFF­
• STREET PARKING SPACES (INCLUDING 12 CAR-SHARE SPACES),· LOCATED AT 655 4th STREET; 

. . . . . . . . 

280~290AND 292~296 TOWNSEND STREET, LOTS 026, 028, 050, AND 161-164 AND IN ASSESSOR'S 
BlOCK 3787, WITHIN THE CMUO (CENTRAL SOMA MIXED-USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT 
M-lD A 400cCS HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE 
CALIFORNIA .ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
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.·····.~·~~~·~•'..'.$~~~NX 
~~.,-srr~et 

. 'b~ D'ec~bbr 19, 20l7;M{Hinda s~~apurbf'R~ub~~; Junius &Rose; L.t~,: aetiilihi'lB4~!f"8£~$.;4~'~(?Wfl.~t .. 
. ·(hereinafter HProject Sponsor''),filed Application No, 20l4-000203ENX (herefnaf~¢3:-,iA:pr,lic~AiiJn!I)Wiih tJI~ 
Plimnirtg O~partment (here~n<)#et "Depattment") fot a Large Project Autho:dzafion p~tiu.~~(fb ~l;irti~dg 
Cocie Sedion $29 with exceptiat1S from Plannirig Code ("Code")<requitement$ f~t "Btilidrrig Setbac;k$;:< 
Streetwall Articul.atkm and 'tower, Separatioli1; J/Usable Ope.q_ $pace fot lZesi9.enti~l tJmtsi'·;,.f~d]_'i()g 

· Design'!; "Dwelling Unit Exposur~"; ''Street Frontage Controls'~; j'Ground Floor CorruneictaLStiee£ 
frontag~ Controls"; "Protected Pedestrian-, CyCling~, ·and Transif-O;iented Street Fronfag~r; j""W~~d.h 
('Use8 on Large Dciyelopment S}tes"; ''Narrow arid Mit;i-Bloc:k :Alley Q{)ntrols''; and "Central·I?RM~:~\:Ill~ 

· Co:r.fnols", to d,ell\olish three ~>dstmg buHdirtgs and as~oci;ltedsurfate paJ;king on the sfte {6p$,4$~tt~¢t~;. 
280~290 and 292~296 Townsend Street) and construct two new 36:.40~story, 400ai:ld S6b-foot tatt:11;l;Xeii~~s~. , 
building '\.vifh 960 dwelling units, a 38,..room hotel, office, and ground-:floor r.etail (hereina£t~{'"Br6Jg(:~i)af 
()5,5 4th Stteet, Illotk 3787 Lots 026/02$, b5(), 16;1-164 (hereiiutftet ''Project Sit¥'), ... . . · 

. . .. 

!!~~=~~f!E;~!~:~!~~:~~:~t;~~:;!~~~!~~~;~~=~~ 
tO.mplylri~ 'with th¢. C<J.lHornia: Envh·qnment;!(l Quality Act (CaL :Pt.\b, Re$~ C6dE! S~diori 2;tti,qp' ¢.t; $fq:, 
(h-ereinafter uCEQA") J:he State CEQA Gt,iidelines (Cal., A.dn1in. <:::;ot;Je Title .14, sectiOn 15MD e:t ~erf.> 
(hereinafter "CEQA GuideHn¢s') and.Chapter3lqf theSanFr.!lnciscp Administrative:Code (het.~I~aff~( 
"Chapter 3t'). The Commission hapeviewed the EIR, '\.Vhkh .has been available for thls' comrnis·~~B.r<~ 
review a$ wdl as pu,blicreview. ' " ' . 

..... :·;.·.; 

The Central s()1-f~ Pl?n EIR is a Ptb~ta~EIR Pu~:;uanf~o CEQ;y,'Q4td~~bJ:~j5~·6W(¢)(2J;if'th~te~d~gci,{~f 
· finds thatrto new effects coul!) occur or nO new miHgation measUres would be r~qhir~d-of a pf9,p6.s@. 

project, the agency may approve :the 'p'rojec:;tas being wjthin.the scbpeoftheptoject covered by the:pi¢gran1: 
EI~ and no a.d.ditiona1 of new environmental revieW. is require~. Ir1 approving the CentraJ SpM~ ~lMA'h~ 
Coriunissi()n adoptee!. CEQA firtdihgs in it$ Re$Ol!lt10ri No. :20183 <U1Q herei:>y irtcorporMes $u,ch E~ridi.figs 
by reference: . · ...... · 

.... . . . ·:. ·• : .:· ~. . " ' . . <· : . ,.' ::~ 

Addition~lly,' .state dEQA: a\Jid~Hrie's: se:a~()ri ··'i$~8~· }Ji~~!d'es a··sfr~~rbH~¢4 enyii:P.~m~nt~L>r~~i.tiwib.i. 
projetts that ar~ consistent wlth the development density established by ¢':~;Miigz~fi.4\& ~ofu:~l-¥i6r·plah 
or general pian pqlipes fo:r: which '<m ErR wa$ certified, except as rrtigh,t ~e. r,ie¢e~s~y}<;> ¢~~#.ii~e ~vh~ther,, 
thete are ,prq)ect-sp~dfk effects whidl. ate. pectili[ir. t() th~ ptoject 9r. Hs :s.lte.; S~'¢~iP,h·.~~i~$)#E!Wt~~: 'tM.t 
examina fion of envi.rorunental effects shall be limitecl. to those f.! (feet$ fhl'l.t (a) ·ai& pe.ctl.liilt' tg· t~~ project ~'r 
parcel on which th~ projec:t Would be loc<lted, {b) were not analyzed as ~igrtifiquH effects iri f\ ·ptlbr BIE '?ii­
fhe zoning actiott, genet~ I plan or corrirn4nity. plim ·with which 01e project is cbnsistenf, (c) ar.e potentially 
significant off~sitf:! and cumul?ttive irnpacts which >:Vere not dis¢uss¢d hl the ul1derlymg EIK pr (d) arEi 
previously identified in the E!R btitwhlch are detennined to have mote seye.re aciverse impact tha.n tbal 
dis.cussed iii ihe underlymg EI:R. Section 15183(c) ~pecif~es thatif art impact iS t~ot peculiar to the parcel qt 
to the proposed,proje<;t,theri: <J.ndEIRneed ri.ot be prepared. fo:r thafptokct sqlely on ~he ba$is of that imp<~ct 
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Motlbh No. 2047ti 
Jnne-20 1 2()19 

RECORD Nb. 20i4~ooo203ENX 
655 41h Street 

On June 11, 2019, thelkpartrncnt cietermined that the Pro},~;# didnotrequire fu.rther environmental J;'e\dev{ · 
under Section 151$3. olthe CEQA Guidelines and J?(ibilc ReS()Urc~s Code $e¢tion 2108~.3, The Ptojett is 
coi1sistent.with the atlopf~d z6ning controls i}l the Central $qM~ Area. Pl<in a11d.was· ep,ton1p(lssed, w1thiri 
the anoJysis contained in the ETR,' Sincethe Eli\ was finaHzed1 there have b~en rt() substaritive. c~anges to. 
the. C~ptral SoMa .Are~ Plan .ahc\ no· sub.sfanHve c}-w::rrges fn .. <citcvtiistO:hces flli!i woi.tld reqU:ire ri:iajor 
reV.i'slons tbthe Eiit·yiue. to fiJI; li;lvoly¢rh¢1\tof!1eW. signifkai;lt envii:qi]iJlenlaJ eff~tts Qf <'\i1'i{1creas~intl:\e 
severity of previously identifieci· si~iflcant ln;1pads/ Md there fs t\0 new Jrtformationof sh}j;)staritial 
in'iportanc\3 that woulq d].ange the ct:n1ctusioris sdtforth in the F~i:i.E;Il ElK .'th¢ rile fbr this pn~j~ct, iht1ud1i~g 
the C~ntra1 so.rna Area Pla,n EII< af.ld th~;: ContnwnJtyPlan Exemption certifi<:ate, is available for :reyi~Wat 
the .San Ftq);!'t;iscp Plqt:i'riitig Departme.n:t ~iS 50 Mis13iq'Q $tte¢t, Suite.400, San Francisco, CaVforrtia. 

P.Imv1mg. D.epartm ent staff prepared .. a Mitigation Moriitoriri& arid Repqrtipg J;>rogram ('!'fv1MRP'') setting 
forthnutigaHon li).easilres H;atwereidentififi<i in.the ·c:entraJ·soM.a J?IanEIR that are :applicable• toJhe 
Project Th'ese m.iti gati onxneasures at~ set forth in their· entirety- m the· MMRP <rttached to. the Monon as 
EXFIIBlTC: 

On ,Wne 2o0, 2019, the.Corrm:ili>siqn addpted ~1otiory.No; 204'71, apptoxlhga ConditiohalVse Aqtliqfizafidn 
fo1; the Prbje!2t. (Conditipnallls~ 4t~¢crtizat~qJ"tA ppl~catlpn No.201.4~0QOf,03ctJA), indud.ing <JlvXitig<.ttitrrl, 
Monitoifng, al;ld, ~ep<)rtiug Progr~mf6ttheJ5~:oject,atta,ched as E>i~IbitC to Motion N0 .. 2047o;whkh.in:e 
incorpo:ratE!dherein by this reference thereto a~ if fully se.t forth jn this MoliQn. 

Oit Trine 20, Z0i9, the San Francisco. Planning. Comrnissiori (hereinafter i1C6mmission") conducted a drily 
noticed. public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application N,tJ. 
2o14~boozos:gN:X. . 

the Planning Departmept Cpmn1issior:t Secretary is·ttle. Gustodian ofrecords; the File rofi\ecor.d N~: 2£Yl4· 
000203El-.J)C is ioci\te~ .at1REi0 Mis$i on Street, Suit~400;Sart Francis¢(); t;aH£otnia~ 

The •t6mrrdssion has heatd and considered the testimony. presented to it atthe,pubHc·headng and bas· 
fui:tnet considered wriftenn'lateiials and. oral te$ti1Uoriypresent¢d on.h~h;>lf of th~ applicant~ 'peJ?at6;nenf 
stt:~U, and ei:thefintere,SJed pin:Ues. 

.. . . . 

MOVED, that.the Comrriission. hereby riuthotizes the Large. Proj¢cf Auihoriz~tit)h. as regue$ted it1 
Application No; 201 4:000203ENX; subject to t:he conqftioris.9tmtain~d irr"ExidlBITAu bftbif! rotition, bai;eq 

·on the folloy,ring findings; · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

FINDINGS. 

I'iaying reviewed the materi:als.Jdentified iri the· preamble. above1 and. having heatd all testimony aJi.q 
argliments, this Comn1ission .finds, cortcl11des, and de:terJ;:rtines a$ follow$? · . 

1. The.<\hove redtals ate pccurate.and constitute findings o{this·Commisslo;'\. 
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Moticin No; 20410 
June 20, 2019 · 

RSCORD·No. 2014~ooo2o3ENX 
6$5 4tti Stre~t · 

. . 

~· '~~ 
. a total o£1;014;,968 gross squarefe~t ("gsf") of residential use with app;r:¢!$in~~~ly960 ciw.ellhl.g'tinits 

(242 studios)· 330 1-bedraoms; 351 . 2-bedroomsi 37 3-becirooms)~· ~4?.sQ9.. gs{ o{, &9t~f u~e '.W:Wi 
a.pproximat~Jy 3s rooms;, 21,84o &Sf of office use; 18,454 gsf ofgrouiia~£I~9r:.i¢,tW7.i~fil:i:~1s~.g;?.£'6J 
retail/interior pr1yate1y-:owned, pu1Jlidy'<Jccessible open $pac.e { 1P0POS1

') f.ro_~titig oli ~1ii·$hEi~~i :Jhci 
Ptojedwill p:rovid~ approximately 24;49;5 squ~n:e fe¢fo£, outdoor POP OS. tl,t);oii.gl:J, )~pd$¢.aped p)ciz~.s 
and mid~block alieys IEiading from Townsend and 4t11Stteets through t9 th~.:~~n~e±.:c{tfb:~sit~/as ;irel(~l 
appt<?Xim~Itely iBA~2 square f~et of priva~~ly-atcessibl~ opert spac~ fot building restdenh;1 ihqi~~lfig,• 
i32 pdvatehah:;orties and tWQ comm~nlj~acci.~sible rooftop op~ri$}J?ces. The .Pro)ei:;twillheseived by 
a below~grade garage f:l,ccesSed along T6wnsen.d StJ:eet, containing 275 off-street parking sp<Jce~ 
(including )2 car-sh;:m~ spaces) and ,eight off~ street loading spaces: The Project will also includ~ ~40 
Class 1 and 81 Class 2 bicycle spaces. 

.""·· 

. s; ... ~ite p~~mJ!ti:fi#· •. fi1,1d .. P~~~~nt ... U.$e ••...... l'he ~r.¢Ji,!c.t.·:sit~f'$1?.~11s i~eyet\; #p~t#.t~. :p~q~Js.,.(coilectiveiy 

foof surface parking lot, anda2,3QO square footJoading~i¢iv ·· · · · .· · · · ··· · · ... · · ··· · ·· ···· 

4. SurroUJ1&irti Properlfes·~aN~i~b·oihodd.·.· Th~ ~toj~t•sit~ i~ loc~t~ci.' ift 3fhe s~~l~! ?:f:.Ji4~¥k¢t 
Neighborhood/ within the cwo·ccentrCil So,Mc;tMixed :Ose-:b££ice) and Central SoMW.Bpee'ja\'U~f.i 
Zonh1gi)isfricts~. The SoMa i1eighbo~hood is a h lgh~density downtown neighhorho#d)~i.fl't ~:O:il:xtiJi~ 
of loyv.~'tbc rrtid~risedevelopment coi1t<!,ining commercial, office, industrial; and resid¢n#ril.:QsM; a$ tv~ll 
as severai un·dev~Ioped or 1.1ndgrdevelppecl. sites, 1mc:h a~ 'J>Yrface· pat:k.ing J9t$.A~q· ~lng)~-~f9i'Y 
· camm.ercial buildings, TI1e Project site is generally bounded by 4th Street. tq the wes~ tohns.end street 
to the south; .four story residential and office buildings to. i:he north at. 6Q~, 4~·:Str.e~~. af;id 47,~:~r~q:ri · 
Stre¢t, and a seven-story 6ffice bl!~ld\wt to the east .a} 260 Towns.(md S tieeC TB¢ :4-in.,l:h.d,·f<ihg $.Et¢~.t 
Olltrafn·statio.ri.islocated across theintersedi'onof4th and Tow11send Streets. To th~fnki:~diat~'sbuth 
across TownsendStreeH~ a 13~story mixed-"use residential, reta.il!-and ~ffice develbk~~f~t:2§B Ki;1~ 
street {the Beacon); Approximately 200 f~d northwest o:fthe Pro)ed site is SO$J~tal1il<~rt/$ttei4-~~d 
proposes d~veiopinent qf art elgv~n-sto~:YWrti¢al addiu9n t.o an e)(isting; $!'1\~stpry offi¢e.'PJ.1P~il\g .. ·. . 

5:· PublicOutreaal.'¢g Co~1ll~1tts •. ·.··. T~. date, the D~pdih#~th~s r¢ce1v~d fdur.1eH~t~··~n~{;e~J11ai1s~irx 
~J'J:~~;)~·.f~~ ··!~~~~:~~~~:~tnrt:;:;n~r:~~~~!f~e,;I{~~~~;:iJ8H1:~\h~t#/~1~-W~i!~::~~;;t::. 
from tenants of the 1i ve/warkbuiid1ng adjacent to the Proj eds:lt¢ 611· 4ih Street, ~~rid ~¥:o:J~ct.J.n· r~~id¢rit;; 
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Motion No. ~04'7(} · 
June 20, 2019 

~~;n NO. 2014-000203ENX. 
· ass.4ttt·$tri;et 

on :l<i!lg Street1 ·siting itf1p.acts to lig1tt arid. afr to th.e <idjac¢nf live/wor,k. t111h!:i ;nicl ~r:rv1t6Jill1eti~a~ 
i;onc~rns~ The Sponsor has conducted Il1u1tiple • one-oncone rrieetln~s with individual stakeholders;· 
comrnJinity orgai1J:Zationsandnearpy J::tqmeowher's (iSSociaHons; and participated in threeaddtfional. 
cornnh~rd~, ~vb:e<~thfotun1s, as d4tiin~d in the Pr:ojeet sponsor !3tief(ExhlbifE). · · 

6; Piannirtg Cqde Compliance. Th~ .. Commission ·f~n:gs • t~af the ProjGct i:J coitsis.tent with the ielev<Jnt. 
ptqvisions oHhe Pl~i;in1r:rg Codeiri,the; £oH6wirig itl'<lnfier;.. 

A. rennitted Uses in th,e CMUO Zoillrtg District. Planning Code Section 848 states thoJ office; mo.st. 
retail; lnstit1,1Honat (except for hospit~l ;:1t1d · m;ecl.i~al cannabis dispensary); reskiential;; and .certain 
:ptpdux:t:ioiir cti$h"ibt1tion, and r:~pa1r. uses. ate pNncipa;ll)'· p~t:ihitte9 \A(itlii!1 tl:u{ Cl\1UO Zot1ing 
District.. · · 

Th~ J?rajeCt t<iould cpnstrud' lierti fe!iidet~tj!Jli,:t:tail, ha.{et ami offic:e .u.s~ pt:indp:ally permitted wifhin the 
CMUQ ZMi1ig·District ~trd# slieking Ccmditicini?l ll.s¢A#thqrizqtifl~:tforqpnS.trii¢tldT+· of rM. appro~i1t1~tel1/ 
24,5()9 g$/}totelltSe~ Thus, tite Pl'ojecfcotrtplies :with Pla)'l.tl ing (ode s'ecfi(nr 848, 

~.. Flo()t Area Ratio and PuxchMe o£ T~ansfetra~le lJevel_opm~nf ~ights <t[)E,}. J?lann1ng Cpqi;; 
Se¢tion J24 ·est<tblishes basi.I.Z #oo.r area ratiOs {FAR) foraii zoning4J$~riets: Howe.ver1 in the Central. 
SoMa SUD, no maxhm1m floor area ratio applies to developil1~1t on iots .zb~edCMUO, ¢tthe.rt 
parcfilslqt,:'1~ed l.n C!;ltJ,qal Sotv1a Fee Tier C that contain new cor:rstruction of 50,000non~fesfdeil.ttal 
grossfiq4are feet or rriote arid have a FAR of 3-'to-1 or more are reqiti:red to acquiteTPl\. f.T;qrri a 
TransferLot in order fo exceed an FAR of Y.to-1, up to an FAR of 4,25 to l. Above an FAR ofA;25 
tot, the amuis~tiqn of additional TDR is not required. 

T11e. Pro} eFt 'is located within.· Ce!ttrar SoMR Fell Tier t:aml con;;i$t$ o/ mixedcuse development with greater 
than 50,000 gsfofnonresid~ntial. us~: . Hou;eoer, the nwjority of fhe .]Jtofed 1fill be residential arf.a, • rvhich is 
e;rempt from PAR. i:ll1cuiafiori. Tl{e l1to}ect {$Joe (I ted. orr a 71)290, sqJiat'¢ foot $ile arid. wm (;Ojtfai'/1 i!.P to 
approxinuttely 67,2$7 gli]ofnorrtes#ef~tia1r~s<?;1'es:Ulth:zg tn<an ]:Al( ofiess tfldn 1-.to~i. Accorditi'gly1 {he 
Project #oeinrotreqair~ th<~ pUrcha.~e of TD R; . 

. . 

C Setbacks, Streetwill Articulation; <\ltd Tow(!r Separation..· Pl~rining Code Section 132,.4 ou tlif\es 
setback, stteet»'iillarticuMi~n, and towet$eparafion, cqnrrols in. the Centt(il SoMa SUD, Sedion 
132.4(ci)(1) requires that J:?l.lilcHngs in: the CeittraJ Soh.tta SUD. be bti:iH. j'o tl1e sQ:eet~()r all~y-facfng 
propertyllne. up to 65 feedn height, ~;ubjed to • certain except) ons. Secfic;ri 1$.2A(d)(2) reqtiite~ tha.i: 
towers· in the C$ Bulk Pistrict provide a 15,£oot setback :;:Uong all pro petty l~nes, starting at 8Ei feet 
iiT hgight; . anq tht1t ~lgrig 4th Street. be~een Bryant and Townsend Streets,. facades or\ neiv 

developn1¢l}t l:;ieset b~t?ktt·onr tll.e ~b;eet~facingpropertyiJ:qe l:iya minimum q¢ptl);q(five(5) feet 
to ·.a. mhihnum .beight.of. 25 fe~t abovt:{ sidewalk grade1 . and· be. designed as an extension • qf the 
sid ewaik; · ftee fron\ ·col utnns or other obstrudkins except as :allo\ved under Plann:ing Code Sectfol1. · 
l36. s.ection i32.4(d)(3) tequb:e~ that towers beset back~t le<~st 115 feet from any oth~r building 
over a he1ghtofB5 feet 

SAN fRANGI$CO . . . . . . . 
PLANNING !)EPAR'I'MENT 5 
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Motion.Nq; zh4.7,Q 
June 2b, ~91J,t: 

RECORD NO. 20i4:CO()i)2QSENX' 
aM 41h stt~er 

· '#;{Ptoj~i;t ivm e11tail construction: of4:ilio_'~tdi4i11gs xefi~h.-t1ititP. lo 4/)l)fte,t·1~1Mght(f1c2ti f~~ti.o.·t.h¢ ~op :o[ 
r0oftop appurtenances) ·•. The Project is.seekiiigan. i#{jjptliJ~fto1ft cert{#11 stredwall artitulaiimde:tb.a:pk; tPtd- .. 
tower sei;aration J~equirementt; ojSection 132.4 as partof the Larg{! Project. Authorizatio:nl:$e~Bitin,o); ·· · 

P·. Lo.t .C.:bv~rag~; ·.Pl~ng ·e¢a.~·,s~ction2~Q,7..s(9-)(6i pro~fdesthat for r~siete,ht~at.d.ey~lopr1Jent. 
withih the Centrai5ol'via.Spedal Usebistrict; t11~_ie~~ya:pi s~tba¢k·t~ql:}~r¢Jile.nt9qti?.(~€;'C:?d~ 
Section134 shalLnot apply,an,d instead lot co\f~rag~'i$1imited to 80 pet2¢nfkt a'llf~sld~ntia.lJ~y~{s, 
'ex~ept4:h~t on levels !n Which all resid.~nHaful}fts l~ce onto a pi.il:ili¢ri'ght~of-W:Fty, lOO. p~i'~~ttt lpt 
. coverage tnay oc~ur.; The tiribuilt podidn of the Jot shall b~ open tp t1tesky except fo~'thg§~, 
obStructions permitted.. in .yards pursuant to Section l36(t) o.(this Code. Vvhere.thereis ·~ patt~rn~~f 
midcblockopen space for. adjacent buildings,' the unbuiltarea of the new project shall be qesigne¢~'. 
to ~~join thatmid"block open spil,t.fi,, . . . ·. . .. 

:~~$a~:rr~;J:~:erti~~iw:r.:~~~~,~~; 
. . 

·.Jt··.Ire~;l.~.~p.u~r·#~a~i~·bpen.$pa1i~.··.Pl<\n~i:~~.G?c:Je.s~(frbil.t3sl3req4~rE?s•·ri;b)etts~ithhi~asf~f 
N~ftf:iJ?qrhoods Mixed tis~ bistrkts tq pr.oyide 'so square feet of usable open spac¢ p~4~l'\!Ju)ii 
unit/ if' priyafely. accessibl¢! oi;$4 sqwi:re.f~et per u~it if publldy-acce~sible, P)aJ,inmgC~4¢'?~2ti()ty 
· 329( e)(3)(6)(vi) provtdes that deveioprrient at the I'>iopert)' may' seek exc~pti.on frorK :thi~ $t~ndat~ 
inc6nnecUon w1th a Large Project Authorization, to reduce the privately-accessible bp~h.spacefb 
60 sqtiar.efeet p~ unit; Futt:he.r,Plail!lirtg Code Settion i3s :reql1ii:~s tpfit.)\:l'Y¢fprpj~c·tdn' the: 
Central SciMii SUI) p:rovide ~t le~st 3.6 square feet.. of U!:!able ope1~ space per unit on-sttt;,: P.Bt . 
provid~s fuat ·any additional space required ·by Section 135.B above that amou.ri~J);\ay:'i$~ Sfl~t~#ed ,, 
thrmigh in lieu fee paymentpursuantto Planning Code Section 427: . ... · . > · .· 

.. . . ··: ·.· . .::.: . . :_ . . ;, . 

,. . . ·' 

·• 'i'fi¢ i;i&J~?0~·4'96o~rlnif·t¢ipftf. dbtliloj#JJin,tloc.ii.tei!wil1iht iMC~ntrdf$oJvi4.$.i.tiJ"'.•• tne.'}JrpJe¢t,willincl:uiie. · 
.... a tdf(lt:i?f.J$~432. square fe~t of prh;a tely-{lccessible open ~pace ~:,jf:tafpfixx#nat~lg '44,4.95 :eqjidre,}~et oj 

. P()POS .. The Projetiis seekt1ig excepfions to reduce tlie pti<,~tlop'kt;: $pa¢e tiqitlrertief!tfttl'tti\~0 tiJ 60~q'f,(at¢' 
fee?f pet UJii~, a11f1Jot a. tota.l defici~ricy JJ! appr.o#r.nately ~'1~Mttil.~~itreft;~t'bfopf!Ii·~p~&.. ($¢¢'~elm!l/:' ltt 
. total, tlte .Project wouldprovide. a more fhan 42,927 sql{atefeer~tks'ahie' op~i;<spnce ~~i $Jtt:i liJ.~icY ex¢¢gds. 
the requireinent urtder Plmmin¥ Code Sectimi 134 to provide dt feast 32 squarejeet. p~Y if~{# br,. site 
· ( appraxiili r1tely 30,720 square feet)~,·. 

. . ... . .. .. . ... 
•... ,. ', :··: • :;_. •• ' ••.. · .• · ': .:·:··· .•.... ·· .•. »•'' : ... : . •.· ·•·· .. •.·•·• ·.··• ..... , ...... _, .... •··· ·.·•• :· . .. , .• ·. ·-:. 

F. · · N'!:in;;Resideri.tial Usable Operi: Space:~ti :the };!fisteutiN'e~gb:horhoods,'Per P fariii.1ll,g',Qo4~ Sect~wi. 
135.3,. withiri the .Eastern Nefghbor!:t¢od.s Mi~~d Us~ .bigttids~ ·retai1; eating artd/b.~ d;iriktng 
establisl~mimts,.who!esal¢, b.qtne and husiri~ss .services, art.s ac#vities, iristitutiolial \Hi#Jik¢ lise~ 

· ni1.1st provide 1 sq1.1are fbot of open spa¢e per each 250 sqtj.a're feet of occupied floor <p:~q 6f~!:1W Qt 

addedsquare footage. Office uses must provide must provide lsquare foot of open spackpet ehch 
50 s~uare feet of occupied floor:area of new} converted oradd~d square footage. H:bw~.Ser(il{e;e: 

' ' . . .. 
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Motion No.2b410 
J.une 2n! 2,019 

RE:GtiR.D NO. 2014~~ 
65-5 4"'Str~ 

t$qtii:retr!,<;>nts Q,o hot <;~p.ply tO. p:roje.~Js «dfhif'l; th~ C::~nt:ral Solvili SIJD, Which a,r~ ~b~t¢<J,d. t>tJ,lJjec:t to 
priva,tely"oWned p\iblic open i>j)~te J'eq.ub:ementpursuant to S~ttio:t<l38(a)(2), 

l'l:tr:!. ·Project rs. {or.;ated within. Nu~ C~ntriil. $oMri SU[J mtd s~lbject to privately~owued p111Jlic open. space 
r.equirernent (POPQS).per Pliuming Code Sec;Ho!t:i.38(a)CQ). T!um~/ore, the Projec{is not subfeci tp a 1ion~ 
res,i:dentiill usabie op~n spacetequiremenfper S~cfion 135j, · · 

G. PHvaJ!.!ly:-'Owne<l• Publicly' .Acc.es!!ible<Open Space• Per £1~nnipg. Coqe S~ctlo1T 13$~. pxoj~c;ts 
proposing construction of 50;000 gross squ:arefeet or more ofnew rion~resident.iaiuse1 excluding 
insHtutio:r~fil~ retail, and .. PDR usesirtthe Central SoMa st]D; ·are. teql1ired h? providePOPOS ala 
rat.e of 1 $qu<j:te fopt fp:f eaqh .50 sqtt~rE! ,feet .of :appHcaJ:>l~ I+SE?i . PO:fOS n)<W J:je ptov;fde(i on t}w 
ProjectS He or :w:lthin 9'oo feet, On site~ <?£ ~t lea~t; 39{661 square feet iocfti:ed so.uth. of l?ryant; the· 
required POPOS must be ptavid~d outdoors; an.d such Projects may riof pay .~n in~lleufee.for N1Y 
POP.OS nqt pr'ovki~d, Pursu<irtt, to Se¢tlo~J)$$(d)(i), outiJo<>.i t'Ol'OS rrtust be ptovided ti;t street · 
gtad¢. up to art. amount th~t equ;ils 15% otth.e lqt are;;t,_<irl.Y adclition~1 reqtiired opei;t spate rrwy 
be provided above street grad~; dutclbor P0110s provided ?-t 15rade al:ld must he oP,ento the sky 
artcl.must Pe maximally l<lndscaped:With pbtt!h'tgs mi horiz9ntal and VertiCal sur!ates ... Btiild.ings 
tha,t di.tectty qbut the opeq spa~e jJ\i;lSt l)t'\,~efthe active spa.ce teqi,liteii;lerit$ ·of $.t:cti6n 14$.1, All. 
J'dJ:IOS spare ~rust indude a.tleas.t one'pvbficiy,accessihle.pPtable water so~rce convel1i:erit £6r. 
d'rihking iU1d fillil)g of watet bottles; any food serviceatea provided in ~he required ,open space 
Q1rtP:ot o¢<;ttpy more th~n 20% qft~e operi $pa¢e;. atid, a~y.l.'~s.t?Jirf.ln~ seafittg may :r~qtt?kG up morQ: 
than:ZO% of' the>seating .. ariO:>tapl~s provfdedi In ffie required open space; and a~l. spac:;e~ Il:l,u .. st 
facilitate thr~e-st~earri \,Taste sorting ~nd cJU~ction. · · · · · ·· ·· · ·.. · 

The Project cmHai?.'il)ess .than 50,00,() g[!f ofn,mt~re~.idimJiaJ (exce>ptlngretai~ aren) nnd.t,hus is rtot subjq.gt tq . 
. a lii:nt~residetHiat openspace!requii•ement;nider Planning Code S?Ctlcm 138 .. ·Rori.lever,. tiJeProj~ce wiil satisfy 
a portio~:~, ojHs re$ide1~ti4l.ope1t.space;equ.ij:entents under Section 135 through prO:vtsioti ofapp.roxirnaJdy 
Z.4;M5.sqiiiire f¢et ofFOPOS. 1'ne·J>rqjeciis $¢eking excep#C!n frorn de.sign sttmdatds requiring a mh#nu.m1 
height d'catqnce for a portwJt ofthese ;PO FOS located below cantilevered building elements aspatt ofBie 
Liirge ProjcetAuthorizilfioii. (See BeliJw). · 

H. Sf~~ets¢ape an<! <~e!iestri;,m 'Jmp.tovemel;'lts.Plarn1lr)g . .Code:Sect.iQn l3Et1 t~quites·~·· stl'eets¢ap.e 

plan irlcoinplia~ce \vfth the 'B.etter' Streets .Planf6r mrw qmshucti011 on a lot tlmtis greater tha'n • 
otu:!;half <Jere it1: area. · · · · ··· · · 

th.e Project includes lhe Jiew c.anstn4ctiori of a muW-bt#ldingtnixedJts<; de:oclopmeitton a site ihat}s greater 
than. onrHt.al{acre in area: ;Fh~ Project li.as s~Jbntifted a streets cape plan irt compliimce ivith the Better St:reds 
Vlun aitd pl;<ipose$1tJ{fi!¢rM~s iiJiprr>veltte~;ti~ brcl#:ing ihS,t#U~tip~ oj litiW .5ireet trees,·~i4f:Wqlk J,di.de#if!g 
a1ong411i Street .to 'J5feet, · i)istq:ltat!oJrof&om¢r1Julb.<)U fs, m.ui.sidiruuilkit/1.proT;erne1~ff3: 'rh&~foreJ the Pr.Oject 
complies ioith Plq.mtittg Code Sectkm 138,1.. . . . · 

SAN f.FiMJCisCo .. 
PLANNI!\lq DEPARTMEhl't T 
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f#!.9ti9~r N9~· 2.q41o: RECORD No, 2di4c000203ENX 
65S 411i S.treet · JLiM 20; 2<l19 

.. :;::~~;~:~:i:;;a:~:~!;f::e~··~:!t::~~s;~~::~:ti1;~tdh'\~Jl~i~{dft~~f~~·~lt1fjj:ff~:!i~!~:· 
hazards; th¢refore, the Projecfcomplies with Plann'ihg Ci#r;: S~ctioit .~'$~/ '· .. . . . .. . ' .... · ' ' , .. . . 

'':~, 
i· . • 

£f.. iri. every horizon ta1' dimension for the £io6~<afwhlth the d ~el~1~ utii(fsJo~ated, • :v\rrthin ,thE;! . 
Central SoMa SUD, Planning CodeSedion 249.78(d)(l1) modifies this sta~4~¥tio:_(I)a1Jq~1 tO?~i:if 
\ihfts constructed at ot below 8.5 feet to.face directly M:to fl,r:i opgrt area that,ls;_.?tt~?St<f5)ei:!t.l;)y·l5 
feet; and.· (2) provide relief from the· requirement for increased hor1Zoriflif¥~~i~~: $fl:t each 
subsequertt fl~orwhenthese llriitsfa:ce onto open spaces.. . · '' '·' · ·· ··· ···· .. 

.. . . ,. .. . . .. ; ::·::.:. 
. , .. ·. . . ·· . 

. ··.· · Approximately 777 un;{ts:{S1~! W:tphi;i tiLProJ¢bi.Jrici.Fkb~t~· $ffc~t~ .d,~'a '.&,pl#t. m~~~$ id'c;'mtt~ti~Jice JiJi;tt( 
eiposure requirements of Planning Code Sectrons 140 and 249?B(d)C1i): thJP.rci}fib~ is i{e~JcitJgitif~xciptl&n · 

·from exposure requirements for 183 units as partof theLarge Proj~cf Aut}fortfgfi@ (~~~ ~ii~orPJ.,' · · · 
,, .. 

. . . .. . - . 

t<.' J.~rJ<i~g~A<(tl?~~hJ.s~'rl.tt~~~&.• P~i~I~l'tAihg ct;~'es~~H'tiiil45it{~)('i):;.n·J'hi~ie th~n ori~~tnird ~f · 
n{e' ~h1th cu: .20. feet; wh12he\r~~ is less, of any given street frontage of a new structure paralieLfo,' 
and fadng.a street ma:y be devoted to parking andloa:di~?lt\~~~~ O.t¢gress, , ... 

The Project is seeking exceptumto locate a single 35j0ot wide ki'tf,aiJ~I! i6t~zo~~~gi4itte f;ii~k:!rig d.na fqadiitg 
along Townsend Stteeta&'partoflheLarge ProjectAt{tltorizatio.n {See Below). , · ·· ···· 

•, .. . ' . . . :·.;:: 

... - .. . 

.L. Active Uses:. Per Plart!lihg Code S~ctiC!J:\; 1.45.1 a:r1c:! 249;78(c)(l),>Witk.1}i~ ~~.c¢pti<:n} pisp<iCEi 

allowed for parking and loading acceS~jbUild}qg egress; and acces~\t<Jiri~cfia.~t~~i.syshili{k, a:c;tiy~ 
• uses:...c L¢: u~es w11i.c:h by their nature· d~ not require non-tiartsparenf \Vf!lls fdtih~ffi public §,~i;~t:~ 
; must ~e located within the first 25 £eet of building depth Qn the grouil.d. f!O.P.i: ~n,d.l5J¢~J oP:fJoof~. 
above facing a street a.t least 30 feet in width. Active w;;es are aJso:tkqLi~red 'iilprtga~yi6u±doo.r: 
BOPQ.S within, the CetttralS6Ma SUD~ Lbbbies are considered. actf\';i;.•~(:h~ng asth~y ro:~not~qnger 
lliar:t40 feet or 2~% o£ the buildi1lg's frontagei whicilever is targer.Wi.~rin·,tre.t;.efi~a.r9oM~~piJ; 
o{fi'c.~·usei.? h.bt·cOhsider~d· ~h. ~c~iVe·_4Se ~t:t~~.grq·u.ttd ·fl.~o.r. .· .. ~· .. ··· "'· · 

. . .. . 

~:;_.;;;;;g;~ J!o:;::~~: ~:~~r~~~~:~:~~r~;;;t#~4d:tt1~iar~i~t::i~t~~~"f~i.b:dJ;i;:ssh::;1. 
of the Large ProjettAuthoritlltio'h,'($:~i{d(JU1); · . . . . .. ·. · · , . .. . · · .· 
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Motion No. 20410 
Ju)la20;<2Q'f9. 

REdO:RDJ'-lb, 2014-0b0203ENX 
65.5 4m Street 

tvt. S~ree~ Fadn:g G:roWi4 L.e'\Cel$.p!lces, l;'et Plannhi.g CpdE£ Section 145;1(¢),(5),fhe fl<Jors of street· 
fron:tmg tflferlot spaceshoDsii\gnon~:Pe~idetttiaCactive Use~ and f§bbiessha li b~as close ~s possi'ble 
to the level ofthe adjacentsldewaikatt:heprindpalentr.ance(o these spaces. 

T!}e !lttipe l'tses akn1g thr:! grouna ftdot of each b*ldhtg qr¢ t<$ clbse its possi.fjle to thg leJ!r:!l. of t1le adjati!tft 
s!dtlvalk;. walkWays' d,nd pybUciy"acc¢s$ible pl,aziis1 aird tjietefore 1:iieet the requireritrm~sfot grotozcHevel 
st'reet-jaCings:paces of Pllmning Code. Sec#im 145,1.; 

N. 'fr(insparency and Fenestration. Per Pla:rinirig Cope Sec.tiotx1i$.l(c)(6)i l:>uiMii;ig P.:ontages wil:h 
active uses that are notPDRmu8t be fenestratedwithtransparentwinpows and doonvays,for no 
Je.Ss ili~n 60% of the 13treet frontage at the ground level' and allow visibility to the inside of the 
briilding. TM 4$eofi:latk <5,J riil~rored gla$§ does riot count towards the required transparent area. 

Tite y>rojectprovides active conpttercialuses Jltttf ar(Jfene[itrate4for ()9% afifs. sro.undjloor streetfronfaf,e 
·qlot'g ~ourthan4 Totoirseir~ '$lreet~,,and therefore cc#nplies WithP1M:trfin.gt&4~ $e¢fion·t45]. 

. . . . : . . . . . 

Ct CommerdalStre.et Frontage~ Planning Code SeCtion 145..4 requires, active coillmerdal uses at the 
ground flOor. O{all sti-e~t frontages alohg both <V• and J'ownsei"td :stl'eets: .Jh ·tl1is area,irtdividtial 
grou~d· f.l Qq,r tJ$eS mustnot:ocWpy mor{!tl;iiri)_75 c(ji):figu.ous· Hn~a,r f~et· tO( t~1ri filist 25cf¢et0.fCJepth 
alol)g the st:te~datfng fa,ade, · · .. · · . 

111e Proj?ct mf.t:tt' ·the reqltiretn(Jt~tfpr activecatnHfetcil11 us.es. 01tth~ grorm:iiflpor..}Jotueper, the Proj~ctis 
seeking an exception from requirtnienl: limithrg fl1lch.us:es to 7S t:aJitisuous linear feet ti.,ltli regard to a' 
pmposedjlexible retaillinterio; POPOS space mtdioring t~e corn.er oJ4in and Tounrseml Street: as part oft4e 
Lt~iie Project Authorization (See Below). · · ·· · ·· 

P. Shafio:ws ori. :Pqb~icly~A¢cessihie O~en,$pii~¢s• .rerf.lann,Ujg Code.B¢~tlot1147,'n,e:i:Y ht1llplngs hl. 
Eastert1 Neighborhood Mixed Use Distr.lcts exceeding-50 feet in'heigj1t must he shat~e~1 coi1~ister1t 
V>'ith the (ii¢Ji1tes of goocl des.igi1 i;\t\:clwithpuf ur}qu)y restr.idin,g $e. ¢¢yelopn1~rt,t pofet\ti,~I ~f fi:le 
site~ t()reduce supstanti~Ishadow hri~acts (}n. public plazas arid other pu.blidy7acce.$s~bie spa¢es. 
other than those under the juiisdidion of the .Repreation an(Parks D~partmerit Thefoliowing 
fadorsshallbeJ<~ki;;nJnto:~ccount.:{1}.thef!l):l0untof~r~~$hactowid;{2).thedutationohhe~ha.dtiw.;• 
~ni:t (3)the importtmce of sunlight to the type of open spac::e belng, shadoweii; 

'8ased ini .. q 4daile,d shqdo'q} a:naJysis, tft.d .P.roji:;ct woiild cqst shtidow· d]t p!:lblidy-actcssil1te ope1i.spaces 
fitcluding. Willie Miryes Plaza, • Gif!!'l# ftomenmiej So:utb Eelich P4tk; tewi1sqhd~ E;orrib,at~'!lqero ]Jlrif:.a; m1d 
Chitti< Basin Park. .hlo"(JJitpq, the P:roject has been shaped.; consistent with· t}w dictates. of goad· design;.. to 
·minimize sliadotv impacis rg. incorporhtingsepartite~ slendf~r. tower4esigns'hn4ruinimizihi: ma.ssing ofer~cfi .. 
hr tn;a:'i;in!iite trie,w. corri.dots, light,'{li:id air ~CQeSS. to •1tetqly~depeldped open !?pat;¢$, Accotdi~gly, flll Project' 
as• desi,'{i~ed coi:nplfes with th;¢ requfrenients o/Sectio!i 147. 

983 



J\llot)ori No~ ?7"':.."9::r~ 
J.un.e zo, 2a~ 

RECQRlJNO: 2o14~06Mo3EN::(· 
65.5 41h Street· 

.... Q. r=·~~~~:~~~~~~}~~~lfii\~~~Jl~~f~Jr~\~r:~ 
;::!iE::~;!:ftE:i:S:~!~~:~~~-i~~~i~~l~~~~~;: 
.is on:e cEJrfor each 16 guest l:ied:roorn$; phis one ~iir fq£the rrtart~g~t'sd:WelJ.U1~.tithi;:If"'~rY; · 

~¢ P~oject would ~o1Ji4ih l1,dptbii~'dfez!/9~b iiT1Jeili~k hnit~; ~if.d~~·#y·#4d oJlilfitdfp.~tki~g~plli;¢A#.#.ii .12 •· 
car-sliar~ parki1ig spqc~s. "a; t~ti¢ of0.2fj ¢atsperui#t, TIL¢ J'tbjetfidcj.uld co/ilai~'approximF~riiy:2~t840 gsj} 
ofoffice use, serv.ed by 6 off-f!.treet. parki11g spa0es~a ratio of approximately one. carper each 3~64Q gSJ:: TJ;{ 
Project wouid contain approximately 20,938 gsj of retail use (excepting the liotd cornpo,nenn serv'riJ.hy 15:' · 

. off-street Piirking sppte~ -it ratib of ~n~ carp~r ea,ch 1;396 gsf The ProjecftiJblild C9Ht[f#1 iJI:!:npprb~iht~tiiy 
3[J~toont hoM use; sert!¢d by 2off~str~et pp.l'lcilig tipaces., Therefore, tfiePtofe.d complies it;J,t#.J:~e.f.4qiiiJ.·difLett.~ir 
ofPlanntng Codri Section15LJ · · · · " · · 

.. . 

.. ··.··R;····:~JiitJf~i7h~t~i~~~¥~l!!1'~~~~~~~l·~~~~~it~~~?~~t~t.t~11~,g~I:~J~E~6~~~i~i··· 
. o~~piabfe floor area(" ofaj'), l orf~streetloading spaces is required, :F~i: l:,~~1:¥e.~#a}a.rld l:lptefusefii .. 
~;~:o:d~~!~ :f~:£ ofa, 3 off~street loading spaces are required, plps fsJ3<l~$ £~i{~ash~~d#i~~~fil 

··s. 

tHi!:Ftojecftbill'pi·oiiiii/530 Clds~ d~e and 48 Class Two. pafldilg spaces. S¢rv.ii1'gits *estd~Jfitialii$t; $ .Cla:;s 
One a11-d 2 Class. Two spac~s serving its office use; 3 Class. Qne aiid 29 CI/i$s Ti{Jo\~e1;'0i1ig: its;r¢f4il. ~$.e; ~v!.l 
2 Class CJ11e and 2 Class Two spaces semiitg it's hotel use, ftJr a total of s.;t}IC(tf.~$ Q!i8 ·sfi¢.?8 diid. 8i¢1q!?~ 
Tuxispaces. This meets or exceecl$ themi:lximum. bi~_yole parking requiteiJteryt for (.liZ (lses 0 the Prpjept; at14 
thus complies wUh Planning Code 'Section 155~2, . . ·. . 

984 



Motion No. 26470 
June 20, 2019 

RECORD NQ, ZQ14-00D20:5E:f{x' 
· 655 4th Street 

T.. Cv.rb Cu,tRestril)ti()p,s. Section 155\r) limits. <:;:urb cuts for g~rage ehttiesrptiva:te d~lveways~ or 
Oth~.i. direct ·ci~cess tq of;-$treet p~tking orJ~ading. New c4:rl:> cut,s are gei;¢raHynpt pertrJ~tted 
.alqngtownsendStreet Brannan Street front zna to ,61li Streets .. .Planning CodeSe¢ti:on 329 allows for 
an ex~ept!on to. this reqtiil:ement specifically for. the sit.e ;is)1. Key Site. 

11r.~ Prvjectwtn r:reat¢ llJ~iflb dl:tb Pli:t alrmg ·its T(iumserid $fte,et:.fri11ttqge, to focilttpte par/dng an4 :(oa4#tg 
access, and is therefore seekingJicceptlouftom Sectiojt 155(r)as partojthe Lar.ge Project Au*m~izaffoh (See 
Bez9ti1J. · · · · · · · 

D:. Showers arid Lockers~ SediNi 155.4 requires. that shbwets .and .lotk.ers, be provided. i:n :new 
buildings, None re.tail sal~sanci $ervice; ih$titutiomi1, inciust!:ia(a,rts1 entertairtrrierit/ and trade shbp 
i;t$es iequire tWq. $l;!Cf\I{~-\S fii:\{112 d~thes locker11. where j:h& dcq~pJe~ flo()r ~:rea. excee\Js ,f0,00() 

$q~<U:eJeet; bi\tis ri¢ grea,ter than b{},OQO sq~ar~it~t. R¢~{lusesriquif:e one ~l)qyv,&and SJXdlitl!es 
lockers w(rere.the occupied floor area exceeds ZE\1000 square• feet but is no greater than 50,000 
squar:e• feet. 

the Project will contain appro;dmafeiy 21,840 · gsfoflnon~ret«it sqles and. service.· usej and approxiltiatdy 
45,447 gsfo] retail· use,. am{ is f:herefore requited td irovide .,3. sf.qw~:rirmd 18 · dot(tes lpcf<ers, ·. The Project 
Wilt PT<?ilide the r¢quiterf~liowers tii'/.d lotketfact/ities in the briSern¢nt ofthe bui!di.ngr flierefo:i.e; *¢ Pr~jed 
compites iuith Section15fi.4. 

Y. C~tfS,h~t~. Pla,nning C¢9~ Section V?6 r~q~it~s r.<:si~ei1£ia)d!=Velqpmentconta1ning 201 or more 
tesJ.dential Urtlts tb proVide 2 car share. sp~ces; pfu~ 1 a<,lqltlon~l sp;:ice fo.t ev¢'ry 400 Jlriirs 9v¢dhe 
first20Q. In addition, non~residentiai develqpment con1:ainingSObtmoreiof£-streetparking spac~s 

t6 proyide a ratio ()f one c~t"sh~te space,. plus one ad~itkmal c:at~shate .space Jor every 50. parking · 
spacei.n:i'irer50. ·· · · · · 

Tiw Projict will contai1t 9.60 dioelling units a:1td approxiiJmtelJ[24effstreefpatldngsp(lces serviitg combined 
ry(JrJ.:.fesfqe,r1tfli{use1tr rt~i]rtir/ng ·~ ¢~~:r s?;a.re'§paces. T/JeE'fdjebt Mllprtr&i,de 12 cr'ti ~li:tite spaces, exceediJi,~ 
th.~ requit£rmtm'ts· oJPlamting Cod.e Sediort. 166. 

W, Uni:J~n9led :P~rking• PlannLng Code !3ec;tjon 167 teqt~it~s tha,t all ofHtree~ pa:rkingspa¢es 

accessory to. resid~ntial use$ln new stnic~J:t;es of ib dwelling llrtits. pr· mcit£1 b.e 1ea~>?4 qr sl;}td 
separatelY. tron; th~ rental or plr~chase fees tordwerlin.i ~rlits tor fn~life 0£ tl:.te dwe1ling udts. 

TIJ(;. Project is pto"tliilin,~. oflstre¢t pdtkiftg t/iilt #i ac!'e.~sotf(tq the dzu¢lliHg irh#s; 'JJ\?3¢ §Pa¢.es. '?!1iU Ue 
rmbuni1Jed a~;td sold diiifM t(!asetCsepata,tely froti;i. fhe dweliing u.nits; therefore, the. Project 'tmiets tbts 
requirement.. 

x~ Transportation P~trianliManagement (TDM) !'rogt~m. Pursuant~t:iPhmniogC:ot{eSec:fiqnl69 
and tht!TDM Progra:ht Sfandards, the Project shall· fina:lize a TDM Plan prim: to the issiumce q£ th~ 
JirstBu!J,ding P.e:rmit o:rSHe F~rmit to construct theproject and/or coinmence th:e approved uses: 

11 
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MotlonNI:l. :20410 · 
June 20

1 
2016 · · . 

;:-z-CORD NO; 201'4-ooo~tfjENX 
· · ·· · 6ss 4th s'tr~~t 

·~~!,ii4~1YI11t~?g.;);1S".#k~!ilti~~i· 
Proj~c(ivilf4C.Pr:.t~r/elfs..r~qut.~e4 ptri#ts th;t9ti§~ tHqqlfqiiJ~ig 'rPM 'in¥:~ii#$: · · · · · ·· ·· . · · · · · 

~;r=i::~~~~g,m~~~~~~;g~· .... 
.....•• ; ~~~[H,GF~r~~r ror~~Cf~~~! &rtWiii~~~<Ju.u·•· ...•....•. 

· • ·. far,ni,ljt'fi?'¥.4PI?!ri#{;~ f9p.til1?1f :if& B ·; P.fside#t!ial)_ ·. 
F:itmily 'J,'DN.lPal:kag~ ·. 

··. · .,. Mutti~i1tnfi11·Jif:ayfi;i41ng Sigttf1g-e. · .. . .. 
·.~· ' ··t~'at;>;tiftie Trt1tJ.;5/i~rt4iiq~ ln.f~t/t;atroh}flispliifs . .. . . . .. . . . . .. , 

..... ···~!f[~dJ1Z~~~~1:Jan~~~1i~f:~6ffi~~;di}!~jdf!ii!~)fi~~stde.~«nl). ·· · 
Parkiftg Cijsh bi:/t(Nbti'--Ritsid.entltiz t ena.i#S' (R~tq&n . ' .. ' 

• Parking Supply (Optiim F ,:.· Office;Opticn~ I{ _/*e~id,ey·t~{( .. .. . .. . . .. 

·.f •. ;~::~!~~Ei:~~f~~\!tl~~~ii*~~~~~~1~W~;:~~.~;t:. 
•· · Tft~'PfaJ~W 0Jdz' ¢6~ii!1#'d#Yox1W.atd~!f 9stl~~!~liiw§ ynftS'i1illmiX'rJ/i42Tt~dio'·(2s%); 93rli~beariJo@>.•· 

(34%),. 35~ 2,~b¢df~om~:fa7%):r 4~a37;B,~bidtoofit~ ( 4 %). Greater than 40% of all dwelU1tg ~ti;lts cmtt:aiiii1tg· 
.at least two bed,rdofl1.sr. The,;djor~, the Project meets the tequiremenis for dwelling imifmix. . . 

··iitii1tt~fo~A££ordqhi~taoJ~ilig Pfd~:r~tti;Ptariniriico'~~'s~t#~x} *i13 .• $~t~·l~#1r'th~·i~cr~1t~e!lts; 
and procedl.lres for the Inciusionary Affordable Housing Progtam: ul1Cier. p1~i:i111,ti·&:¢~d~(Bechbn, .. 
~153, .. the current percentage requirements apply to projects that consistbft¢i{q~ ;tn~:iii!i 'i.U)its; 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section415.5, the Project must pay theAfforda,bi~ B:ci,us1ngF~¢(''?¢!}~); · 
.. Thi,s Feeis made payable JotheD¢parth:lent. ofBuildinglnspectior\ ("£1'61.1;) f~.~p~~lJ,yiheMcty~vi~~ 

Offke of Housirig and· CominliD.ity Development for theptl'rpose odrict~~sfti.g~ft~iid~Bleftorising· . 
dtywi(je:The appHcable percentage is dependent on the.number of ulii~Jn, the'p±.bj~dtithk'i:iotrlJ;rg · 
of. Hi~ p~6perty; if the project is a rental cir ownership. proJ~f't,,. and the: ~at~ tljat; ·~p¢ ptoj¢et 
submitted atomplete Project A pplicat~ol), · · · · · · ·· ··· · ·· ' ·· · · · 

.SAN 1RANCISCO·. · . . . . , 
PI..Ai'JNIN~ PIWAff'OV!~!'\IT 
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RECORD NO. 2014~000203E.NX: 
s.ss'4th Street 

· The Proj~ct Sponsor has submitted. an 'l:;Jfidav.itof Compliance .v)it/t tltr.lndusioriary'iiffordable J:!ottsing 
. Program: Plan)ting Code :Section 415( i .to satisfy ike require;rrmits Dj ihe biCl'(lsio]J.aryA!fordable ·Rousing 
Prograin thro~tglt paymetit ofthe Fee, iit,anrlmlitmt t(J be estabtish~d by t!1e i.vfqyor;s office of Housi1tg and 
Cmnnt.uniiy t>evelopmeiif, 11w appitcable p~d:crmta<~;e 'is dependenhm fhe}otal nu'm'tier of rwits in tJie project, 
tlwzm.ri11goj theprdperty~ whether the project is rmfal or o·wnership, ahd the date that iheprojecfsubmitted 
a complete Prpj/ct Applict~tion. A complete Project Application was submitted dn December 19, 2017; 
therefore, pursj<imt to Plaiming Code Section 475.3 the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirementfor thl:l Affordable Housing Fee is at a rate equivalent to an off-site requirement of 30% .. This 
projectis Meirtalpmject · 

AA. t~ntra,l·$oMa SUD~ M1ci·o~Retil.il. Pei Planning Code SectJoi:t 249 .78( c)( ,J,)(B,), vvlth1n th~ Centl'at · 
.SoMa $UD; new dev~lopmentproje~ts ori: sites. o£20,000 square 'fet;(O:r more m,ust provide inicro" 
ret;;lll spac$s at a :rate i?hH)~'!1lil;oro-rktail$p~ce for ey~ry2ci,oob sql;largf'e¢tof*e ~rea,. ri;}tii:l~¢d t.o 
.Ui.e;'nearest t:h1it All Micro~Reta1l.uJ1ilS must.!Je ·onthe ground floor,· independently cmd directly 
accessed from a. public right-of~way or POPOS, and design:ed to be p.ccessed and operated 
independently from other spaces or USes Ort the subject p~operty, }1ornit1la:,.retail, u~¢s are nc:.t . 
'perDlittei..i iri: the micro~ retail spaces. · · · · · ·· 

The Proj!!cf sif!J• is. dpproxfmafely, 71.,2'£J(l squqrefei!f, restating itt 11 requirement to· provi4e .4 micro retail 
f>Ptl'ce.s. ·The. Ptci.j¢ct ivill.?ti¢et t,hi$'requireiftlmt tit it$ gidilficl}!par; the.refare, the. projeq(¢ompl~~'s rvi(h 
Plmnting CqdbSection '24§.7$(c)(4).(:1D; .. . . 

· BB. Us¢.:Hiri targe O:evcJopn<ent Sites; Per Section 249.78(c)(6)1 ort sites l<n:ger thim ;39 ,661 sg}mre£eet 
south of B:ii~risori Stt;e~t that involve new copstructlon or an aciditiori of at least iod,Ooo squarefeeti 
afreasfn:Vo~t}1irds oftfre gross:floor area of ali building area below 160 fee tin height shall be non· 

n~sid'bti~l-

The Project site is.loi::rtted SOH:th ojEarrisonStreet and is larger.thans~;Mi sqiti:m:feet. The Project would 
. contatrt apprpx.if}!tit~ly $29,313 gsf:Qfbuilding ar¢q belori;a heigh£oti6oj~ct, approximately 67,287 gsfof 
t.vl#cli woUld be rtotFtesideJI#al. thk Ptojectis tlWryfore s¢ekii£i ¢;i;c~tio1tfrol'n thiS stmidard as part of the 
Large; Project A.Hthorizati6n (See Belinvr 

o.:. n-:Sire Child Care.Fa,:ciil~ies ;;. Plf.lnnirig Co<;l~.Settion.249~78( e)(~) te,quireMhrif, P. riot t.o issi;ta ... ·.n. 'ce 
of a biilld1hg or sitepet>nitfof a development ptojecfstibjecf to the reqtiirements. of Set;tion41,L,l.4 
(Child Care Requirements for Offic~ and llo,tel Devel¢pment), a J?rqject 1vi:thin the Centnil So:Nfa. 
SUD must \:!l~ct its choice of the ()pf!orw }les\.:tfih~d iri st.tb$ectfofr.(A)~. (B) arid (E) of Seot~o.n 
414.4(c)(l) as a condition ofProject approval fo· fulfill • the Child Cl;lr.e'r~qui're:inents; 

The Project is subject to W~ reqiiiremeJtts.ofFlan7tittg .Code. Sectiort414,4:4n/l is located;;ithinJJ:w,.C~ntml 
SoMa sUb. The Pr'o}ec{ t14S ile.cted tJte. 2Qniplia1u~e 6pi:ion. Jitider Secfipli 414.4(c)(I)(E) fa. i'.tornbiife 
payment ojrm fnc:_lieu fee to. the Child Care Capita( Fund with constnlctimr 6frt child (JatefaciHi:y. o;i #1e 
premises w providi1.~g chfld~ctrrefaciiiii?s ltear the premi~es, ~ither si1igly or in cdiijfmctidn. with other 

sA~ f.F.'i\!~C!Scq . . . . . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 13 
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NiCiubn Nd. 2047o · · 
Jtin~ zo, zo1fi · 

Rt:corm No.~~~~~­
·~~.54~~-

';ponsdrs: pursuant to 414)~ " The Profe~t ha~ . dect~d ihjj; · d]1 t1o~ i;r Gon}~1z~tron i~iith the $p(i1zsqf:s0f f#c · 
pfopos:cd residential iieveloptnent at 598 Bram1an Street, A 5,546 gsf child careJ.dcility t¢.i{[ie'pfov!#4 olz. 
the. $~~Brannan Sfteet project ~if¢,an,d tfze p.rojects w_ill {Jc#iffy fhe rWt.ainderoj'i.fj#kJ'br1;it r;;b~ft~tib;1 i{i~th 
the ptopdsed det!elopmimt at 598 Briinnait Street through Fee payment accbrdi1ig 1iq:*.«JoijrpJ~4 :p.tqyiaeq#t 
Se~tion 414.9, This eled1on will be reflected .as a condition o/approvat to the I,~rgd.ffi'r6J:c9t ,t{~th8ri,;ktloti;. 
The r::hild .()are faciuty will be locattid in • B.uilding 3_, which will be constructed i¥~*4~~.2. 6jtke S,M:~ttmhit)t 
Sf;reeUr¢jecL. . . . · · ·· ·· · · · ·· · ··· · · ·· 

.. ·.Z 

·· ·.pn ·Wfo:ii. f1~itn.i1lg ¢bq~-Secti9I't2~~t:z§(Ct)(.7J ptoyi!lM ti1r~sh9.1cti :fot~~Aci 6()'Jh.?6bt ~h.<:N~lrict hf1Zard 

. ~::~::~~~~!e!;~~d~:;:l~;:c~:d:~i~!~:ciri::=~~:~~~d~hti~~~~~~~fi~jtzy&!~ffh~i 
·exceptions may be grated from the~e standatds as part of .a Large Prqject Al1~horiiattcin,\ . . . . 

". 

The jJtoject1 s ~ind stu4y i~dicate$ Jhatft Wii{ rtiS.~lf tfcf:.esf Tgd~til)fi~ • 6;~~&4ing~ th.i i>io/.l~fl:t4S. $ff}qrfh ili .. 
· Section 14fJ]8(d)('i) for "¢onifarf'' mui.." otidtoul: ha~ai·d". criterion_; The Project, i~ $i;;ekit1g yji;t eicept{(ilj 

from these. standarcls, pursuant to Plarming Code Section 319(d)(18)(D); as plirt:O!the.'~iirge Pri>ji!~f 
Authori:zation for projects within the Central SoMa SUD (See Below). · · .··· · · · ·.· · ' ' ' . . . 

,:EFL, ·•~-W~;ai()s~A.ti~r~~tBicks, ria.~i~~:cod~·'s:cti6A;~6i:ire4ili~~~: thtit1Jiii~itA~~#~~t~g~(~bP.tfmg:_._ . 

FF. 

.. :a mid~biC>ck passagesprovid.ed per Section 270.2 that are twenty to tqirty ·£e~Ort wi'd,~~b~.r9Y.lqe 
uppi;irstqries that are set back notless than 10 feet above a height of 2pfeet,. . ..... . ... . .. 

·_th'e ;ni}eft' iri'dlitdcs mld~~iodc•p~Mies .pr()v,ide4 pe.f. S~r;Jirp~t 2i,o.~ alC!~'i i~~:J,.~:'a,r/4 i~vi#l11td:.:s~:f!ef:' ·. . 
Jronfage;,.~~a is seekiitf{ e;,:cepti!m]Poin_.tipper stohl :st;tb~k.'!:eqt~irli1f!en~s ,of:i/e4~lon: ~$ti. a~ pili:£ o]th~-
Large P~oj~ct Authprizatiq~t (See BeloW.),, , , ·. · · · · .. ,. · · · · · · · 

'.. . .. : .. , .. . ... . .... :. 

i~~~~i~r~~~~~it!~~;t·~!tft~-~~~t~~~. 
dimension of 190 feet; ahd (4) for buildings with a Heighf o£25.0 feei: orri).qr¥H~~ Q,y~r1gC. gros~ 
fio.ora:rea 9£ the Upper Tower (upper 1/3 of.b~i ilding area above a height o(S5 ·le,'et}sba}l:1~bi'¢~ce~g • 
sspercenrof the av¢rage gross #oor area of th~ Lower T<5W~ (19'ver ;'?/9 Of'biJM~S.~i~a"Cikd~e'<'J. 
height of85 feet)~ and the.average diagonal of the Upper Tower shallllpf~,ic~e~r92,5Mlili~tah)fth¢ 

. averagediagonai ofthe Lower Tower. Ex:ception fromthes.e stand~d$ isperr:riittec:ili\~;:pp'qe¢fibrt: 
with Large Project Authorization for Key . Sites within .the Centrai SoMa SUQ., pel': Se~t\oh. 
329(e)(~)(B,). 

· .. :~~ie:;&~k~~r:~;~~r:~rt.ion ffP!1J; ~?W.C.~ b.11.lk~.tnii4arq~ r~$ardb,1~ f4ax,.i11run,1.~1i pilrt iJ/tiw, t.~r~e, Emj4c.t .... 
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Motion No. 20410 
June 20; 2019 

RECORD NO. 2014~000203ENX 
· £5$ 4tn$tr¢et. 

· GG. T:titn;t;poJ,t?,tion ~\'l,(:ltainab.illty :F¢e (''TSFJ. PlqnniT!gC::qde $ed.iqp 41 i;tt;,outlih$sth¢:req'uiren•:erits 
for TSF;.whicb applies to the 2onsb:qctibn ofa neyv: )ion:..resid~ntial.u~e ih exc~ss of800 gtoss squar~ 
feet~ · .. 

'Hie Project 1oo~:~ ld contain iwi;,resil:i.titttfal1{st! in .it'+tess P/80Q gtps$sq<:rm'efe?t. .Thef?e use$ z!)Qril4 besi(bjept 
fq tl~e TSFreqiiiternrmt; its mdlitwd inSectii.1ri41;tA. · 

Bil. No:ii~R.eshlent.ial Child C.a:re :Fee,~ l?1aru1in:g Cage Sectjqn 4;14 outlin.~s the· requireiil.ef'its fo:t: th~ 
NoJ:l"ResidenH~i C}Jilq' Care Impact Fe~, v.V;hich appJl.es to any projectre1\ultlhg i!J the netaddition 
of 2S,OOO or mote gsf of()ffice or hotel use. . . 

. . . . 

't!w. J(rojt# wquld ctnrf.!liri. 2$,qOq or .nwi·e gs[qf office orh\ltel u~~. The. froject is, sttbjecf tq Hte Noit,, 
Resi'dent!al Child. Care F~ej as btt#in~d in Section.414, . 

IL R;¢$ide:nti<l,l Child Ca.re In:tpac~ ;~<e~; Plai1:nii1g, Cpc!e Se.ction 4l4A 9\lUines,th¢ teqtti,ref11¢ht$ ~o.r t1te' 
Jiesiderttlid Child C<~re Impact Jlee, y¢hidi applies tq any pr.ojed resulti~~Jn a net additfott ofat 
leaston.e resiqentia1 unit: 

The :Project .includes appl'qxih~ately,.9ti0 drpe,lliii g ~~nits~· The NqJ,eit· iS:.svbjecf tg, the ;Resiitrogftal Crdid Ctii·fe 
11npapt Pee; CJS outl£i1ed./n S~(;ti.on 4;l4A. . . 

. JJ~ Jo'b.&~I;Ipti$~~ Link~ge f~e. ~lanrii~'\g C:o4e $e#ion 41;3 ()uflineS,. Di~ r¢qvt.re.ments. fpt th~e Jobs.: 
Ilb.usingL1nl<ag¢ Fee, whichapplies to anyprojectr~sultingirtwnet.adc1#1on o.£ at least 25,obo gsf 
certain uses, including office and fetaiL Ctedits. are availablrdor exisUrtguses· on site, 

The Projtct W.o'1<li ~(n1tattt: niore th.an' 2$)Jb0 ;gross squart" feet of m;es $1tl?je¢t • to thr;] OP$-}loTJsh>g tf11kt1ge 
I:'ee! tmd wot{td.th~iifore be subject to the require1nei#s of Sectioii 41.8. 

KJt ~astern NeighbothP.oct.s li:ttr~strn~tti:r.~ Impad Fee. Pl~roulig Cdli'E: $ecHqD: 423, ou.tlinfs th¢ 
reqt(irements for. the E,~sterh · Neig~borhoods Infl'astruct:Ure Impact Fee,· which applies to all new 
coli:stmttiott ~~it}Un th~ E11stetn N~ighborhoods P.latt Area; ·· · · 

Tlw. Pr.pject islocated. within the Epstetit l\Jeighlmrhood,s Plmi Jtrea, ·artd would result in ne:tiJ c()nsttudion; 
. Thf:. Pr~F~ct is subject to Edstirn Neigh};qrhoodS.In.frqstr;(cture [mpJJ.ct Fe~ re*lirm:;ientsjor TiC1; c 
4evetopinent,.aB outl#iediv .$ectio1H2$'. · · · · 

r.L. Pub.ik Art. P1ann1rtg Code S~,cfioti 4h9 pl1t1imis Hie r~quir~Jni:Jrtfs Jot publlc art ·ln thEI C(tSC of 
t6hstrilc~ion of.~.· rte\y non7 reskfe!lffa I tise at~cl: in' ex2¢$s of' 29,0110 s(on p.roperties lp!:!ai'ei;l inthe 
CMiJO Zoning Disttletihd lodited north of bivisiori/Duboce/i3~h.Stredsj a projectis l;eqllh:ed to 

. include \¥orks of ad ~osnh15 an amouilt equai to one percent oftl1econstr'udion cost ofthe.lm.ilciJng, 

1!.) 
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· RJ:SCORP NO; gn14~QQOZQJJ;,NX 
· · · · ·· sss 4th :$tr$~i 

.... · ·· · %~J'};dje~~}$'{oc~t~d 11fthe.GJ1UO z@#.ingJ5istrict;·l;dt~d hotJh JJfPi.7!'#lb1{1)4~obt:),'~?.~ .§~rit4J!l) at~4' 
will po~ti.li:tigreafef thtiii25; 000 sfofnon~residential use. The Projetti8 .. s.fib)~ct·ttithepii~ll.f/a,r;t¥equir'em.e1it, 
asJmtlihed in Section 429, . ·· ..... .. ·.. . · ' ' ·· ··· . 

... .,. 

·· iJt\1,: celitta1 Sb'Ma toriu1tul'lifi S~&ic¢s FadHiies. :Fee: rrannhtg Cod¢'S~2tton 4~~.1$ tippJ1:tablr;~J;9any•, 
protect within the Centtal SoMa SUD that is in ;,i.ny Centr~l SoMa f,ee ti~r~i\4 W.{j4Xd ciJiwt.fU~t!J\o.r~ 
than 800 :;;quareJeeL · 

. . . ... rite ProJebtillaJtd. ·C:onsti'udm6tetlianiJJJOg1+iis~;quare}e~t.:rt~ u~e.'i»itiif~}H~Git,fitr.al,:SoMa fifJP, T!W 
P1·oj~cUs subject to the Cetitral SoMa Infrastru~turdnfPiu:it:Fd~ 'as. 6u,tiined':'ili illatrrd~i·i:!t~~i ~~6#dri4sa: 

' . . .. ' .. 

.N.N': · Ce'mi~fs()tvJ~ 'r~hastrtrdure :tinp~ct :F~e• Plat)hing Cod~ $~cti~h' 433 \s ~pJili¢;,i~l# t~i®y I?i9)¢ct 
within the: Central So1{a Stn:) that.is in any Cerittal SoMa. fee .tier and wouicfp()~~ct more ~lt® 
800 square feet. • · · 

. ····Tfi~:gt;6je¢fpH5,#I4,:~btr$b(iict iftofi;:th#it $()() '@~#?'~q,~qrljt;~i ¢jn'6lp~s~ w.ifhi~}h¢ Cepfiiit Stify!;q$'[fp;··· We 
ProfedfS. sub{ecf to. the ¢ipif:t:dJS9M4. i1f{r~~ftnr;hJt¢ I~np~ct:f'e.ef aS'P~tliitl!4 it~ 'P.tamtin.Ji·t4ileBeqitolt'433) • 

' . . 

7
; ·· ~~1:%:~~:~:2~~~1~=:1~~a:~:::~;~e;i~.~:~~::~e~i~~~iw:~~~f%~=~~~~~~1.::~1 

Commission finds thatthepioj~ctis compliant wlththese:~iJ:i~,a;sp~ds as£&fows( . . . . . ... 
. ~ ' . ·' . 

"•"" ,. 

a) Ov.e:rall. building tnl!S.s>att:d scale, the. Pro]e'f!t~ '#iliS,ii~g:·~~J,i.t:.~catd.·/{ill)rf1}9r 4 iJ1f1tliJ#/c~q.rt4. 
innovative design and qreappropriate.forthe ~ite, .. TlJ(J'b.~ildf,~gsrb,'diJ.lfi ftfi,ti:i.re: l(;rg~(gtq#~i4fi.qorfu)iih •· 
each subsequent higherfloor ivou1d be slightly s11triJfidha~·.~h~floor below 'it·1pttf['aPtJr.p#ftiately.fw0:..• 
thii:~ t!if each tower when iilljloprs toduld flecdrft~ 'ii'tlijdrffl}tfs.t~e:-: 7(/tJ$ if:¢.st8tt !'!t¢«t¢ft.J:! ~tippijfie/fo¢.t; 
allowing for p11vMe terrace$ ¢11. the lower p'drtions · o[each to.rp¢f; P!J.#h.~~' :ba!l'tiltvered}lo6fs d1ipl.itccd • · 
{n ~uch a way as to aUow /ortM ttvo segments of the blti/4i'ngto operate as sepamtest.rricf'lfr(!S mttiitli¢ 
sroenth floor, wh~re they connect as one building. The ma;stng ofeach tmvei' would ~e ~t4i( ~btth 01i,i 
portion approxin1ately 40feet f;J1ller than tire other (551 io fop oftoojt:op screening)( fhi. ttiJ,o tp'ifet~s 
TiJaUld be placed dn the 11ite.tkct mirror images of each other, This' d{!sign v,;ou ld give the impfesJ?fOIJ. djmur 
distlnct buildfngs. The towers im designed to taper away from thbpn;~perty line mtdto:,P~rd&tJ;'e r;'inJer, 
of the development site; mitigatifig ttie appearrmce of bulk white still providiirg ~ pl'otitJ.t{?fil'il1tdf¢ohi9. . 
add,ition to tlie Scm Francisco sk)jlirte. . , 

.. · ~ . 

'b): J\.r.~hlfect,ural treatmep:ts; .facade design. and buildingma~erlal&.'f!i~ #rojecf;s' ~rch#eeturf4 
. 4e$ign bl?itds the clas;lt SoMa war.ehausc. u1ith a tbuier hjpology, l1u;. pi:qpos,~d'fri~@e :f$., P,pptqx;iipqtelf 
500/o s'oli4 of a ce'tnen.Htiol{s materip,l with t~r;e11~ed glii2;i1ig to relate tOH~ck 'Soyt~;oJN/#.skef ~~tgfilior~b.ods 
bnck and mortar wareh.ouse cons.tru.ctia)l .. The 'Qisual appearqnc.e offo~r ,di$.#tic;tfoUJe{pori;iolr~ uA1lW 
reinforced through the use ofalfeinating fet;esitrrtiofi patterns betmeeiz.lowe,r et~0ait&n~, tt;zii~ tn4Jeflnt 
differ'en.fiation usitzg texture and/or color; · · 
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Motion N{.)~ '20470 
Jtit1$ '20, 2019 . 

;-.:~;;..;;.,; ~~~>UU2U3ENX 
~.:5"5 41h Street 

c) The design ~;~£ low~r . flqot~1 inch1d,i11g hUihlirtg ~etback ~re:;tst (:9rti.n:u;:'rda1· space~, 

·townhouses' e1ltriesi l:ltllitles1 and the design and~iting of rear yards, parking arid loading 
access; The ProjecfslowerfloO.rs are contained within district podium structures that split to create a 
nutnerm{t1gatez~dy41id atl~ywdykleartingpedestrfans and.buildingocc14pants from the active streetscape 
alqlrg4th and. Touiit$~iid. St~e!Jtsfhrough !o tfre•iandscaped central plaza, The groundjlwrofthe four 
podium s~#mr,es arefront~;d by 4 rnb; dfrttatt and micro~r?tait uses faci1ig botft the street and' inwards 
tawards the cenl.t'4lplitr:i. atid alleyivays: Each lnHlding has its lobby facing inward towaids the central 
ptqza~. i1i¢r.'eqs'ingfo:O.t trajfi¢.drt4ftdivityalong thfsl\i:'ea, Develop7iiirht has been set back approximately 
44fe(Jt from the propet{]J line qt 4tll Street, r;reatirig 11 generous welcoming plaZ(1., I?U:bsequ¢iltly leading 
fo the inner plaza through fhe .iJ;rli Street gateway. Jn add.itwn, tHe development has. b~en.s.e~ back 5 feet 
4loM :4/n Stre?t to allow for sidtmJallc rl;idiming; miiiJO feet along Townsend Str~et to alx:ommodate 

· lteqzJii-w pede:sttirm t'niffic coming from the Cal~ Train te:t:minus acniss the ~.;tti?d, (41 w.41l!1~ ~l~e adjaant 
bu,s stop, ·The .Project sits at }he proper h) line along toumsend Street, but sets (u;ti::k 4!'jrom the 
neighboring propedy at 260 Townsend Street to allow room for the project!s.sole below gradepiirking 
· llnd '1otuHri.gfl.ccel)8. The Project is set back 1.5 feet from the tteig]jboring proper I ies at the nbrtheas t end 
ofthe site, mtdl()feetfrom other neighboring properties to the north. Th.e Project's lower levelsgelterillly 
ccmsist of a.mi~ of nisidmtia(Wnits beginning at level Z and' a}Jove; though the eastern towerlws mix of 
oJftte on Jer?elf) iff 3; residential USe otl levels 4 & 5, boutique hotel Oli level 6 & 7, a1id residential 
(lrr~imi(ij o1i i~r>ei 8.. . 

d) The p;rovisioii pf:requited o.pert spgr;e, bofli on~ and qf£~si~e. In the case of'off~site puiJlicly 
accessible opetf space, th¢ d~~>igt,l,toca~iOii; itdi:es.$,;$iZ\:!; l;ll,lq equ~v~1ence in,qu<.~Ji.JYwith t'h:~t 
citherwis~ required · on~site; ·.The Project provides a· signfftcmit arnpunf ofoptm spa.c~;l "including n 
groutzd~ftoor.uetwork ofPOPOS th,atwm•opeH up this.open·spaceamenity to.thepilbliciit awa.y uniqite 
w·resideJl~[4l projects i11 $(ft1PrqnciS?O, The Project ~Lso incl~qes. variousfontrs Of'ope~space: 13f. 

.. prfoafe 'luilwnies; 10,512 square fe;;t of commpn i'tpper~stozy opeJt. spaci!jor 'vi{#ding .rii.$idetttsj r1nd 
24;,49/jj squniefeet of PO PO S, The PO POS areas would 'b,e]:Jrqvided · irr a network· oft;>-rormd-jloor open 
splices, indkding peclesmmi pathways, pdckel: parks, sidr;tOiilk widertitrg,. and a large i!et'ttral· cbitrfjjal'd 
bel:'(.(!eqn tlte .tw~ buildings. 71te POP OS would inchi4e landscaped trees aiid vegetatio1ri·11t:iiting;afid. 
p.ubticart displays, 

e) 'The provision Qfm,id:-h~jjck p_J1eys ~n{pa~hways on.: ~~ori~ag~s bel;\veeJ.1200:m(:l,StJ0li!lear. · 
feetper the· cdte.rb ... of Sectio!i 27o, and tiie desig# of mid-block alley$ ru.'(d p'athways ~s 
requited by and pursuant fo the criteria set fqrth in Section270~2. The Project·will creaM two 
n~uj "gatex~~ay" inid~blo0 passages, ~ne aloitg et~r:;hfrOntage:, Tfre 41h $fn:et gateway i;s. 2p feet in wi#h, 
and the ToTimSend Stree.i.gat.ik"UJay . .iii l(J feet '(arde.· •R!Hail .. a'(ld peF[cstriim itmGn~tiesfrQrit .both.ofiheie · 
areas; Each passage teads .into • the. i11terior • courtyatd~tlte~ ciin:t&rpiece of the Project's dp?-fr spape . 
. network-and pgt# the coiatyard onto the ltmdscaptd PQPQS' .b~gcntJt. . . . 

f) Sheetscape.and.other··public impro:ven1ents1 including tree planting; street futnlturer and• 
lighting. In toinpliaJICi! tvith Plat;liiirg C¢de Section 138.1; the Project inc,i1~des HU/1ietous ;;ttetts¢tipe 

17 
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Mt?tiqrtN.o~: 20479 ·· 
·Ju~e 20, iQ1~: 

. . . 

g) ~~~ft~~~::~~f!~~~r::~r~~Er:r~~~ 
... ·, ··•· f:c~J~d~:fi:eb~~t,ih~:t:~~~:~;eJ~:;~~~t;~~a!z:n~r~:V~;~~!n;i;;;~!;fdo~ik~;~,;:~ih'~~~fofk~!t~n~· 

Departme~tl:, 'tvtr ;t, and Departmimt a/Public Works via the S i:t~ef~(;{lpe. 4itt/~~o/y: ';fe~rif, )he slrl$1~ 
· jJ.oirJ-i ofr;n{ry :to. the base~tten.t garage furs been re4ttc~d i1~ sizetii p~fi!eth ~~hq#,d1g ~it#{la):iijli:.b.jj· 
. . limititig r:iitiflicts with pedeStrians :and motorists; Fintilly, th~ [>roje9t ptbpos~s}i'.'1%E,f#>:ork, o}gr6.Jlnd,L 
floor open spaces meant to enhimce'pedestrian circulation arotmd:tiJid tl~t.p:Ug}ttiikprop'eity::'rhisirourid 
jlooi~ opell spac.e network includes.pedestriatt pathwaysipdcket piu'](;s~ sidtaJatk rvidelitnir (fnd' f<··~a.r;g'! 
tmtrcrl coU,rtyqtd . .bet'we¢1i the two bulfdzrtgiJ, It zvill include i~tllls'Catied if¢es and1Jegqtqtiqif1 $?rJ.ting, 
and publi'c.ait displays. · · · ' . ·. ' : '' . . .... · .· · 

·. . . ·;.:; ;· <".. .·: . ::· .. . 

.h) }Jull< jU,nl,~S;: Tlie ilverall., bttJJc of the frojecf. i$; m£-n.fmized b;y· priJ7)tding.· itvq 4istinctJowe:r$· tv.itli 
···•·sragg~~4 ~~idht~i41iiifsstn8-iHge;,ie.rai'9ft'liJohJii.ty wit64f#··~mic· cqi,ttif1li{:tllid 'd.i$igit~~ tc·tficp:.i.;h'd~ 

plew cmi#fN·$; lighf(~f'lil a,ir.·•m~cess to :the; cetJtrdf'tAazia, . " .. 

!1 ' Q$e'i< tliafige~ net~ssaiiJd 'J;,:riri~. a ~i-~je~f iitt~;'Fliri~9Jln:~rtc~ i\11$. <{riy reie.y~tq~~i~ 
.. guidgli;o.es; Area :Plan ot:~J¢.m~n~: of;tJhtcyenetilf Plm~;the;\Pfgj~¢t; 9~1 hilJimog; ifJr:.ei~· the 

DbjectivesandPoUcie5 dftb.e:(;ettera~(P.iiiii: Sid Below, · · ·.· ··· ·· · ·· . : · ·. · ·· ·· · ···· 

.. .. " . . . ············ . . .... 

. •s.~ .@!~~;J;~;M~:J~;8!!~:!:eg!~:~Ze~if~~=~¥~~~:~i~~~i~j~t;9o~~~~;ssft!~e;~;I~1r-vfd:: 
·. gualified amenities ·iri exc~ss ot whal i~ requite'tf ~Sf l:h¢ coM~' Qii<iiified add.uiodci{am~nities,lliat.m.~y 
be provided by theseKey qites include: affordable h~u~i~gbeyond what ifrequlr$d.l:i'n<;f.~r;StidH~ti 415. 

• etseq;; land d,edicatipnpursuantto S~ctic:ni 413.7 tor Ute con$lr!ld;iont>.f:affl;ir,d$'q~eh6:~.uiP.lg;~~)J;R<~,(a 
gt:eater amount and/or J ~wetrentthai:ds. ofuerwl11e.requiredttnd~r S~¢t.iort$2Q~.t3 O,t249,78tc:)(S}) pul:!H# 
parks,· recteatibrt centers/ !)r. plazasi. and improved pedestrian networks, Eic~ptions iiild:erSectibrr 

.· $29( ~) rruiy be apprqved ~Y the Pl~nrting Commissioh if the follo~ving·cri~eria an; 1jj:et · 
. . . :· .. : 

·· ·•·.·a} 'J:he•~n:iepit1es ·~P. .. ~~eptjon$ wo)Jla,F •91:\ }j;ihmcei:~~<~ confoi#ll~y X':lth. aP:d·. sM~porftll.e 
· · •·· ·il)ipi~mf:i'rt.f.ltidn' o~tl1~£c:(Jafs~.:o~jetfWek air~ P?Hbi~s Bf.t~¢ (:'cl.1trat.so;Ma J;Ja'h;· 

. . .. . ·: ·. ·:,.... ·::.:·· : . '• 

· 'tlie Pi·6J~f!Pi$'w64l4 ptov'id¥1 ii.tiitf!pfb'l)~tf; peqtJ~ifiMt (tef,t1Jqr:k~Jtd .iit'drct~sed. pulilfcly~ftt¢.MsiJ;Iepp'r!lifrp~qes • 
. two new. miil~bio~k :cmmectibii.s aiui ia~uldc~ped: plai:as ltrti:~ ti;iihicttve'ritflil tt;~s. This ~iew • iwhvwkoJ. 
pl~aEJ and vgd~bloql~cQiiri&c/:jq]i$. !lte intett44-f4 improve; ihe overall acce~Js ·~oo.pe!t spaae.wifhirr.thidarge.r. 

.. ;~;,t;Jck~0t:~~~ii~t~l~=~·#in4nit~esiire ir1 cp/'tfo.t&.t£g.~v{~h;and4~rdl~• adfittt.¢e~.g0~4q.Jt1~rtpd,ztCji 
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Motion No. 20470 
June 20, 2019 

RECORD NO. 20.14"000203ENX 
· 655 4th Street 

b) Th~.{tp:u~:t:dtie~ ''lottlq t¢sltlt ill an ¢qt;ta1 otgrt;at~t bent=fiH9 .th~ Ci~Y i:ruit1WC(ulfi 9c;tur witbouttht; 
exceptions; and 

'Tht~:t:;>;c£ptions ate n:~cesstir}l f:o !letttt~priJ.·pi$ifm of the iwpfo;dntlit~ty2.4A95 sq,twrefqet.ofpublicly-accessibh:. 
open sp~ii.e and an improirtd p¢de~trtrm Jie{work Theile iiitm#Hes e.rteed Pldi:t.ni}t.g .Code reqifiretrrertts for 
71CTD deaelopmelrtat tluiprojeCtsite. · · · · 

9) The ~x~ep tfons · a:f~ n¢.ces:£?at¥ t9 . fi:ic$Htate the· ptqvisjqit cit imp<rr~f\)1 t puplfc a.;;~ets. tl;t~t.WQ\Jlct 
. oth~tv;dse be.difnceull:' to 1ocaie in a highly develbpecf !lefgJ:ihorhood :l.fke SoMa. · 

The CeiJb'nl So:Mq. Plan• ~trea t~krre~Jt~y $ujfet$ .fo~oitl q shol'fage ofusable qpcn iipq~e a11d p~4¢$tJ'i~ network!! 
fltat ptc:t#de rtcc?."~ to pub tic fJ-ans# systems;· The Key. sues 'Gt<:l,dtli~ell pf.the teltrral $qlvf4 Plqrt f.cl:?iiiifi~~ 
this .$ite (].$ • JJIJ' ideai · · ioc~tfiin/of .a · i'siibstantinV ·.I:wte$s1bl!,!i ar.!iJ. · invitirig pubiio plaid/'· mi ·well. as· for 
improvement$ prat1iding pedestrian accesi t; trmzsit, stating ''the o1igoitig u:pgrntle$io Cal!rain ~iu{the 
cdfiipl¢tirn: of t;lie Ce1rtrat S!Jbw~y fi'e bo,tJt goiF& ~o bring t,i)qt :ohfero.peopte i.o t:he ii~~~rs~c:tiof. ,of4Y' qnd ·. 
Toumsend Streets . .. To facilitate the • 1trdtleni~itt . of these pedeS.trii:tns i(cross this . busy intet$ectiMJ1 Hii$ 
depelopmeJit sites slumid consider ways to facilitate pedestrian tnovement through this block,. tnciuding a 
li!?ZIJ c61inectio1t to Lysk Sfre~t .•. '~ Ptovi$i9!1 .. of this ope# spac¢. and fniptb.t;~~ p~dtsifirm 1iei:Wo:rli; i#rectly 
tfdi11Jn¢es ~tart Objeoti<i.es ·4~1· to .. "Ftopjd¢· .11 .. !lnfe,(•·c&irve,itfeht, and, a{trq¢tfve ·wq.lkit;zg·· e:n<dr9n?nent .em rd! 
streets. in the P1a7J areai ·ami oli}eetive s.:f;; toAAtrg1nent the publ:idopeh spiu;e miti reci·eatiOn network with 
pri'oately,otvned pi/We opeirsp!lccs.'r · . · · · . ·· . 

Accorqirigly:( pursuant to· P·I~mi1g Cod~ Sections· 329.(4) ;;~nC!. .329(~} i:he •. f'lanttit:lg CorrlrJ1i,ssion tas 
cons.ldet¢<:1 tbe. following exceptions tCi. th~Pl~nnJ!:ig ¢t?.d~, .in•ak¢~·thefoU9iving(i!tdings, and graJ'lts. 
each excepti!:in tp fhe.Projed as fu.rthe~ d~s~tfbed be'!c>i,;: · · · . . 

d) Strf;'e:tw<~.Il Art.ic;ulatii:.in, Building Setback~, and Tower Separation (Section 132.4). Section 13?;4. 
i:eq!,).Ires, ?\II,lQrtg,bther ifetns~ · (1} Streeh\raH: th<.lt j;)ui,ldings within the Central SoMa SUD be ~uilf 
y.p tp the s.tt.e.e:t~or all$y-f~ctng prbpei:ty line up to 66Jeet in height, subject to cettafu exceptions', 
inclttdin~ buildi!ig' fji<;ade archite~t1;11a1 articulation and modulation up to e.ight feet in depth; (2) 
Building .Setbacks: Jh?HO:We:rs in the (:S Bulk District provide a 15-foot setback along all properly 
Hn,e.~; for the' potfiofi ofe~th h4ildb:rg beginning at a hei'ght of 85 feet1 and that along 41h Street 
l1efvieen Br}rant and To~'llsertd Streets,facades ()n new development be set back from the street~ 
fad11g pr9,P~d§ Jine pya rn'inimun1 qepth of fi,;efeett~Ya rninirnum height cif 25 feet above sidewalk 
gr?-de, arid be designed as an e)(ten~ioh of the sidev¥a1k, free from co !Limns or other obstructions 
except for p!O'ririitted obstructJorisundei:: Section 136;arid (3) Tower Separation: that to,:ver portkm 
ofanyproject(kreaal?ov€'85 fe¢H'tlhclghtonbuildingsexceeuing 160 feet in height) be set back at 
lel.J:sllt9 f~et. £rom the t9wef Potti'or,ro£ :any other toV.rer. · ·· . 

The Project reqi<ires exc?!.ption frqm itbese stmidatds ns JoUows: 
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;~*~t~r~m~~il~:i:&~~l~~iirf~ 
.one on each b.uiiding. Specifical(y, a portion ojthe northwestem.jacingJa£ade ~lthe~w~;teP~ foi.ver(!:J:¢wer 
1''). iSjLush with theprop~;rty lin()for the ent{re buildiiig. This areafrm~ts ontp a 31~ 0fodt ·aeqj,.:._r~tloff: tbi 
atl.j/Jcent property that is $J{lJjer:t to an ea:jent~li t 't}Jczt tNli pteve11-t ftdt{te d<?'velopmen.t ~lottg the,.$/1.kte~L 
PrOpertlj line. AddiHonaliy; a portion ofthi, eaiitein towerfronti~g.on Totons~11d Street ('1Towir 2h i!;Be{ 
· backappro;drnptely 10 feet (rather than the t~quired 15 feet)frorti the property line, !Jegimthii~t'.~ ~¢fglti bf 
8fife¢L. This are{i fronts onto the,Bt lh-JObt Wiele 'J'owns~r/t,i. Sft:ee.£ Finally; portiou$ of Totb,~~~~ ri?Hfbe ~~t,' 
baclc appraximatdy)O fee.t 6.ather than t~e required 15feet) fi"om the adjaceiH prop_eti:y zyjietb. th¢ nqrtb, 
T}i.ese areas will be .set back approximately 20feet from the closes.tpoint 01i the adjacent buiidii~g, ... 

sh-d~ffi.ian Ai'trcul;tion~ . TM Proj~ct reqt#tes exc:ep tlon from, the tequi,t"iihtftJftp pfiJvf4.e, $£1'~¥#0411. # tlte 
prop~rty line up to aheigJitOj65 feet as follows: (1) tciprovidcnJ(iried $i!,t1Mck.,~ 'iil.D.d§i:h~c.it#r~i55 U~7.eiirfceb 
· ~~ 41/i Street frontage and for a distance of approximately 100 linearfeetoj'f~zphsinfi·S~ref!:tfrofit~ge iizi/rif.~P­
N widefl. the adjace1tl $idetiJa.lk ~pd ptovid.ea ~ense of extim;ded sheets cap~~ . 'While this setback(@p(gi.fmi:ltcifl 
. 5]eet deep) is required ttlong l±'h. Street1 exception 'is 11eeded for the area ofsetbatk alortg To.to~pl;id $t'f~et 
(ilppmximately 10feet); (2)to provide. mi approximately 45 foot setback from 41h Street at the'lroifhw~sfbJui 
ofthesite, to provide a publid}/'accessible tdurh;ard designed to easepedestriait corigesti01i.t,t~lt'ct~hti.iit~Jlie 
pitbli~. terilmi ri1.td (3) #1 ptovf4efoi gradu~tsefbac~'i exce~di1tg · Bfefff and locafM b~low· a ~~rghf'6/~~~¢t · 
in ord.erto facilit~te trw project's :.~tu1isty" arehitectur(lldesrgui whJch tiiper/3 lJack fr~W: thf, §:fre~i~jri:dintl 
·property liue at each sit'bsequent story above thegroundfloOr up to 65 feet il~ hei({ht, i:r~atihz~&se:fts~~j.~i$U,ai 
interest an4 itt(lssfng nlief These setb.acks tl.lso.~reate an opportunityfor p'rtvateopell.sp.~Cfip: ' >~ .: ' ·· • · · 

.. ;: .. :;:.::<~···/.~-::. 

· .Tower Separation.The:Prq}ticf r.eqi<ires e:xr;¢fti.oh. to aiiow rf!diice:4_sepdratiohafthe nvo taivets located mt · · 
•· .·. · one d.~ilbpmf.#tsue ... sp~¢ifi~qj~t!/t~ ,i:lll~#!X1Ypprti1Hs:r:awer:'.tl}fthi.shorterseg?nimt of fh& W.es~~~ tin{iet/ .. 

.. '·,:£~- 'Jiaife ii.'separtitton. 6f1t/5feet/rom •tou;et iB (tlie.shartets¢grnent ofthe east11rn · tower)'t. ai;t/tks#J~'n#t6}i• 
of 52 feet from To'wer 2A (the taller segment of the eastern tow&); and (2). portion$ ~~ faWtf 1)1 .· (t#e fuli~t' 
segme1it ofthe western tower} to have a separation of93jeetfroinTower 2A (the.tatler segmentoftJi~,eq~terii · 
tower) and a separa.tioti of 52 feetfrotn Tower 2B (the shorter segment of the easttml tower), 4lftui}~r,:'bt{ 
.deilelapment is le~s tha1t 85 fee(in height; Thes~ ((fe~ are consistent with 11Jassin"fdisJiit,~slqJt; il.t tlkK.eit 
Site.s Guidelines, which antlcipatedredttced tower separation oe.troeen the trod biiildings .. 'P.1J,}hi~s,tt,dt(J.aif,or;q, 

. ''a . .percdved separation of approximately 50 feet on the lower .half of the towet mid ~Qfe&t 01J; the upper pifl% 
ofthe b:¥ildi.ng." .. 

·• .. ··;;~~~~:fi~t~a~~:::1:ar~~~~e~;;~~~r!~~~~i~~C'!~~~~~ft:tl;:efl:s~~~ijtjti.~af:7/:t:.o;~Jt;:. 
'i&:#cma_ti'll~4.n~ dynawic ftepi¥n; and 'thliyftpfthh~ flte inf(n#()f $et;fi'9?i}~2 .. 'f.aiu:f. th~ K?fi $1f;!ist;;~##Iiit?s;by:. 
orintribuitngt6 the .. dynafnicisrri Of the neighborhood u)J{#~.:maitttdi1,;Jn.g: tist'r&'iig.$.tt;e¢fW~it pres?iJ.ce 'l/nd .• 

. sense of''urbti7t TOOI1111
•. . . 
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Motion No., 40470 
June 2b, 1019 

RECORD NO.. 2014~0oo2d3ENX. 
· $55 4ili Street 

e) Re~ide*tiql U$.ap1e Qp¢n $pll,ce ($eg.tJqi\ :135 &; SZ9(e)(3)(B)ht.i), l?,lanrtin~ O;>de Sectign ~35 
r,eql:iires J;esiden:ti~l pro)ec;.ts in the EastetnN e!ghbothoods to p:rovHie eith.er {?Q squ<l:re f¢et of. op~n 
space per 1,1nit I fit is nqtpul?1idy~accessible1 or 54 square feet per ut:UtJ(publiciy accessible; Section 
329(e)(3)(13)(yi} aUows• tl1:~ Pim1njn!? Commission to teduce the Project~s p.rivate operi space 
requirem¢nt Jroxn 8b sq\lai'e teet pet U:nit ·tq 60 sqt,IatEJ. J¢M as pai't of th¢ LatgQ project 
.Alit110rizfitiop:. 

Tft? J?roje¢t teqye,sf;; teductum in fh~pritJate 'f.l$aple.«pi!11 Space: tf.quit¢1iterltfrom 8Q•.f>f/H4ref~etto 60sqtt,ate 
foet per unit, fo .facti/tuM grei<ktdC.nsity oj'resi(le;Jti'aldiveldprtU!ntofl: a rel1<ffPely smP.ll 'site~ Applying this 
:starzdim(··tJii·Ptojeot;s. 2~Al~5$quar.e·joot.··gmw.id••floar netwprk. of POP OS. satisfies· the ·open spac¢ 
. requir~menf)ot 454 tinits, iieat1yl;a1fofits tfi1tt cQ'u1tL In additloit, the fequiremeht for 132 units would be 
tw.tisfied thrai{gh pro'qis.io.n qf priY?at!'. bakanie? ot!tr 6o · t:r;Jttq.re feet i1t si:ze, . .ar~.a· f#e req!JiT!illtent. for air 
adilrtfoitcd t7s units would be satisfied throug1~ provision Oj10,511 sqlillrefeefoj pritmte comt11btr.opeli spate, 
TIJ acconm.todate a high det!sity iJf resid~ntiaJdwelopiJient, the project will requiri exceptimtfiont usable 
oi>\'11,ti-pat.e··reiwiretne.ntsjor•approxtma.tely 199. unit$.,· ~r r;pproiimately·l!;;iJ40squa.rejeet The.rtoject y>ill . 

·m.ee.t the· ininimnm ows1teiisal~le open ~p{IC# reqJ,tih:in.elif of3.6 · sq@refeet per·Wt#or iesidei#ial hrwefs jn 
the. Centrai.. $oMa sun CiYJen overai(ambt(n.i of Pplt/t $pad{!· provided ixy. tlie. P:I'Ojed: find di!S.ign·pf ~hese 
spaces, t.h~ Cotntnisl>iatt supporj:s im exteptio;{to ttiis Plannin:t Coli~ requil'emi1it. . . . . 

f) POP,OS Deslgn Standards (S¢ctionl38(d}), J;'lannirig Code Sec:tion i38(d)(2J(E)(i) requiiesthat 
.POP()S be opeh to. t~e .sry1. e~cept fo.r permitted obstrqd:i,ons per PI aiming Code Section 136 and 
iU.bjfict tq ~n alltrw.~ne;e q£ up to io% ()f the PP'!Ct'!: ~0 he loqfjt~d \lhder .captUeyered. portions. qfthe 
b.J.lildlng ifth~ spate has;~ minimum he{ghf~f:20 feet . .. 

The Proj?Ct prot1oses 2.{49& ~qiiare fe.~fofoiddoor Pb1)0Si .approiiniately 2,102 srruaie Jeef(jfv.J}iiclj UJO?-dd 
not: he dpe#.cto thd t;k:J!, T'JJis area i.s wit.lii~i the 10% allbWP.rtpe mukr Section 135. However, the P1'ojec.t 
reqf1rres an exception to Locdtepo1·flo:ns ofo!{t~oor POP()SlJe[O'W i:;antilivered building area less than 20feei· 
in}teigM. $pec{fi¢aUy, th~ ~uiidiltg cdiltildv~rs ov.er: (l) a p;rtilmofthe 3,115 square foot publicly-accessible 
p~a;z;q. QIJ 4:1~ Stt~et1 startiJ~gqt .a height ofll' 10':; and (2) the mid-block passage counecting froin 41h Street 
to· thrJ centra(plazq; Starting at a height ofl2' 61

';. Approximately 502 square feet in these areas woi;id be 
have a height ojl~srrthm~ 20feet. The cantilcver~a·n1assfng:Jacilitates the bm1ding 's distinctive arch.itectiirnl 
•St!Jle whii:ti steps· ti.p at, eabh jl.qoti. c:,·edthtg fl \lfi!Jtill /i11e qf site· towimls the open sky t£ird a1iiiit¢nded 
pf!r¢epfi.i'm ojgriJitderfr. Gfxjm ovemll design of the PQP()$1 the Commi.~sion supports an exception to .. thm 
Plt;mrdri'g Codt! requirement .. 

. . 

&t DWelling; U;nit 'F-xposttt~ ($ettit;ins 140 <l'I\4 249.(8). ePl?J:lll,hig, Code Sed~on 140t~qnires a.ll 
cfi\r.ellingUl*S to haVe expo sui'~ Ontb elthel' a ptiblic stteetrpubik atJej) side)'~r.<f of~t 1ea~jt25 feet 
lnj:lepth; a. cod¢"compliahtrear yard; or open are.afhaf fs i1o1ess thari 25 feetin.every hod;wntal· 

dimension f6r theflpor ;'lt wmc~ the dw~lling ll11itin qi);e.stionis located ·art<l the floor irilrne4iatdy 
above it With an, !ncrea.sr:; off.iye feet fu eVeryhprizoht~l qim¢rtsion at .efi.~h Supseqi'lcettt fl~or. 
Section249.78(d){1f)i'I1odifiesthisrequlrement·vvithinth~C:entra1.SoMaSUD·to{1)~!low1Q%.o£ 
t.nl:its constructed <:1t9r beio\4• 85£eetto•fate <litectlytmto.an ppenareathatlsat le~:tsH5 feet by15 
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Motlbn ·No, 2!l4'7,.o 
June 20, 2019 

"' . . 

RECORD f\Jtt 2a1iMo203E}:S:X;. 
. . S5541hSt ~(: . . . . ree-: 

'. ·. •··• ••··.· ~~f!.b itid (Z)' r~fi~f 'troiri. th~· ;~qui~em~t £6~. · i~he~~ed h~~ont~l cl]ITI~~~i9iiis,~t ·~i~i1;~1J~s~~iient · 
£loot when thes¢ unit~ fa¢~.: 6ntooperi spaces. · ···· ' · ·· .· .. · .. · ·· · · .·· · 

.::·;·,:.· .. ·· .·: 
.. 

. · ~~~~;~~E~~!!~SI!~~gi;~~l~t~~~ 
northeastentfai;aife of the eastern· rower ai:td the. northii}.t;stetn]f..Q~dep/th¢'PJes.tifrJr.ti(,tVef:;: Tit,e;tiffecf@lqtit$ 
would face·anto either a 31.-foot deep easement.area which id1ll'iiotatlotoJtirfuJ;u1fi.41J1JeJQpriifn.J{6r;~;1ljfooF 
setbac!c;, .. qnd ate ltirg¢ly )o(;i#ed ab¢Pe the level. of allor~i!lkle building l~eight ~1'i.liJJ)~¢.etifpttfp¢f/i'¢~L The 
Com:mtssions~pports an q:ception.t¢ this: requitel11ent given ihehiigM ofthf!$[{fojt!~t7J.~iil#iitg'•.·· ·· 

.-":.-::; .. 

·······h).· Sheet Froritag~ Control!! (Se.~tion 1*~•1··~'~1}.9..:7~(~J(i};':,m~rf1g qo~~ S¢di9.tl.i1*5:'l):i~ql:!J#~s·· 
pr:~ject$ in th~ · c~ro. o. bfsl:rict to, li#.i paikihg ~h.ilJ¢;:igJ#.g<$fta~<;g~:td :1/~~ th¢ W!4th · 6.f'il\e!. 

~~~~!lE·R;i~!~~~!]ii~Tij~~i!l. 
SoMa SUD, active· use requirements are a)so required alohg, any o1/.tdB6r ,pttl;i11df~acd~s$iBi~: 
POPOS. . :>:' .. ' :. 

·f~l;ff~Jr$&!!~~~~~~!iifrS~~ 
ba;se.me11t area,, A number of serVices ate located within the basemeflt to in tern~iiz;'C.:th'e pa~i{fiqt' ifrilnsi~> 

· dtsrupting effects of loading and tmloadilig, including valetparkiiig. TheProj?;q{fo:t#~r?J:(I~oid~,.~f:!epo,tmi't£(fi 
forpedest,riMt and 'lJ~hide.conjlicts by.avbidlttgcutb cuts iilong 41il S.tredand pto7J.11itt.$mi(litn'd(pqr.~i7l&Jor 
comtrzerciizl tises ani code-complimtt patkhtg for residents', · · · · · · · · · · · ·· 

. . .. . ... ..·· '•. . .. 

.. ·i)•·•:· ·~:=:~fu~~:t~!~~~~:.·f~~:~~:u1!!~~t·fr:n\:;sn!~;t~g;t!J,;~~t:n::~~:~~:~i=• 
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1\liotlon No, 20470 
JUnB 20,.2019. 

ReCORD Nb, 2014-000203ENX: 
655 41

h Street 

thts. <>te(:l1 lDdiviQ.ual g~pt1J'ld.fl?or u·se~J J,'r).u¢it il,{:ltoc;<;u:py !note th.an 7$ <;ontiguous litreat feet forthe 
fitst25 ·feet Q£ #epth along the sti:eet~fifcing ·fa~ad~. · 

the ProjeCt ieqUiresexcepJion to ttl!au'i.tlw'tetiJillinteriot POPOSar~a an¢hori11g theJ,t!:itthu)e:sf t;Qt1tet of4i11 

tmdT6witse,id Street$. to e-.;te;idjor SO contitmous. 'zin,earfoet(raiht;r fiw.n 15) a.lang Tdunts~nd Stree~.. The 
Contitiissip)tf;Uj?pcrtfs .this(;Xt;ep.#intdue tj) the prm:rrln.ent to¢qtfqlt of fl#s 4¢tfueref(<il, al{d!orin_t~Hor POP OS 
spac1h whicfi will act as d p~destrirm gflteway to t/te projecL . 

j) .· ().J,t]:,. C'\lf;llestrktions ($ec;t~orr 1SS{r)) .. Plan,riing Colile SecH\)h 155(~:) g~net.~11y prohibits M\v i:itrb · 
ciit$ F~longtownseDclStreet):JetWeen zmr and 61h.S~l'¢ets; bi.ifa..llC!wsfp~ t}'l~ l?rqject tosE;¢k exception. 
fr:orh tJ:lis stan9ai:da~ parlor the tar~¢ ProJect· Author{zatlon. · 

ttu: :ProJ:¢cf'rM~iires an; ¢xcep~~rni tti liJC:a#. cpiew 35' tvi# ¢u.ib. t;iJt g~cm:t its, 'ID.wt~se~td sue~t .frontage 
providing tbinb~i11e patkittg • an4. lcrad{ng aC.{:e:>s . to t!U:. ~elow+grtJde gat age; .This it; consli!t£;/1t w{th design 
gttidelines adopted i~ co;iJtecl:ion•with the Central• SoMaPiim whlchcallforvehicular,access.alongT!ilondel:ld 
Strt;et em this sit.e it! otderto minintiu th~ potelttialjo/ impacts .to trm~sit i;ehicles iraversil:ig .4W i5tret!t, 
'ther~fote; the Crmrr!i$ii{bii suppm# this ?xceptibr+· to tltt$ Plii.n.:nii;g- Code. requiremiittt, 

k) Win.d Standards (Section .249.7S(cl)(7)}; :fl1js section prov~des tfueshplds. :fqt .wind ¢omforr and 
wind haz<'ird J~,jelS, arssociatedW;ithdevelopritertt\vithin, the CentraLSoMa: Plal1. area, as, follows: 

Wind Cbri1£brt,J:rojects rpqst gett¢.t~llyrefrain £toritresulti:ng;).nw1i1dspeed,S.;!;Jx<;:f.eding . .ai'GOmfoH 
Ley~Yt (gt:opnq-~eyel t:ith1d speed$ of 'q ~1ph hi <lJ~as ofsubst~ntiaf ped¢Str1'an VISe ~d se~~rr !)1p h. 
in public se11ting area.~ between 7 a~m. ;:~.nd 6 P·~·i>'Vhen occurring for more than 15% of theJirne 
year round) ai\d n1aY'not ~~qse a: ''Srt.bstaiHii>II~rxease'' irrWbi~ s,p~ecls of 'Q\ot~Jhaxtsi~ rililegper 
hour for :tnore thai1 15% o£. the· ilrtte war totm~) at an,y lqs~Hh:in;;Wher¢ the existirig or resuftmg 
wind speed exceeds the Comfort Leyell H;oweveti·a pr()jectmays~ekexceptiori from thi.s stahdard 
if it <:h;h1orts~rilte,s that (1) H has urid~rtakeri all feasible measures to reduce wind speecis through 
sucJi tneari.s as bpilding Sculpting imd .appearances, permanent .Wind baffling me~s~r~s, ~d 
landscaping; and (Z)Jurth~rreducing wind speeds would. substantially detract from the building 
d~si&n 6r unduiy n'isttict the .square footage ofthe project. 

Wind Hazard .. Projects must rett~i:n; from resulting irt netne\f lo¢afions with an e,xceedati¢e qf. the 
"Ol~e~H<)Jr Hazard Crit'el'ion~' {gtound-ievel equivale{\t'\Vind $peed of 26 n\ph for hlore. than one. 
hoMpetyl':ilr pef fes~ locatlol))i exc~pt,tl;:iat .e>:c~ed~Dcefroi'r\ t]::lis $t#l4atd niaybe·allowecf~xthe 
Plaiirllng. Con1n1issJ on where (l)The project; with.r»ltigatiOPS; d6es 'p.ot· result hl riet n~w loe~tidti$ 
with an exceedance: of the "Nine-Hqur Baiard c~iterioil'' (grtiund~leyel ·equivalent ,;ind r>peed of 
2'6 rti:ph fot r:tioreitl;taD nine hot1m pet year pen :test Joc(ltion); (2) The project has undertaken all 
{easib\e rnea$Ur~S to. redUCE;! haz;ar~OU~. Wm\'f speeds; $tich as buildh1g scu\pfirtg .and 
appurteniu1ces, permanent wtrtd ba'ffling measures, and landscapil't~S; and (3) in~efing the 
t:equirements of the One-Hour Hazard Criterion stanqard would detract from the btdld)ng. design 
or iJD.9uly restrict the sqimre footage of the prcije¢t, 
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Moti~n. ,No. Mil'tO ... .~~~~~.2014.~QQ¢:2.Q4Ef,}J;(. 
·6oS•4lh $t'r~et: · June :20, 20H! 

· ···:;:;;;:;!!dl~t:~::t:t:~n~~~~;:~!7:(~~~~;:6t~~4~t!rX~:~:ff;ft~~~it~~~?a{J~o;e~~i~~~i4;;;!.:· 
(outojiiO)•t]?iit e±'ce.edt},te ()ite"H()ur•.ff,az..~r.d iC~iterio~t.' Wlnd .. baffliiig .i1ieasures will teducejh~ l9c#io1is· 

, tiuif:ixeeBf1 .i/ie;.Conrftxt}, ¢iiterion ftom 52. 'fa4B; and would reduc~ the Iodations that exceed the ¢iJe-HotJi 
· · ftiriard• Criieriotrft:om 23 Jo 4, Tite Project would 1iot result in' mty twu.l exceedance .of thi{9"fd:rili!'Hftiat.d 

Criterion: The C~mmission supports thiS exception from these standards since;, •i .· , .•.• ··· ·· · · ···· · · 

~--·. :· .... . ... ·•"•' :·· 

. : :~~1!::1!%!;::r~fA~~~~~~.~~-Jri;:~Jff:t;~c)ud6>ari(n~""'i 
ofbuilding mas$irtg;prinii;;ion :bj'rr0oidl!ii t~ttace pn :th~fat;ad¢oftowet JJ3; insti:!lld.tion. oj~irtirr;atio.pi~?. 

· an an tottJi!rst an.d inl#a1!aiion · ofa 6~faqtwi4e ~Y 10-fo.at t11.zz toind screen .in· the public f'tgln 6fw[tffi ~~4. 
substa.n#al drl,-sii.dar,dsdapi'flg; wn,d · ... · .. · ..... · .•.... ·.. . . .. . . . · .. ·.· .• .·.· .. · · · 

··· · ~b::~:;~::~;;;:~~~: ;:y:;t~Zs~!it~lf~~rdtutff~~~~r:~~~t!J;l;;~~f~~~~iit3*litr:: •.• 
inotdertd mitigate wind !;Oml.i#iih~/ : ' ·· · ·· ···· ·· ·· · · .·. · ·· ··· ··· ..... ,. · • :· 

'· . : : . . .. : ~=: 

. . 

~~~~[~~ff~£2~J~1~i~!i~~~~~~1ti 
·curmitly; .new hotdng h atop priatiljjjor the; City and County· of$#~ 'Ffd1zdS..'dQ..d#dih!i'~#'efiijin1: =dltorvs · 
for the constrilct.io~i ofneu1housing,;.. . "·· .... , .. ::·.,, .. ········· . . .. .. . . ' •.. .. 

fu),':!rY~~~I!!~!f.~~~~~~1~~{~H~~tr~~!~~~~ 

. ~2i1ffE~~I:ffS~i~fl$~~~~~4!qJfilii~ 
ri) 

... . . ... ; . :·~. ,.". ·. . . .. . . : ·' . , .. :: . . . . .. :J . 

tow~iBulk (SectlPn :~70(6)). '~!arintAk Code S¢c:tiori 27o(h)~pplre~: ~ n~ii1'ber o·~·'b~1¥: r6s.tri¢t$ ft> 
t0wer deveJopinentinthe.C~ntral SoMa SUb, indydillg: (1)£oireifd~.Ofikfafidhot~f proiec~~/thl'f 
maximum gross floor area ·Of any floor is 12;000 gs£; (2) maximufil pian ierigth .~f 150 fedt; C3} 
maximum dia.gonal dhrte:ns19rt of 190 feet; and (4) £6r buildings with a Be1ght of 250 feet\qrp.tpt~, 
the av&age gross .floo~ 1i,J'ea of th~Upper Tow~t(uppetl/$ ofh11ilcHng <;l!~a abov~ a be1$-ht:q£ sir 
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RtCOBD NO. ~014-000203ENX 
.· 6.55 4m. Street 

{eet) sha.I! not ~XC.~ed 8$ 'percent qf tl:i,e <iverage gross. f~oo:r i:(reanfthe LciW¢t ToW:~t (l9;,ver 2/'!?of 
huildJrig .area . ?.bo;~ a height of S5 feet), al1d tli~ a:ver<lg~: diagonal or the U:pper Tower s:f:tal~ not 
exceed 92-.S percent of the average diagonal· of the Lowe~ Tower~. Exception from these standards 
is P. ·~rrnlttedil1 ccmnectfonwithLarg~Project kt:ithoriza.Hon fo.rJ<eySrt~Wi.thiti theCe11tral SoMa 
SUb, p¢tS~ct1on 329(e)(3)(I3). . .. .. . · 

Both of t/te Ptojetfs, t()Wt.rs coliiply ti#th • the aiferag~: flo.or ,area r.(ltio requ:ire.rnents comparit1~ '4pper and 
loW4(pqrtir!ns o.fthe til'ipeis; HPwevei, ffle' Piojefr reiptit¢s (tri #~rm tibH ~0 t,ltel.eng,fh !l'fld tU~gQ1it(' ditrt?J.t§ion . 
reqtHreme.nts~ as. well a£5 the 12)JOO'gross square fDotfioo!plll,te li1nit~. The jldorpiates of floors 9 thJ'ough 21 
in Tower 1 exceed t#e 12;00og$J requirement, rrmgiug in size from ,15~01 Igsf t~ 12, 188.gsf The remaitti'ng 
21 t#i:lrktt ¢on:.tply;. litadd!Ji'DVi the Project's n1Mimum l¢ngth if; t?:r Si', a1id;lr!~~imutrt i:li~gonql)$217: B';, 
Q1~ Tq~Qet 2, levels 9 tliraughZ6 ~x;;ced 11i{<).;imu1n gfa rfiqiJ{rement,.rl11igf1rg from <LB/l$9gs[tQ 12,bQ8 gsfi . 
In add#{tm, Torver2;smaxini1itn iengtl" istz2T 3'<, dnil maximum diagoi?al dimensidli L9 2_58! 5", 'ti,1er;e 
mc<Ssil;ig e>:t·eptialtS ar.e ire gi#rnl cortfdnnity With bulk (!Xceptioris· aitiicipated. iiii.d.er ·the Key .Sites 
Gi1ide.li1ies adppWM1t ~i:llil'l~9#o1tiidtli tl;ieCentt:af S[!Mp, Plqn for~kr(elopmmt at fli~~ t>ite, 

i:J, General. Plan Conipliance .. ·The ProJect. is;; on balance, ·consistent with the. follow,'ing bhjecti ves ·and 
Polici~s 6f'H1e Cenb:<llSoMa Plan and the Gen'eti!lPitili: · · · · · · · · · 

OBJECT!VE 1~ 
MANAGE ECONDMICGRQWrHAt;J.b CtiAl\i.GE TO ENSURE .ENHANCEMENT OF THE TOtAL 
CITY LIVING AND WCiR!(ING ENVIRONMENT. 

P.ollcyL1: 
Encou!age develqp)J),eli.t Whid.t provid~$ Aul;J;;fcmtial net benefits> and mirtin:dzes U.hdesirab.Je 
tonseque'rv::es ..• Distpurage development .. whid.t_has· suhstantial.:tindesirable eonseq:tiences·that cannot 
be mitigated; ... ·. ·· · · · 

PQiil:y 1.3: 
Lodtecornmerdaland industrial acfivities.according.Jo a generalized com!nercial.and industrial land 
1\Seplan; 

OBJECTIVE ;!: 
M;\INTA.J:r·~ AND f:NI:fANCE A SOtJN0 AND DlVEI~S.E ECONOMIC 'I3ASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR TfJ:ECITY •... 

l'oiicy ZJ.;. 
Seek to:remh1 existing com!nerdalartd industri.al<lctMry and tO. c;~ttra.ctne>Y: \>uch activity to. the dfy; .. 
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Rf;9()RD NP· 2.01.4~0,0~~ . 
6:$?4.!P~ 

. . .. 

#ati¢ii;~(' · : ··•·.·.·.· · . .. . . · .· ··.··. ·.· ·· · · 
M~fuhin a favotabr~ social and cultUral c!Tn1~t~ ~~ ... (' .. ·.. . . . .·. ·.......... .. . ... .. .. . . .. . .· 

#'n:n location. 
'·· 

. . . 
PE.bVibE ~X.ri:AJtbi?;t¥~NtJ?46x:ti~NtdPPORWNttt~$•:Fbi{; Ot:rx;:R:Esrbli.N•tsiJ?:Al\tl¢trtiAR;t~ 
. THE UNE~LOYEO ANP ECONOWtA.LL Y: PTSADVANtk\<$E,$.;•: <·· · .. ·.·· • . . 

;;~!Z,;!i4~':~l#~<;~~Qi1A'{~tef.itiort ati~ ¢xp~tt~'i6rt. ai COhlmetcfai "tthd ,mdiJsttf~l nrrnS w.\lfffi p~qy~q~. 
empJ(;YriJ.'ent ihip:ro~eil;'lel1t 9PJ,ottuniti.es Jor tm.,s19lled anti semi~~killed workers, , . , . · · · . .. . . . .· ' . . . . . . . 

. ~;~:~~e~~l1re~· .d~~is~e~.)~ :~i~¢~1i~•·tn~:J14~b~t.;9f $.~~ ~;~e~~P::J?P.~;:h~lt(~Y:·~~r·'~f~tiPiscq ·. 
tesid~t:s. ·· · · ·· · · ·· · · · · ··· · · ·· · ·· · · ··· · .· · · ·· ·· · ' · ·· ·. · · · · ··· · · ·· ·· .. · . · .. . · .. ·· . . . ... .. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENTi' 

·. :,: :~- .. ·. <~· ;'·'.. . 
Jiofi~yi:3: .. ,,, ·. . ·'· ... . ·: .. ::······ ... . , 

••• ~!h~~!'},that.buHJ-tin !5s;, Wh~1s~~ f()gefhetf·}'tpi;tut~.f.t;tot.aL .e.£f¢¢t, tli~tcb:arq~te.r1res tl}e,,~~ty ~djts 
., .. 

fl)llcy :t~~!~ . . .. . . ... 
Ptotect cirlaprt:li.Jiqt¢1 arge'~sbil~.lanuscapllig ~nd open space that d.etirte di.*tr:i¢.t5 ary;{ Jopq~rap'q.y.,. 

·;;.:: ... '.' . . . .. 

·~6~~Yi~~.oF M4\JqR·N~W:b~YELQPMEN.TTO ¢PMP~EME~T.tHgtxiY·R~~·t'!i~;±tt~· 
REsou'RcEsT.<fBE: ¢61\lsERVEP~. AN'r:t:TH'E'~l'J£rtin3oRB:bob'B:NVJ:Rot-,rMENT; · · ·· 

r<>Iicy a.:lr · ·· ·· 
Prombtehatmonyiri: the v1sual relationships and transitioi:isbetwe¢1,1.J1CMf<\:i:lQ Qlper bil:ilding,s. 

26 
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MoHon No; 20470 
Jwne 20, 2019 

m:CORD NO, 20.i4"060i03cNX 
· 65$ 4th:Sfre~t 

fqlicy 3:,Z: 
Avoid ~x:tr~r;tecontr\!Sts in toler,, shape aitd other characferlstks ~l:rich wiil causene>ivbi.lildings to. 
stand. oi.itin excess of.thefr ptibHc bnportance, · · · · 

:P()licy 3.$.: 
J:'rpmo'teef!ortsto·athieve hi~h quality ofd~si~nfor}Jui ldingsJobe c.onstnitt~d alpmminentlocatiOns~ 

.l?olicy3.4: .. .· . . .. . . 
Prorrtote buiiding fonris that will respect and improve the. integrity of operi spases arid· ofher public 
areas. 

Policy 3.5: . 
Rela.te the.height ofbuildings tO. important attributes ofthe city patten1 and 'to the· height atl.d ch~tacter 
of existing development · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · ··· · · · · ·· 

Polh7y3~6: 

Relate' the• bulk of buildings to the J?teval)i11g scule of developll)ent t6 avoid, ;)1t over'W,helrr{ing or. 
dominating appeani.11ceiri new construttioi1~ 

The··. Project wilt. provide .zrmovq;tiv~ . an,d cU~tiilcliV?. aichiteqtur? . that. 'r.p#l· eit:pc{fe .. tlt~ .s}a1tdanl j()r •·.iti;\V 

devdvpment i11 the 'Plait .area..17te buiiding (naterial.f are .of ltigh qut~lify,. Tlib ptpjeqt '«~ill jeatyr£} fwo separ4te, • 
toui~rr.:}¢ithrr'inz ;st«ggere(i 'heights which ?{?ill 1~i~~.imize the i:ippermliice ofin~s##k ami. s):fll? tq ttt~Qiit 
overtvhtlrr'J.ing or dtmiinaHi~g tippear:anc~ i1t Jiew ci;nsttircfion. · 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
.. .. 

Obje(;tiv~s ~d folid~s 

OBJJ:CTIVE 11t ..... 
SUP:P0Ri' 4ND RESPECt tHE PIVER$E A.Nb [)ISt!NCT: ChJ:AlM.CTER QF SAN. ;Pr0\.N:C:JSC(Y$ 
NEIQI;lBOl<.f.IOOt>S .. 

Prili<:y'll.i 

Promote H:\e consttuctioii arid rehabHftation of well~desi.gm~d housing,fl:1at emphasizes peauty1 

flexibility; iil1d 1nrtOvativedesigl1, and tespectsexistittg 1teighborhood character; 

· Policy:[i.2 
Ensnrdmplerneht:it!on o.facceph~d .design stand~trds in pr6jed approvals, 

P:ollcy1i.3 
Er1sure gro~-;,th is a:cco:intilodated without substantii:i1ly a11d advcrQcl)' 1 nip a ding exJ.sfiJ::tg' J'esl\:icriti a! 
neighborhood tlrar;J,cter. 

27 
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RECOR:ONO.'l'ti14-0M:tO~ENX · 
·.· · · ·· · · · · · p5s 4th stie~f 

OBW¢TIVE112: . . ... 
B.A,tlkN¢~ .. ·J.io1J9l~G::··G.Rb.WtH•;~·:AP!t:QIJAtE' .. INF,RASTl{t;rcrPRE··•·f.liAt.$1RRV.EB .. rirE:.· .. 
¢ITYrP. o~t>V\Itl\J~'PPP@TI.¢~~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

.. ....... .. ······· 

~oliey '1'2.2 . . .. .. . .. .. ..·. .... . . . . . . . .. . . . .. .·. ....... . .. . . . . . 
G9~i~tij fh.~ .. PJ;?~i~ty of gyi<ili:ty: 9£ lff{el~fu.eri~~uoh,·M 9peri $pace,. tfiU4 b;tre/.~:1\},:lpeighh;bi!;ldod. 
s~mrife#,,Vfbel\~ev~lopf~5Ji~~Ji6~~~~g$its; • . " . ... ... . ... . ..... ,.. .. . . . . . 

... " ". /-::·.;.::.. .. . ... 

· · · • Th,~··P·r&]ee~ w}JL p.rb.n#tt!J#1to~4#v.e. ,tift if. dtst,!ii~~~:v~·. i#Cl#teoture., #1.4( ti!il(f!l({Oam..·• il~~r s.~41~daf,~. fot:.~irew•. 
4->v#opi#.en~ iii t1i'J{j:iiit,1). (!i¢.q .•. th~: J;i;oj~r;,! •. Spqi;tsqt ':fzas fuai4ieit 'liYtth: . c'i~JJ. . .slaff t(i. ddvel~p a'projh~t tftq( 
i~porpo:tqt.es, a. ;dY,fqffT.ic: 4fl.d dis,ti.irc;tl'O¢ ~des'igtt.altd' maximizef! public· bemiftt tht'o~gh. protJis'lon of im}?;rqvrrd • .. 
;ietidtrii:/ii,.networks ·i/nri piJbli:CZ}iac;cessibie open spac;e: The Proje.ct tmis df'SignM ih conjT.mction'i»ifli·tll~: 
development and impiementation. ofthe Central SoMa Pian to create a developmeirt tkdt woutd meefthe,gixaiE./ 
object.iv.es mzd poliCies ojtheplfm, as weli~JS compi{withdesign gr{'ide.Unes an4 plinningcolie requxre.m~hts~. 'ifhe. 
Project wt1l provide 96d residential units on a· site where only two 1·ei!idential tilt itS. 'exist mtd i'ltcl,U.d.iS.a ceiit'riif 
plaid that will. 'be publkly accessible and provide acce~s thrmigh the site. 71te Project tvilljeafure,Jtvo''sq,4m.t~. 
towers featuring staggered hiights whiCh wiif mi.11imizti the appearance of massing a1ui s9~ifi tb. .i:rvriid 
.o~erwheliit.l1ts. or dom~~ati1tg C!ppeiiranCC···1.1i :ncip constructio~~- . . · · 

:.gE;N,tRA:L·sorv,.A PkAN,·•·· 

GOAL2: MAXNTAINX'thVEllSXTY0FRESlbENts > 

~. ·,: :. . . . 

~~~t~1~~Xf:At·tEAs±3$·pf:ttcENT oF NE'II\rH6US:rNGJSAbDCRDABLETbVERY·tow;: 
LOW/AND I\106ERATE~INCOME HOUSEHOLP$. . . . 

PoJl~yz.~.z: . . .. . . . . 
·:Require contribution ±6 afford;;ble housing from (COirtihE\rciJ:d~ uses •. 
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f\llotlqn No. 2047{) 
Jut1e.2:0, 2019 

Policy: 2.3.3: 

RE.CORD'~.iG.. ~~Jfr:'rl'~~ 
s:ss·~:~ 

Ensure that affordable housinggenenifed by 'the Central SoMa Fianstays iri the neighborhood. 

bl?jective 2.6:. 
Support Services,.:. Sci1oolsi Child Care, and Ccnixrrtunity Ser~ices.- Necessary to Setve Local Residents · 

Policy2.6.2.: . 
Help facilitate theqeationof child care fadli,tles. 

Tlte.Ptoject ZJ]ill satisfy the Ifr¢li!-sid1tary Housiitg P(ogrnm J}irf;ughpaymerttofa}:t bt"f . ..if.!yFe.e th,at ipill /Je iJSe.?]. 
to facili~t1.fi; ca?istntctlcm ofaffotitable. hou$iugin proxim#yto the.Plqt!. Ate~t. Th~ frofectwiil jo,i11tly ddntHbf!.fe 
to devehiptithit of<~ 5;546 ~qttarfjqot c/iil4 c;qr(;J{fcii.#V in Jlie ni'i;ted.cJ:Ise ~ffJ¢¢ dfit!elapme.nt a,t ti9$·$ramttm' 
$treet; · · · · ·· ·· · ·· 

QlUECTIVE 3.:3:. . .. .. . . .. . . 
ENSUR:E 'J:HEltEMovAL o;p PROTECTIVE zoNrNoi)oEs WQT R.F:s'o:L'i'lNA toss oF PDR IN 
tHE P,LANAREA 

J?olicy s.s;1: 
tirnitconversi0riofPbR spac~m fotmet'ly industrial districts •. 

Volley 3;3.3: 
Reqnh·e PDR $pace <Jtipar.t ofl$.tge ¢otnn::ierciai devlilopmetJt. 

O!HECTIVE SA: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 
FA.CIL1TATE A VIBRANT RETAiL ENVIRONJvfENT THAT SERVES. THE NEEDS bi( THE 
coM:M:uNTl'Y 
.. "' .. ! . '·. 

Polley ~3.4.2; . .. 
l{eguir.e ground-floor retail along in1portant sttee~s. 

Poiicy3.43: 
S\lpport loCal, affordaqle,~onlmi:mity-serving):efaiL 

·.The: Project will· not result in renttroal ofPORspacewithin ·tfte P~d\1 area: The Project will provide approximateLy 
2D,t138 gsfof groi4ni1Jloorretail use, Hnin~ 4;ih and 'J)ivnse111# Streets as well ds popos, T!w Prqjecf zvilJ also 
i11clud('J apptoxiifJI1(ely24,$09 gs[oflwtel'use and 21,840 g_s[of ~ffice use, which will accommodate significant 
oppottunities forjob grawtlnoithin the :Ceittrf4.$o.Nfi1. SLiD. 

GOAt. 4; PI<OVn::)E SAFE ,AND· OONVENIE!NT tRAlqSFORT.I\'tiON TfiAT PRlORXTJZES 
WAU\INC, l3ICYCUNC, AND<rlk\N$I1' .. . . . . . . . . . . . 
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. . ...... .... . . 

Motion Nb. zo47o · ·• · 
.June 20, 21)19 

RECORD NO~ 2014-ll00203ENX-· · __ 
ss5 4t11 Street· 

:()B,,~srtx~~-.ii . -- __ -- -- -- -. ---- -- ., .- _.-_.- . ·--- ---- -_- . -- -- -- .. -. --- ---- .. __ -- ··---·· ------ -- . . ---. . . . - -­
•P.l\OV!.DEASAFE!~ON'VE.NP~NT~AND A1't~~cn;-.yn W!§:t:l<TNG HNVIB.ONMENTON ALL rr-nt·-
~TREErs IN THE PLAN AREA 

.. .. ... :;·:·· 

'Po1lcy4i?.f _ .. _ .. _ ... - .. _ _ .· __ ___ ... _ . _ .. _--·- .. _ -· .·_ ·----_··-·· ___ . . __ . . _· · ___ -- _ .• -.. ·· 
Prov1d e ctitn~r-_ MC!e\v<tlk ~xte6sibt:tS _ t9·· ~ITh,\nd p'¢d~.ii:ma~. ~gfetf al' d.9si~M~U<:sitrtl<~~piHgJ·Vi~i'i:tl1~: . 
BetterStreets t>fath ·· · · · 

}~ciVtx*:1~~; __ .. _ .. __ ... -____ ._ ... __ ... __ ··.··-·-· .- _ _ _ . . ._ .. _ _ ... __ _ ...... --.. _ _ .... _-. ._,_._ .. _._ .. . 
lhiictre·saf~ arid cCln~'r)ie.l'l~ tfj~4itl9ns 61t11~r:rq~~;; sft'~eis a tid ;)U~y$ £9-r R~(jple ~~ij1klf't~~·-

:l?9i\ey 4j,]:Qi ' . .. . •' ·' . . .• . .. ' ·. 
_ J::~pi'irid~h£r:pec.l~std~nhet~r¥9~l% ~b~r~y~r -p6~,$:ibl~ :tltr().}J~ crertion 9f.J'li\t~o;W $1.i'~~t.h?~l~¢ys;; :ailcl'ti)t¢~. bloC:k2oririe2tions. ·· ·- ·· · ·---- ·· ··· ··-·· · · · ··-- · · ··· ·-· ·. ·· ····- ·· ··-····· · ···· ·· ··- -··-···· ·· · · · ·-- · ·· 

-_- __ PU .. _ .. 
0t···1)li.·:~_-.~;y-·. __ .e~·-_4_•.-.•._-_•T·.·_-_4_·r··_:_•·_"'_._-_·s· __ p·--.o• ;;t·a'tt'_o·.-_._n_·._-__ -.--_p·., ;, __ ·_.,-_·' __ . .,_-__ ,-_t·_~·d·,·.-.-.---_M. __ -_a·_·_._·n· .,_-g··_-_-_e·_.m_ .. _e_l':'·t·_._----_·s_·.·t..._.· __ ;,_·._.t·e·,·g·_t'e·:·s·.·_·f·_·,o··_._-.-'"' ""' ' '""''<"' " I '·'"' f!lisot.trage a!teJ:MHve.s '.to th~ pri~~t.~ 

aukimcibH~; ... .. . . . - .... - . .. - " .-·· 

6:~~t1~~l1ifigS, ~0 fi!~COllllJ19Cf~fe delfver-y plJ?ElO~)e ·~hcf good~\'V'itl{a IDiJiJ!hVTn of'tonf.fkf.: .·:· . ·' •· 

'l'hePtofect·tiititH:opiqda toiaz: ij_t26'4'fijfCJ?rrdetpr1i:fdtjg'$J1ac~~-i'b<ac&iliimoi&f:e trtt~:es.idd1tiai_inid'J.1o'l~~fesfde,1tia-t·­
lis~s)!L6hich:1s lJela'iJ tlte rna:dmum allowed.Additionally, a tiltal :of 540 Cla$s1 and BJ Class 2 bicJj¢tbj,pfi~eS,~vik 

· be provided~ The Project has also developed. a TOM Program and -will for iitcorpomte lmpro'd~.lifeJ:I·fs to •t]~~ 
pi;desfria,tt 'network, h~clitding &uib~outs and wid~nihg of adjacent sidewalks. All strc<et •iiJ1#ditl.ei1Y{!tic 
_improvements -will comply tvith t!te City's Better Street's Pz'an,mid Vision Zero Policy ... _. . .. 

(;o~L5: OFFERANABUNDANtE d.F PARt<s AND RECR~ATIONAL-.OPJ?I)}{TUJN'ITffi$: ·· 
OBJECTIVES AND.POUCtES 

fiANi'JiANcistd . 
I"'J..ANNING P'E:PA.!lTNJ.ENT . . .. . . . 
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Motloo N¢ • .2041Q 
June 20, 2019 

RECORD NO, 2014-D00203ENX 
655 4th Street 

68J.ECttv~·S,s: .. 
AUGMENT: tH:13. rui3trc ()PEN srA~B ·AND, BEtl\EATION NEtvvo1zi< wtr·H rRIV At£LY~· 
6WNEP P:LJBLICQPEN·SPACES (POPOS). 

Pofi~Y. s,s.1, 
Regtl~r.enewnol,i-re~iclep.tiai. d~?vdoprngnt and encourage resid{m fi.al qeyelopmentto 
providePdPOS that address the needs ofthe conunliriity. 

The Projectwillprovtde ttpproxi1tmtely24,495 s~Wire ffet of POPos; 

GOAL 6; CR:E4TE AN' EN:VIRCfNM~NJ'ALLY SDSTAJNABLE A:NP RESlL.tENT 
NEIGfiBORHOOD OBJECTIVES AND :PQU:CIES. 

OBJE(TlVE 6:2: 
MlNIM'JZ.E GRE8NHQUSE GAS EN:ITSSIQNS 

Policy E\;2,1.: 
Ma~w\1ze eiTe~gy e{ftciency Jn the b~U't ~.ri\'irofu;ner:tts· 

.Poli~§i6.~.2: 
Max.:in}izf;} onsite renewable ¢ri:erg}'gen~taHon, 

Poll¢y 6:2.3: . . . . . 
Satisfy 1 oo percerttof electri¢ity demand usin15 sn~e\~hous~. ga.S~rreg p.oW.el:' supplies. 

1.Jie ProjeCt Y;1ill 1ne~t iitL.Tltle 1.,4 B1zergy · Sta~dards tiiuJ, tl'li requiredfoi dev.eiojj(1Ien't sife.SJI!ithii:~ the (e'itfml 
Salvia SUI)i w!h comply.•tolth the Remfrimbfe EtterS!! Requiremehts/putsuant .t~ Pldn~ing c;diJ.:24:9;7ti. 

GOAL 8~ ENSURE .WA:T N::EW :BUILl,JiNG.S ENHAN~E THE CHARA(:TER QJt . WE 
NEIGHBORHOOD• AND CITY OBJECTIVES AND POUClES. 

' . ..' .. , .·' . .. ·:- .· ... : . ·: :' ... 

OBJECTIVE 8~1: . 
EN,ST]RE THATTHE GROUNP FLOO~. OF BUJLDXNG .CONTRIBUTE TO THEACTlVATI()N, 
sJ\J3Efr" AND DYNAMISM OF TfiE NJJ;lGHUQI{.f:lOOD .. . . . . 

;Pqllc:y 8.1.1: 
Req!Ji~e: fruit groond{Ioor !is~s <tC:tiV,¢ly enga~e th~ sJtE!et, 

s/..t~ 'fRMJGlSCO 
PUII\!NING DEPARTMENT 31 
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. ~#.·~·~:· ~~·. 
.~··~-1~1'5 

P{)#r;J.· S.J,~~. · 

REcORD NO. 2il14~ooO;Z03ENX . · · ass 4UJ l?tr~~l 

· pe,~fgp:::P~il.otna f~on~Jte$: ~it,d.:P.vlilt9::Pp~n: .~f!~¢·~~Wit:h• Ntf:iisN#gil" iiJiif. ~#.1~tti~~~-~9.~:g}i'g~··a, .ftlfXea ~ 
ttl3¢1i~i~hbq~1:t~\Jq~ .··• . ,. . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. .. . . , ... ' . 

. Bo!icy s,t$i .. 
En.swe &~iiafi\gs ate ht1ilt up to the ~td~t\74lk ~dge, 

~. . .., .. '. 

·1ir~1¥f1~·k1rldri~~r.ctlq~4ipg;~J1~t~~~$~·"·'······· 

~i~~!~~~i&~JW~'ll~t~l!S.~~ .. ~tlt•tt<+~PJN~s;.~~ 
.. ·::·\~<·.:·: 

OBJE¢tlYE &,si. . ... . . . .... . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . ... . . . . . . .... . . . .. 
ENstnm.· ~'l' tARG13.1)eVEtOPMENf srTe$.fij~E·;CAR~'F:l!t!iYP¥~tc~~o/tb1YIX.X'ttvrrzE. 
PUB LX¢ BEN~Etf;i 

.Poli~y.··M:~~l; 
Cpt)£9r!h t9 tli~ <;i~i.$ t]f,P.W\ [)¢sig_h.@Qiq~t~n~~i· 

. ·~:!:~~~~ovaHv{tand contextcial)Y:f~~P,.Pr<;pi;f,~t~ de#~~ .. 

. · rl}¢. i?tt?i?~t $.p;t2~s~i hl1$ wor~~4 with.CiHJ ·!Jt,bift~J ~t@elgf? a··pfb}¢ttt~MP~¢.o.ryiorMJ.s. aA~¥itf1N'~M '47~flti:qf:i~e; · 
4.~$lg.~~rt1~#;iifi.izr,$ .piit!t~~·P¢nefit>titrti~gh provisiOti.of iitzpto&ed. pedestdd#·. 11.e.ru?o.H~s attd. pt{pl1<:M/4cse?,F,!ble, · 
open space. · tlii P1:ojed' s massing has been deszgned to advance the intent: Oj'dfeli ptan S.t:P.1~t#t;{ ·r:tui P.rojeot 
incorpimites fo«t:ures art-site to mitigatepotential whid injpacts.. · · 

10~ •. ;~:~:o;~:Jsi~;~~~;n~~:!S'J;~i~:1f:~b~~~~~~~!~~~:~~!;Jf~e!~~~k~~~b~f~1sett.~Jr~fe~• 
, .... , 

··· ··:;~,~~~~~::~~~~r:~~~~~t~t~4~;~~~t~~~·~· 
ifw 'J?rojer:;t S#e .. c.urr.e:l!-#i! ·. f91fhiinp'· $2;$90' squa.re.•[iiet ,.&jooin@epCfql.. HS~;·. iliql:?tdh/g, tW:Gr~rtnierg. 
neljhbotnohadif~; a taq~etiii, d designer furnishilig store, rmd.q cqtiH~g 's¢n>fc.~riJt~ Pt8Jectwoii{4. cr~a~e 

SAN .FRANC.i.SCO .. . . . 
PLANNING b£P41Uf!IJE& 
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Motion No .. ?04to 
J.l)ni:t20;201$ 

RE:'.COR:O No. 2014A)002QiENX 
6~$ 4tli Street 

apprctximatety 20lB~ gsfofne7JJ neighbor.lwod servit:~-g retaiJ uses/btcLrJdingfour. netv 11ticro. retall spaces? 
.and a: gtos~ i3quarej<':ef ofnfw retailuse1 in.cll,U#rig seve1t newmicro~re'tail sp'rices, and approxi1tiatCz]j 24(!)09 
gsjpfhOfcl t~se, ~tihandri$ foture oppoitu}iiiies for et(lployment 4i1d otptJ.rrship of area businesses 

b. 'fhz!t ~isting.housirig and neigh})orhood character be conserved andprof~ch~din or(fer to preserve 
fh~ cufturi:ll ~nd ecol}()l;i1jc. dfvetsity o£ oiii Y,:eighborhoods, . . . . . . 

The Frojert ·would. r.emotJe l1,vo. exisi:lng dwelling. units and con.s.tn<ct 9$0 dweliing unit;; in a nmge ofsize 
:and. mri,t tl!Pf!$, incn:asirtg fheCily1$4w#labl(;how;Hilg stbck and prest-;f:pingc~ltufalt<iid eco1iomic diversity~ 
tn gdd#idn,.the hojecYIY office aiul. reftiil corrtptmi1ttS ~V{lt i;o;J$etve 4nd pr'otcct. {h(! iielghfjqt/toddis •iiXilifi.ng 
covmrercmi •cJt,jractel',. 

The.. Project will< not displace: t'l.tt}! df!ordable housing units; The ProjtcJ milt co,lstrt{ct. 9t.iQ new dwelting 
units an if;' i,ni;ll stlflftjt]1e.. Cit;y'~ Incli~siohal)f #cru~ing Program through pay.tnc1rt. of an in9i~ifee, whicJi . 
rb£l:l be. used, to jU11d deuelopni.enf ofaffotdtiblc 1nius1ng w#htn the are1t b.ounded by Jyldr~t B.~te(t, the 
Bml'J1Jrqidero, Kir1g Street, Dfowicm Street!. an.d $auth.Vim Ness· A<i¢nue, Th~ Prbj~ct's c.olilnterciat 
cmnpon,e~ts will11lsa be subject to :Payment. ciftrze City's[obs,Housi»S Linkage f ~e; wi&h 'toill· be used to 
d¢MI6p qnllpresett(eil]f()J:dqbl¢ f1oi{sin~ropti6ns tli'r!!i~glu!itlt tke city, . 

d. That·co.mtnuter tr(lffk !idfir!lp¢d.eMUNI,transit s.e:rvice or overburden our sfre~ts ·qtJ1e!gltborhbod 
p~;ifkj!)g; 

Tire Projectwi.U.not ih1ped~frar:,sif.serbice; or overhurden streets or;ncighbi;rhood pal'kbrg, The :Project wilL 
cprxtMn ojf~$freet .pm:k'irtg • ~p'acesto setiN fe$iit.¢/it(aLfi.rtd noJt.-resf4rntial us~s· withfrt • tlie?'aJ£ospr.i.ncipally 
petthitted by•tbe Ptaiti#i{g Co4~;,·. arid' will pqrtiCip(t~e in th~ 'Ci{J/s .Tr4n~potiq#bn ·petnand' Mitildg1n~en't. 
Progmm, The site is'witliin"walking 4istance.of'Sari.. }'ran ciSco's.. (lotontin:im, .·Financiat'Distrid, and. office 
hubs.atbun:d SoMili as rvdlas the Monigomtry .S/:i·eqf. B/1.RT statio1i~ tutdis locatedkitty·cornerfrom the4/~ 
and J<ing Ci!lttai:n stati!J~t, prcividir7i;/lJcess. io the .EdstB!Jyi the p~rr#ii;ifli.t i:rnd. it1to' SllfcoirVallr:};, The . 
. Frope'rti; is 1~lso extreliteiy tveil~s¢rvedb!f. tmblic transit. Tlii Ptiipefty is Witl#n wa.lJ.1ng dlstan,ciiofthe Q9; 
Q9A, 10,16A, 16B, 30; 4[)1 47, 7£?; $0Xi B1X, 82Xtn'id 9l bus.lfttes. -'J.!h~ Pmj?d i$ al$0 i6cated al~ng the 
ftt'ture (:e1itrrJt $u.bw~y lint,. 

e. That.a .diverse.ecm'loniic btts~b~m:aidtairn:dby •protecting o,t.tr h;tdusl:rial· and ·s~rvicesedorsf:rom. 
displa\~~m~}lt du¢ tq ~::ol'l}!Jl~r<;:i~l offi{;e Mvelopmenti arid that fut:ut~ opporfui•iVes for resident 
~m,pl6ym~~nt ~d owner$hip iri these s\'lc:to:rs be erihance~t 

The sl.te • colttllirw tro iitdusttlai use, a11.ii:p1;i?PD?es largely r'esitienfial deveiopmenf. The Project Will also, 
¢nMin approx.bnr#ety 20/?38 gsfohiez.o ret4i{ deve!opine);tt Split am.gt1gsftJ mifiibet bfiitdivi4tJal uttiil 
·units of<mryiJig size, providing fo.ture opporhm#ies.forresldent employrnenfi'mdor~mership. 
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; .... · .. · ....... .. 
Moti'Cin No. 2.0410 
JQne '20,2019 · . 

g:. ··tJlaFidndina~k~ ~!ld h~sto~it but~tiJn&s~~P!~s~t:trM . 
. . . , •' 

h. ·thift ouipatlts· ahd 'oplfu splice 'and {h~~~ ~¢.~$; t¢; s~tlJA$P:t~nd:.yt~Ea_sc#·~.;.ri9tl';4~4:fr,91:li 
a~~~18~~~~t.: · ·: · · · · ! : • ·' ••• " •• ·•• ··.·•·• . ..•... .. • 

·· • r!i~·ft(oJp~~ Ms bet1i tle#ilff;! to tn}~i1titfe#inr@hf. ~;f!d #dJt£.f1#.i>ddt~ f:o'~Ci'ty pd.I~JtS~;y.( OJii!H 'sp@:es•· · 
. " ...... ,. . . . . . . : ~:: :~-, . ' 
. ~ : . .: . : . . . '. . . : . . . . . 

\l;··~~~!~~~\t~f~~~~~r~~l~l~r~~!~~a~r~~L~f~ . 
employmenfrequired for the Proj~~t. Prio(to the issuance of any building permit to ci::}.i:t$~rii~tqt i;t first' 
Addendum to the Site Permit; the ProjedSponsor shall have a First Source Hi:dng Coi;tstr~c#o~~·an.d • • 
Employment Program apprwed by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evid~~t~'q:t~ w;rlffu$; 

In the event that both th~ Pit¢dot ofPlaim~ng and. the Fits~ .So(irce Hiring ;i:\#*UiisB:Jt~f ~'gte,e; th¢: 
· approval ofthe EmployrnentPrograin.I):ifly be d.elayed<l.s nee.ded: . . . . . . . . .. . . , 

. . : :.:-.. --:::<:·:..: . ,. .. . . 

.. ·····~~~;eo;~i~~~;:=~c:a17ri~;.J:re~!J~~~~ieofb~~~!~~!T~~i!~ii~1~:~~J:~f=:~i~~.~Jt1tJ%~i!J:{h,~! •. 
city~s Firsf.SO.urce. Ifl!-in$.Ad1idnisirati~l~: ., ...... -~'=' · ... ; -~ . =""'~(:-:.: · .... , 

··=·····:·.:_::::·>>···;' 
. .. .. . .. · .. ·. . . .. ' .. . .... .. . . . 

i~, .. ·~:~;:::~n~e:~::!:!:rif~~i%)~~~Z~~~q~;~~r~!it1~~:fe~:t~%~~:;:;u1~;~;.~:~w1i~r~!M. 
stability of the neighborhood and would constit~t£I a q~efic,i~l~eyel0.:bJl1efi~~· · · 

·. -:: :-.:··-::··.::::::: :·:. '. 

13. ~¢ C<?mtn~$s1?n•~~~byJil)ds.tha1 ilpprtnr$.1 oi tftl;i'Larg~ :Projec:l'Autl1odz(ltiori, WPUl~J?if<J111{1t~tl1e 
h~a1tB.,: ~~fef)' ~~~Wiil£<ifr= .6~-the GityJ : · · ·· ·· · ·· · · · · . .. · · · · · ~; · · 

. . . • ...•.. 
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<;lht'f';on No. 2.0410 
k;~-e.Z0,2.019. 

PEQ1SION 

RECORD NO. 2014~000203ENX 
· · · 655 4th Street 

That based tip.c;nithe Reccird, the submissions> bY the Appli~ant, thestaJf of the Department and other. 
i)Jt~rdm~d · pi,itti.~s.;. • t.he or<ll testimony pt~sertted t~ this Col1l~issiol1, at ~lie p1J.blk h~i'i~!ngs, al!d all other 
writte1) matedals s~\:>miti:ed by aJl parties, th~. Con1missiott Mtebt At'PROVES Large Frojed 
Authqdzation Applic~tion No. 2D.14~000203ENX subject to the Joliowing conditions attached .hereto as 
1;E:Xliffirr A" in.gem•ra:l con!otrriaiu:e with plansoit filet chi ted )urw6; 2019, •and stamped '"EXHIBITB'ii. 
which is incorporateqherein bY h':fere:ri.c!'= a~ftho~gh fully set forth: •. ' · · · · · 

The Planning Commissionhereby adopts tl1ti ]\1MRP aftached'ht;reto as ;'EXtiiB'lT Ci and ~ncorpqrated 
.h~l'ein tj~ patfof thb Moti9rl by :this I¢£e,teli¢~, thei:etg. All, required in\tig#j oi'I' ltiNi$me~ ideiittf1ed in the 
Tt<!nsii: Center Plsfrkt'Plan EIR and ¢ol"\tained in the MMRP are i:i:l~Ju:d¢d a$ conClin6ns6fapptoy?i. 

APP.E~LA. Nil 'i!;FFJ;':CTrVE DATE QF M()T~oN;. Any aggri~ved per~;cin ntay appeal this Large Project 
A 'l:lthoti.za t1o!i t9 fhe Boar~ of: Appe~Is Witbll} fifteen (115) d~ys ~fte.r th~ d¥~te o¥ t,hi~ MbtiotL the ¢ffecliv~ . 
da~~:l'qt th~$ M(ltioil shalt pe thE:! da!:e oft1:lisMotion ifnqt app~alec:l {Af~er the 1$~day pe:d.(ld has expired) 
OR the d~te (Jf the detisiq:rl ofthe Bo,~rcT of _t\ppe<ds if appealed f() the Board of Appeals. For> further 
!niormation; ?,lease contact thel3oatd <;>f]\ppe~LsiilPdtS,oit at1650 Missi()t-rStre~t.RoQm 304;i Sa11 Francisco, 
CA 941031 ,or .~a1l (4lfi) 575~68$0; 

Pro~¢st ofl'ee 'Ot Exaction{ Y9u m'ay prdl:est ariy fe~ ot El)(action siib1ect to Gov~rriment Ci:>de Section 6600'0. 
th~t iS: irnpo$e<i a.$ :!i condition pf<!pptovf1l!JY following lh~ pror:::~~tftes si'lt f()rth in. Gpve'r;rrroe:t~t. Cpd~ 
Section 66020~ The ptot~$t nws.t saHs(y the· requireinents. of Qcivernmenf C:§.de Sect~qri 66D40(ai al1d mhst 
be· filed w1thii;190 d~ys qf the date· of. the firsf approval or co11difion~ approv~l· ofthe de~~elopment . 
teferencfijg the chall!::ng¢d fe~ of' ex~FHon. · For purposes of Govel"Il!Jleflt Cod~ Sectioit 66020, the date of 
.itrrpos~tion of the fee· shalf be ~he (late cit the earliest discretionary :approval by the City ofthe $Ubje<;t 
development 

It the C1tyhas not previously given NOtice of an eC4tlier dis.cretionl'l:ry approval of the project, thePianning 
COJ~Jmission's ,adoption< of this Motion( Resolutiont Discretii:mary Review Actiov or> the Zoning 
Administtafqrrs \/ildance Qe<;iskn Letter constitutes the.' appwva~ ·or.coi1dition?l.approyal>of the. 
development and th~ City heJ:eby gives .NOT! CE thafthe90-day pri;!test~eribd tmder. dov~rnrrit:!nfCo.de 
Sedion 66020 has begun. · Tf'th~ (;ity has already givenNotice that the 90~dayapptovr,l p~rlod has'begl,ln 
foi' th~ iilibJi.t J.ev~lopment)then this document does not re"commence the90~day approva!p.erlod. 
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Moti;n No. io47Q · 
Jun~ 20, 2019 .· 

.ll1 

.Commission Secretary 

·~·~··~g; '81111~; J6hi\$oti,Fg9p~~lr .. Me1~~xj ~Ci~r~ •. 

SAN Fjl!\f/oisto . . 
.. PL.AI\IN.fN.G I?E;P~!;H;IVJE~T 
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MoHon No. 2047~ 
June 20; 2019 

AUTHORIZATION 

EXHIBIT A 

. . 

~ECORD Nb; 2014~~0002031:NX. 
·· ss·~ ¥ir str~¢t ·. 

This authqdza~ion is £or;a Large Projed .A~thoriza'ticm to all~w:iJeW. construction of a tv.:;o $6~td-' 40~steiry 
111ixed~t1?e b1,1Hciii1gs; contaJ!\ing a,totaJpfl,Q14;,96~gr()ss. squate·f~=~t()fieside.ntial use ·~vith 960d:Welling: 
units,24,509 gros$ !KJ.tiat¢ feet ofhotd4sl; wHh 38 Sues( rooms; i1,84Q gross square feet o£ office use{l8,454 
gross squ.ar.e.feet·of. retailjancl 2,M34 g$f of retail/interior POPOS at' 655 4UiStreet, .280~290 and 292-296 
Townsend ~treet, Blcick 378'71 Lots 026; 028, QSOarid 161~164~El.n~suknt to Planning Code Section 329 within. 
the C:MUO.ZonittgDlstrid,CeiTttat SoMa. $peoitil Vse.Dis~rict imd.40C?CS Height arid. Bulk district; in 
gerreral Cottf()J.'rrtai1d~ With pia'ns, datedjurie (\20191 arid stamped. ;i£xl:fiBrf B1< included ih the docket for 
Record No. 2014:000:Z03ENX arid subject to cohdit16ns &f'approv~l reviewed and approved by the 

C0!11n1lS$iOh on June :w~ 2019 und.er Motion Nd. 2047Q: Tftls al1~l1brization ~rtd fhe conditions contained 

h~te1niunw1th theprOp~i:ty and tiofWithapartid.11ar Project Sp~nsot;busihe~s, o~ opera,tor. 

RECORDATION, OF COt'4DmONS OF APPROVAL 
. . 

Prior tci lhe,.issuance • <it· the h1.lilclif\g''perrnlt•.·or.co:mtnencernent .of u~e.for. the .ProJect ,the Zonii1g. 
Administrator shaft approve and order theirecordati6n Of a Notke; in theOfficia1Re~or9s <>f fhe; Repordgr 
of t1w City a'Q<i Courty of $an Fraricisco fot th~ ~?ul:Jjec\ property; .Th.iii Ngtice shail stat~ that the proje¢tis · 
llUliject to . th.e . ~ond}tions of approval c(nit~ined her~tn and reviewed and approved bj?the, PII'mnihg 
Commission on Jtuie'20, 2019 under 1xfotlon No.<2.o47a. · ··· ·· · · · 

PRINT IN$ OF CONDrl'tONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

'fh¢. conditl()h$ of.a pp,(ov:aL).lrtqe~ trw 'Exh:lbit N ofthi$ Plartij1J1g ¢O:mii)issil;fp Motion No{.7:D47:b slclall ki.:\ 
Tepro<.hiceci o!~theJnd:ekSh¢et qf c;qnstru.ct16rrplans s).lbl:nitted. wit1tthe.she ol"buildirtg permit application 
for the. Proj'ect. The Index ~he~tollhe. 9oristrilctidn pl~ns §haH ;r~ference'r()· the Conditio~1al Use 
attthoi:izatibp, <Hld arty $Ubseq1.1ent .~riie11dru~n£s ot mbdiflcatiCins; .. . .. . . 

'SEV~RABJUTY 

TM:J:'roje.<:tshallcomplywith ali appUcable city :cocfGS c:1~1d req1.1it<::ments~ 1£at;ydause1 sentence, sectfotl 
or art)' }'arfof these cJrtdftiorts of approval is for ~ny reason held to' be irtValid,; s~chirlYali'd1tY shall n<:{ 
affec~ l:n· in1 pair other I'emai:tdng<claq~es) sentences, or·sectJoru~: d£ these tortditiC>ri;s: Jhl.S, deds~oh cdnvey? 
no right to con::;trud, or to receive a building petm!t ;'Ptdject Spon$o;r'1 shall: mcll:lde i;q)y sgbsequenl 
responsible party. .·· . .. . . . . · 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS·. 

Chattges to the tlpptoved plans may be approve(i administratively by the ~'orting Adili,ini!ll:rato,t; 
Significant cbaJ1ges and tnod{fications QI¢otiditi9nsshaH *eqgire IiJarih.i~g CqnunissiqJ.1 apptbval of artew . 
La~ge Projecl:Authorization. 

St.!i. ffL~NG!SGU . . . . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Motion No. :2047.0 
June .20, 2019: 

. •,,· .. 
RE20RO N0.1CU4-0tJ020jENX 

655 4th Street 

conditions of Approval·,· Compliance; IVIOn'itdrlng, and'Rsporfing . 
. . :·' 

fJ'~RFORMA.N.QE . 
. .. .. . . . 

•• .. :1; ••· V'att9itY;:±he atithoriZ~fion aitcf right ·v~steGt byvirf),l~iJ#· tl1i~'Mgo#.:.ls,,y~l~#.forfj'#~'{S./'y~?r.~•:from.·· 
· the effective date of the· Motion. The .Departmenf. .t~()3~ildfug Jhsp#fi~#· s_haii, )\fiye,::i~~tied.;a,, 

Building Pennit ot SHe Permit. to Gortstrucl: the prdj~M:t fuld/;;;t ;g(m1m\itl:ce:th~ ~ppr6v~a:fi~e -i.vitlJn 
this five~yearperiod. . . . . · ... . . .. · . 

tor·. tnformatio1t . f1baii.t coinplfance, • coiitkc;l' t;de 'tt•JO~;~~mt; :P&htti1~g. ]jc:p~tl11tet# at· 4i~~S~$';t~6~{ 
www;sf;plamiin.g.org ' ' ' ' ; ' n 

. :·: :"·: "<<·~.::·<:: .. ' ... ,... . .. . ... ::. · .. · 
. 2. .Expiration and ~en:ew~i;Shotild a Bt.tildlhg ¢r Sit~ P~rmit P.e s9\igh,lil~f,e~Jhi;if.f.V:¢:(5)yl:i~t~~ri6.4 

ha,sJapsed1 . the project sponsor must seek t1 renewal of this Auth.~t1Z.atiort' b)''tmng. <111 appiiqation 
for an amenclm~n:t to the.originaf Author1iatim'l or a new application for AuthorizatiJ;Jn, &.Bbu.1d 
the projet:t sponsor decline. to so file, (l:nd decline to )>v:Ithdtaw fhe permit <lppJ,ic~tj.~4~' tJi~& 
Cmm:hission sl:i~H cond~ct ~·. public heating .in. Circler to consider . the revocatidX:I of th~ 
Authorization: Should the Commission not revoke' the Authorization following the dosure of th,e 

· ptiblicheadtig, the Commission shail detenninethe extensiqnof tllri.e for the co'ntintJ.ed. valid.ity~f 
· i:heAuthotizatioii.. · ·• · •·•· · · · ·. ·.· · · ··• ' 

. Fof infbrmatid~ . ~bout co~plitmce, ¢olitlt'dP Cbde . Enforcemen.t; ·.Planning . Dt:p(lrtin~'h.t .'at. 415~57$/6/{63> 
WWU):~f-plrmning.org . , . • . . . · · . <.' ' ' 

;3; P,i;uge:nt Ptirstiih One~· a· site orBtiildin:g fi~t.niff lias l:ie¢rr J~sued, torystrU:dion l)i1Js~ com.m~¢~ 
tvithln the tirnefiame req!lii:ed ,by the Department Of Building Irispection arid 'b~ con@p~d 
diligenttyto cornplelion. Fa.ilure to do so shall be'groundr> for the Commission to. considetr¢'V6k~g · 
the appr.:oval if more than 'five (5) years h;rve, passed ~>i.nce tl:lisAuthotization w~s app,~9yed,. ;, . ..· ... 
For' ijifomuttimi' about co'mpli(fnc¢, cor1tad Code Enforcement,·· Plannilig bepart1]1e!rt ~t :f!J.~:-fi'7,5'c&s6~1 
www;sf-planitiHg;org . . ... , . 

Si. f:::::7 s:~l~eca.~~~b!e~~JJi~~~it~~~~~~~~~f~tafr~~~TI!atiiZ~~ti;L~~~i6i~··a8a~;~r;:. 
effect atJhe tirrre ofsuch appr()y:aL .. . . .. . , ... . ·. x . .. .· · =;JY;;:~:~~:;t:;t complia.1ice; d;nt~ct :c;ofie· .F,,tfb.~2e,tnpi~,.)?i~n~ins p~p~f~t~Pf' .• q~.·4i~r:Ers;~_s?p,. 
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Mo.tlon No. 4(}470 
Juni;; 20, :?01$ 

~~m N6. 2014~ooozo3ENX 
655 4\h $treet 

1/Y. A.iidiP.ot!al Project AuJhcrri?;~tio~ . Th~ BNj~c~ .S.pQn~qr m1Jst obtgin ,9 <::oncUtiO:n?~ tJ:se 
AuUioriz:atiM under Sections 3Q3> 317;. an $48 fpr remoV~I 6j:two dWelling units afthe, prope~ty 
and: to .establish a hotel. use. in the Central ?oJv1a Mi~ed Us!:! Offke Zoning District and satfs£Y all 
the conditio~ th~reo£, 'U~~· tond.itfor).$ setforlli below>ar~ adcttiiori~i tonditknis required in. 
codiiectiO.n with the Proj~ct.lt these cpndH~<?ti9 overl~p >vith bny o~her tequiternentJmposed on 
the .. Project1 the more restrldiv.e. or protecti'Ve . conditim\ Or requh:ement; as deteJ:tlj.ined 'by the 
ZonjrigAdminis'tr:atOr;. $hall apply. . . . . 
I-'pr iitf6r11.ititio!i abg.tJt. cc;tiipU(lrt9e, co.nti!Ct• Gci#El.ij(J)::c~ittent; Pl:a!:i:tiiiigOepart'fii~ttt f/t,.415~?7$-~8.6$j 
t~ww,sf-plrinning.o~g. 

7;. M~ti:gaJ~on Measures. lY[itigqtion mea~?yr~s Ql')pcribed itt the MMRP aftaChed a:~; Exhibit c are 
hece~sary tq :a:V()iq pot¢nfial,sigmtictgtt ~£fe¢~s ofthe ptop:os¢.q project and have been ag;..eed to by 
the pr:>jed sponsor. 'rheh: hnple!}jentati()n is a cbnd\tiort pfpx:oject approval. . . ... · 
For infotJnatioit ab01U ·q;rnp1Uince,, c!)Jlfac;t Codr. E1t[arcetmmt/Plarming Department :at 415-57$~6863~ 
to.ww,~f-ptaHnbriJ!!Z · 

OES!GN ... COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

8, :P~naJNlaJe:dals; The Project Sponsor shaH ,cimtirit1e: tb work >\vlth Ph:umii1g Depar~'~nt OJ"l the 
.building'design •.• Final materials,, glazing, ~olqr, texture: hihdstaping~ and dt)tai1ingsha1! be,subject 
to. De,pilttmetJl staff r,.-Me>:V and <\pprovat 'I'lie l;lrchite'Cttitala:dd~rtda shall be reviewed an'!.'l 
approved bythei'Iar:uiing D.epartmeht prior to issuance. . . .· 
'Fo.i:.'iltformati())t · ab.oi{f <:;ornpliai1c¢; contact Jhe. Ca,se Pl~?m'rer; PiamJing Department at 415-558-63781 
urlin{l,~fpliil1iiing.org. 

9, Garhager Co;mp(}sl~ng a.nd Re~yding Storage. Spq.c~ for the co1Jection anct sto;rage of garl:mge1 

tomposti,ng, <tnd. r~y.dingshailpeproVi~ecl within €1'\dosed:areason; the propetty and. dearly 
labeled m'\{t'ilhistratM.'On the bui1d~ng permJt pf<~ns, ·space fox the colle1:tlon artP stor\'ige Qf 
r~cydableand com postable materials that meetsthesize;location, accessfbilii:Jtand other standards 
speGified l:iy't,M San Fr~n:dsco 'RecycHng Prograr!Fshall be prcrvided' atthe ground level of the 
hul!diiigs, . . . . . . . . . . 

Fat information: dbqut · aoiftplla'irce, conta¢f tlie C4se Pl~nher, · Plaft:ttbtg O&partnumt • at· 415~5$8-63781 
www:i[.cp1tm;iing-;org 

let Lighting ,Plan. Th.e P.ro}ect Spon,sot sh~lr subnii1 an exterior ligbtl:ng plan to the Pl!;ltining 
Department prior to Plahrtlng,bepartmentapprovai offue bni1dingj.sitepermit a.pplication .. 
Fqi: · 'i.nfqn»it#o:tii abq.~:~t compli!Jnce, · w#act the.· Cqse Plattner, Plfm1iitt$' Deparfmetti ~t 415:-558~~378~ 
u!roW:it:pimn1in~',org 

1L Stt~¢tsc~pe Plim. Pi:u;$Liarit to PJp.rining .(:'.ode. Section 158.t. thePrqject SpO.nsor shall cOntinue to 
v.t6rkwith .Planni,ng Departih~iJ.f;>,il:lfft li1 co;tspltation witl:t other C!fy <'tgem~h~SitO refin¢the cl~$igr) 
ai).d prqgramming· of the Streetscape Plan so. that the plan generally meets the standards· of the 
Better Streets Plan arid ali applicable City standards. The ProjeCt Sponsor shaii con1plefe final 

S:AH ffifi.NCISCU 
I?'L4.NNING D.EPARTMENT 
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RECORD Nb. io14~oD,P~P~~~ 
65S4.·Sm~'* 

.. . 

··•·•·r•~~~l£~~~~:rs~~~~~a~~~~~:~!: 
.For•infom;a.ti.on. gbout.complilin.ce., contact tire Case Planner, Piarmrng Department4t41:$-$SB.-637.~, 
wtmi.t~f-pla1mi1tg;org · · · q •• :. q. ••••• • •• • • 

~ ·. ' ~ . .' : ~ 

.. ¥'!~lii1~!~1~~:~~~t!~~=~!~~'if~;!!~~ 
sign:age ptograro, ()nee approved by. the Depatltrteti£ 'tht;,$.~gn;;tg~p:r.f)gramfplan fr\forJhati,cirt shall,· 
be submitted ~d approved. as part of the site permit for the. Pro}ed. All exterior sigriage; ti~a'll k~ 

... 'aeSign~cl fq compl~¢ent,'not com:pete with, the eXisting ~rchitectural charadet <:thd ardi;J~~gtt{f~l· 
featUres gfth~ builqing, .. . . .. . . 
For. tnfbrn;ta,tlon about ~:o~Wince; 'cottt.4c+ ·the: CitSe· Plam:ier, Pla1i~ting Pepai:tJit'rnti•ai41}55!J~6~(&;. 
u~t>w.sf-plamiin:g.or~ · · .q ~. •• • 

ti ,· •• Ruo#i~p.Metli<i~ical ikiuiplA~nt Plitstiartt: to Plannirtg Code' i 4t'~'b~ Proj~a Sp~nsor Sh<Jl f. Stil?rttit' 
a ioof:pllin tl.ridfulf building elevations to the Plamling Deparfm:enf prior to Planning approvai .pf 

.. the archil¢qhital adden.dum,tq the SUe Permit application. Rooftop mechanicalequ:ipm~nt,, if a!iJ 
· 1B proposed as part of the PJ:c>j~ct; Is, reqUired to.be sct~ened sq as :not to !:)~: visib.l~ ftO:PJ, ;my. p~i:i\t 
atorbelow theroo.flevel. ofthe subject building; ... , .. . , . ••. . . · .. · 
For. fnform~tiori about compliance, contact .the tdse Planner; PJi.fit1fil~g pt,ja,rt1n:/#t; a~ 4tsL558;-637( 
wwui.sfplaitriing.org · · . · · , . 

... : ••. ~~, ·~:i~!ri!:r··~::Hs;;~~~~· .. ·::c!;ca:~on.~:··in~:~::~·.l~~l~~t~r~~;,:~h:f9l~~f6~~~~ • 
. locatei:J, . Bo:wevet, they·. way . 1tot .. ,have · flr(y ilnpacf if, th~y; ~~,e;, #Wt~U~\'1'\iJ't\ :P.t~'f~rt~4 
.locati~ns. Therefore; thE:!. Plam\l.rig Department rec<?rilinends lli,a:#HloWing pfefk.reric~ sdi¢d liiehi 

. locating· new tnmsform:er vaults, if1- order of' most to least :desirable: .(l) on:csHe, likely at the 
.north'w~t ·e.M 9f the she, adjiicent to the driveway of the 601 Fourth Street property~ (2} ori':I?ite; In. 

· · ····•· · '<ln altetnat~ locat~on Qf the buiJcHr:ig at or ne<~r grade; (3) ofr.site,. i.1·ta b?~emmt ~rea acc¢§s~4 via. 
gaJ;agtn'>rothei:access potnhvithoutuse.of separateclm:i~s on a ground floorfa~ade fucmg ~·publi~ 
righ~"of W:~i on-site, in a driveway, undergmund .. The final selected preference sha'il adhet~~o 
the Meniorandtii1) ()f U:qders~anc\hig :regarding Electricat 1):aflsformer Locati~l}s for p~iv;.tte 
DevelopmeritProje~hetweenPubH¢Works.and.thePJanningDepartfuentcia.t~,dJai}u~FY?>zt119: 
For in/ormation about complitmce~ contact Bureal{ of Streit Use ~nd Mappilig; Depart:J:n~nt ofP'ti,6){(; WorkS 
qt 4is:C554-SB10, http:!!~fdpw.or${;'; . . · 

. '40 
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Motion No. 2Q470 
Jun~ 20, 2019 

Rl:;CbRD No. 2014~,;:~~~ 
. 6!:iE 4"/;j ,:.::f;;,:>ai' 

developmez1ts shall instalL<i1-:td maintain glq.zing rated to a. ievel th;>t insulate interior occupiable 
lU:B?s frori:l, Bif,c).<groi.mq Ni;>i~~ an.d comply with Tit!~ 24.. . . . . . 
Fi/r infm:mntio?i abvuf:cotnpli'ilnce~ ,c.otitnct the ·1:!11Vit:onnientai . .ffealtl~· Sedtiph;. bepf{ttnimtojPubltd if.elilth · 
a.t(4:'1IiJ2S2<~eoo,··uiuJr.v,s,[dph.org 

PARKING. AND tRAFFIC 

16. Transportation, DeJ,tlandManagemerit (TbiVO Program. Pilrsua:ntio Phmning Code Sedionj6Q~ 
th-e Proj.ettsha1Hittaljze a roM Planpdor fo tbi'! issuance of the.first B.ui)ding Petm~~ or Site Permit 
to. construct the. project and! or commer)ce the approved uses. The Property: 0\:Vp,er, . and . all 
successors.~. shall ~nS1.11:e. o1,1going co111pliance ~vith: the ;r[):M J?rogranl for th(: life ·of~he Project, 
which m<iy indude providing a TOM Cbotdiriafor~ providing access: to. c::1ty staff Jor· slt~ 
lnsp.ecfion~i·submittilig appropriate. do.cu111entation;, paying application .f~es associated .wi!h 
'I:equlred monitoring and repcirfin& and dthei action$. . 

Prior to -the issuance of the first 'BuildhJ.g Permif or Site P~rmit; the Zoning Adn;rini~trator si;la11 
ap:pl'oW and< ptd~t the recortlilt\brt of a J.\lotke irt the Official R~cotds of the Recotq~r 'of tl:;e.c;ity 
a:nct. (:ounty.. of part Frandsc() for, the s~bject prope~ty :to . document :• tomplia:ttce · with the . IDM 
Program .. This f'Jbtke s~all provid~ th~ firtalize.d-'IDM Plan fc,t the Project, including' the nol~vmit 
q~tal:ls ass()cia:tec,l with each TDMiQ~astl.[e ifid'Uded in the Plan, as well as associated monitoring~. 
reportin&,artd C()litplictnCei:equfteth~nt$• . .. . . . .. . 

For infopi:ui#<m about cornpliiJitce, corttaet tlu:: TOMI?tnfitrmaitce Miniag~r at tam®sfgov:rJrgilr 415~5ss:-
6377,rt,:Z,xw.sfizlannittg~oig. . .. . . . . . . . 

~7. Cat $]}are. :Pursuqntt6 'rlal)J;l.ing Cq(J,e $edlbn i66;.no fev•er tl1ar\s~ (6) ta(share spa2e S:~al,l be 
made available~ at :no c{)st, tn a ~ertlfied.tatsh~re org•:niization for the purposf!$ of providing plr 
s)iare s~'tVtCftf' Jor rts s¢ryj c.~ .Stibscril;)~rs1 ., ... 

For. informMio1t ·· aboltt ,~6i~pliartdli, contaCt Cod~ Eiffc!teetncttt; Fimtnipg · Departiftf:lff t?t 4:LMi75~6Br,;$~ · . 
. wuiw4pl.aiminr;r.ng 

lK Bi.cyd¢ Pat1drig~ PJ,lr.~ilant to Planning Code S~ction,s 1$5,1$5;1{. ~nci 156:2, ·tJ:te l'roject shall 
pi:o,vide. no fe>vefthan 329. Class 1. bkyde parking spaces and 58 C:lasil 2. (3.15. Ctas1$1 and 4a, Cia.~~ 2 
$pa6c$f9tf~e rcsidC.t#ialpd,rtiqf{9j the ProJect qru1·8 Clasi .1 qi@ 1fJ Clf:t;ls :i i;pac,t~sforthe comwrdalpqrtion · 
of th,e Profept), sp.MTA has fin~l authority on. tlje typ~; pl4cetrt~nt and ri~Ih1b¢f. of,(:Ja.s~ .2 biCycle 
racks, within th~ p\.lb1i~:ROW; Prior to issuance of firstai;¢hitectural: aqdenda;, the p:rbjeet sponsor 
.shall. contact the S:flNl,T/i 13ik,e Parking PrC\gr~hT ~t bikeparking@sfmta;com to·· co6rdin~te 'the 
in~t<!Hation 9.f .Q!l~streetl:ikycle r.~ck~ and ~Nure thaf~e prqp~ised biyy<:l,e r~ck$. rneet. the:SFMT A'~ 
liky.de pilrking gtiidellnes.I)ependlng on Io<:il1site cl)ndrtions and antiCipated demandf. srM'ff\. 
mayreqtl.est the project> sponsor pay ai1• in:; 1 iel.l fee for Chi~s II bike racks required by the Plannii1g, 
Co(;te. · · ' · · ... 

Fat i)~fonrurtiq.ii iibof{t coniplial~C.~; . G.oi1tiic~ Cod,e. Enfotcemintt~ Phmuirrg 'p,ipnrttrwnt a,t ~15~57I?~6.q6~: 
;:vuJ-cv:S;fplannhr;;t-£;i·~· 

SIIN fB~tJGi$GO 
Pl-ANNll\IG DEF'AFITM'Eli!T 41 
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.... .' .·,. · .. ·:: ,• 

M9tlon No;iQ470 
Jun~ ~o; .. ip1~. · ·· · 

RECORCfNO. 2014~000203EN.X . 
655 4th Str~:~i 

. . ,· .. 

·•• · :l$i• •• sii~~~*~·Ma.¢t6ri\e,~:£~¢k.~~s ... f~t~u!li~t-¥~t~~~~g:~~¥~·$e$HpuJ'~s.;~~fh~ ~rpj~¢tsn0:11 pr9v14e 
.:n'o·fe:W.frt'hairfa~libwki.:s:.ina1sdoth~sJO:ckE!f:s) · ·· · ' · · ········ · · · · ··· · ·· · · · · · · · . ~r:~~~~~~:~:~,fpli,i,ii .. ; ~~~~ttCiid~Jthfoi~~·Jilim,j~ ~MJ<i{.(lo"!i~'iis6S} 

•. 20, ..• P,~!kiri;g .¥l1Xit11YW:. ·.:rut~~an.t·,r(}:. :rt~11~~ C'i:ic:la $¢ctfop, t5i,:f1 tJ-te·#:t:bjett's~q;l1 rkkY:il1¢,~ci't#9r~ 

.·.· ..... ······ . · · ·~~~~~:~t~~=~;~~~!.~:.~d!~1~1f:f;:~:~~k~T~~=J:k~t!~r;#rg:1)~a~~e1Zf :af~iP:"$r5-~~q3, 
·:Uf{tru;.~&pid~~iti*~·~r*-;:.·· . .. . .. 

. : .... ;' ... ::. : '": . .'.: :::: . .. . .. . ·.: .. ' . ::.: :-::.. . :: ,: . ' : ·: : . .-· . . ~ 

·21,· ~!!~~~~e11~;~~;c~.rdt.sli~~·.~!)··W<i*~l,h~·q9~.e;s~tto#··l~~rh~ .• f!9J.~~t··wtlJ•:PrQ\l19•~ •.• ~~~¢·.($J.q~f~.· 
For hifomuttion. aq01ft;•r;o.i1tplilince:, :9&Jtf{ict '¢94~ E,Jifoicefrteitt;•.• J?lqHfl:in:s•.pe,p.attrflCI#.Jtf• i1'5?$7$~~S69.,. 
wrin.o.s.f-plmming.o~~ · 

. . .... ' ,. .. . ....... '······. ... . . .. ....... .... . . . .. 

· · · ··· .22. 'M~gilj~,•T.raffiC.:P1i#ng3Jd~t±iicthifr.r\'Ih~'Ffo}ecf Spoh~ofand constrcidlo.n contril.ctor(s) sJ:\ii:ll 
. . co<)r.glb~t~ ~rth ,f'rfe' "traffic .Ettgineetihg and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municiphl 

· Transp~rtatidrt Agenc:y (SFMTA)i the Poli'Ce Department~. the Fire Dep<Jrtment, the P.lafihlJ;'Ig 
Departm.ent, and other construc.tio't1. ¢ont;ractot(s) for any coricurrertt n~arby Projeds tqcl'nai:lag¢. 
tra££id'cortg~sti'Ona.ndpedestrian c:irct:llation effects during c6p~trl;l.Ctiop p{ the.Project. . . . . ...... . 

For. infomiatioli about compiiance; con/:ac{Code Enforcement/ Planning tjepar.tme:nt at ~15,~~4~$6.3~, . 

·· ··. ·;is. tirt~~~ay Ioa.cli~g ~d, Qperati<litS:.~J~,, tiu;rsu~~ iq P.iili,lpiiig C.ode.$,ecti9n .15~(1·Q~\Jhd:~r9j~t 

•·• · ·····m±~!.t1kJi.~~~~~th~ft~£t~Arr~?~r:rxitdw:£~:~;~~rr~;~i~~:;~::tJ~t~:·· 
.,.. .'w{th./ct~\}!:'g-4~g_e11hes· i$sueCrpy the fJ~~htgJ?eP.~tt#~~~:; . :" ... _. · .. · . .. . . 

Fbr.injoritidtlon abou,t compli~nce, coiti4~t ¢911,¢rJ:;£ifot(J'#gn:~ ff!m~4i1$J:),epkr't)1i~!tt.(lj.JJ5'-$/EPtsi3'~31 
1/Jww:~f--,vlann.In:gc<Jf$' . 

. P:R'OVISIONS .. . · ... · ......... .-.. ,•: :;··. 

· 25. A:nti~bisc:dm1Mt9ty~. HP\X$i'iig; 'IhR:. P.t~jl?.d ·~>hilH ~dh~~e:Jo the l.'~qi;t:if!,~!J\iwfs q( the An~F 
Discriminatory' Hotis)rig polki~. putsriariJfo ).dministia'Hvce Co~e Sectiqrri .. o:t, .• ·.·.· ·. 

SAN fRANCiSCO .. . . , .. 
PL.t\NNII\!1;>.. !;!I;;P.ARTJII!~NT 
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Motion No. 20470 
June 20,2Q19 

RECORD NO. 2014~000203ENX 
655 4th Street 

2!5 .. ~}riW$ou1;ce .. Hiring .. the P:roject .gh?:H <tcfhere tq.th¢ requirements. :Of lh¢ .. Fi:rst; $otirc~ Hirh\g· 
Constrclction and En:d~Use Employment Progran1 approved by the Fitst Source Hiring 
Adn;tirti:strator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of theAcllnin:i;traHveCod.e. The Project Sponsor shall 

¢oriiply With ·the req(tirenJJ:~l1tS .Qf thls Program regard:ilig construction· worl< and on-going 

. · elX1 ploymenftequil:ed fot the Prqjec:t. 
For ti1,fim:natiim about. con1ptianc~, cortfrwt 1he Fir# Sozf'rce Hitf.rl$ ]Vfm:t!1$£1' at 415~581~2335, 
wwrli;orilisfopSF:dr~ . 

· · 27, fransporla timi. SustainabiHty .Fee. The Project is si,ibj ect to. the Transportation Sus~aina.bility .Fee 
(I'SFkasJtpplic~ble, pursuant t6 Plam1ii1gCodeSection 41if\. . . . . ..· 
Fdr• hifomu;ti;on about compliance, coittar::~ the Cti$~ Plim'rleft; PlaiiiiiJtg D4iJi'!.rli#eht nt 4l5~5@-6.a7S, 
wwzb,B,&ptimning.org 

· '21), .Job. s-,.B.i;iusil:tg Llnkage· :Fee. th\3 'Prpject is stJ.bjed.to th~Jo])s-Iiousitlg Linkage Fee; 9& ~pplit;~bl:e; · 
ptt:r,S~anf t(( Plal)n:irig Cod~ se:Ction 413; In. the eV:~l'it the C::icy agop~s iegis)qtlpn ~staplis]:ling a .new 
Job~ l{ousii1gLinkage Fee, incre~sj11g t}te amount of the F~e, ~rctl.anging· thi:!rmfthodology for 
4 etern:\tning·the am01.mi. of th¢ J~bs Housing PnJ<:ag~ Fe~, J>ettirt! the P.toject prq~ures .a:C~iti fi.cate 
of0c:Cupancy or a C¢rtifitate ofF ina! Completion, and suCh ri~w f~eisappl~qapleto.~evdopment 
projects in the Centl'al SOMA Plari area under the terms of the legislatlon, the l?rqj~tshall he . 
s:Ubje<it.to suchn~w or increased fee and shall pay any additional amounts due befon~tMCi'tymay 
iss.ur a Cer;t1f1cateof Occupancy or Final CoinpietJon. 
F()r Ht/otm.qtion dbou,t complimice, cai1tact the Case Plmmer, Ptatihing .Department at 4,1!)~5,5$-6378, 
urund.s{-plimitiirg.ors. 

29; ·. Chilti-{:are Reqiihe¢ents, Jot bffl~e and :Hotel Deilfelopment; Ghild-'Car.e .E.eql1herrientsi fot 
Offict\lmd Hotel. l)e:;relopn:ient~ 'the Pro jed i& svbject ~o C}1ildcare. Fee ior Ofri~ee; anc:l.Ho.tel 
Devi:;~oprn~nt Pr6je~ts;.as ~ppfka~Ie;ptitsu~itt~o Pl<'!ttniilg <;o.9~Se<:;tionM.4, P\.tt~ni{l~t t6 P1(1tl~ihg 
Co,d~ se,cHon249.78(e)(4), p:dot to tssti,i,lijte'Of a .buiJding'pt .$jt¢ permit.the Projedn:rus.t ~lectits 
~ho{de; of the options described insU:bseAtiori (b),.(B) :and(B) d s6cti6n 414.4(c)(l) a:3. a con<:J'i.Hon of 
· Prpjetf appro.~aL The Project anticipates ~lectiJ;i.g i:.~xnpHaqt6e opti~n un~er Sq~t~9I;t 414,4{c)(l)(E)fo 

''cmtibine J?ilY.irienr Of ar\ .in -lieu fee, to the Chilu C~re. (;apil:all'u.nd. wfth con.structiqn Q(~ cl;(itd 
~arefad1Hy' on· tlie premises. or providing child-e<ire:facilitie.S near tl}epr~mises1 eithersinglyor.in 
conjuncfion With Other. sponsors pursuant to 414.9;~1 'Th.e P~oj~n1ntk!pates: .such electlot\ W6qld be 
.rna,de in: cqjjjuncl'i()n 'vith the ~ponsors of the propo$~d .r;e:?J~eiltii:ll d.eveiopperifat 69S Btarinrul 
Street. In th.eevent the:P.rojec'Hntends to elect an alternate method of compliance as provided in 

· Sectiorii 249.78( e)(4)J i\ shall notify the Planning Department of this change prior to i~!ltiance of a· 
building or si.ti; permit fqt the Project. 

For i1i[ofmafion Jibo1it complii:mce, coiitact tl1e'Cas~ J?lmrn~r, .Planning Deftartml3nt at 415;55?~637$, 
·u.rww,~h:ilmmin~;arg 
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M~tipry ~~.~"~. 
;June 20~ .zw,~ 

R.EtdR.bNCJ. 2014-oob2o3t:NX 
655 4th·stt~e:f< 

:3{);' R.esitl'~ritia1 ch.iia ·Care Impact J;~e. • · TM·P:i~i~#is:.s.!:tbJect:to' th~ ~ksl~eP,tia(Chil:cl. ¢~r~. F~i/aS."• 
app li¢abl e, pursuailt to Planning. qqcj_eSecti6tt 4i4,~. . · . ··. ·· ... · · .. · •. · .. . .... · ... · · . ··· ·. . ... ··. . . · 
~'U:~;;:~~~g~::gu.t· cqmpli(iri'ck; ·. qmtact th.c Cqse •.Plantte{ · Pti{Mf:n,~• q'ef.~ttirto/~f-~t 0f~~§~S~~!?K8;, . 

•.... 3L ~~~-~~~~~~~;1~~::~;i;!~~;~~~~-1~t~t! 
wwut~f-planning;fr$:· . . . . . . . .. ·• ~ ·q··· ' q 'q q " " . 

~· • 

WiurJJ;sf-plaitning:or~ 
. . . ~ '. ;_". . . ' ··::· .. ;:.'.,; . 

33 

.. ::l::,:!:~!~~',!;~::~J:~::!:::i;.~=~:~~7JiJir~~~~~~~~~~· 
· usable open spa<;e tequir~r:nents fo:r residei:ttiai \1sei pursuant to Planrii~g Co<:le Sectiori ~7\ · · 
For informafimi . about compliance, contfJCt. the . Case Planner, Piamt,ing .·Department. tit 415:55.8,-6'378~ 
roww.sf-plmming;org . · · · · · · · ' · · · · · · · · · 

34 .•. ·.A,;~~~.· The)?toje~~.is ?t1$Je~t tp l:he f!:ibl,id:Artl<~¢~'ari app1t¢~bl~/Fi4t~ti~#rfl:} :(?:l~r~~it\g: Cciife:S~etipil,, 
:429;,' , ''' ·• ," .· .. ' .. . ... ,,: ':. . ·: ........ .. ... ' .. · . 

· · E&f informqiian •. · iihg~f tqitrpiitiii.¢¢; cptt}liet···f#P:··. ¢q/j~ P:td.!ihifft l?t,,afi!~~it~i.iJepaff#iJ~t·d~• 4t.$-l?~B.~a?a;. 
,www.~f.planni~~~ots;/ .•.... 

. . . . .. .. .. 

ss .. ·~=~~t~k~1~:n!~t~i!~:!~::;~:~~c~;~:!k~:~::~~c~:;i~:~~~6~~~:l~£4~~1Btl;:. 
pt1blidy conspiCuOUS location on the ProJect Site~ The desi.gn and cont~t 8£Ji{¢· pl,aq41{$ha1L.be 
apprciv:ed by Department staff prior to its instailation, ·. ., .. ··· : .•... · ·······' . ,., 
For ~nforination about compliali¢e~· contqqt' the c;ase P(aii'it~;'t>,fdi.t~~ffig';fJ.cip(ifftii~~t:'d[~15~S:t:~~'63(8~ 
wivui.sbpiminiftr.org ,.. · · · q • • 

.. 

·~~. ~i~~!~~~~~~~~:~:=!~:.~:~;:~~d!7i;~!t:;:~t~~te~:. 
and Jinai type ofthe art. The fi.i:U:tl art cohcephihall be s:Ubrnitt:ed for teviewf.~y coi¥i$t¢'J;tcy. witi''! 
tlcis Mot:ionby, andshal1 be. satisfactory to, theDirector of the Plann1ngDepart~W~'I1t iii ~6hS,~lfatibi1 
with the Cornmissiori.The Project Spo~sor and fheDirector shall reportto the'Qo~fuissib:n·on the 
p~;ogres.s.ofthe developm.ent andcle$ignof the <1tt concept pri()r to the subri1iHM6fth~Ii:t'st$u~1~llng• 
or.siteperm1tappiic<l:tion , . . .. . 

sAi>HilANcisco. . . . , . 
f>J.:,ANI)Iil)l~ DiE;PA.!'IT:l\'IJ;.I)!J; . . . .. 
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Mot'fon No·. 20470 
jurr~.~o~ 2u1s 

RECORD NO. 20'14cOOfJ2QSENX 
.(HiS 41n Street 

For iriforrlytiimt about. compliance, contact .. tftc Ca~e Platmer, Planning :Department· at 415~558~6:?"78, 
~a~t'niuQ~cQf,_'t 

37. Art~ l:>ursl.lant to }'lanningCode $ection4?Q~ prisr to 'ssl;lari¢~ of ~J:lY certifi~ate ofocd.lpancy~. the 
l).roject Sponsor shallinstall the public artgenerany·a~ d:escr1bedinthis Mcition and,.n1ake it 
a\~~iiabl~< t6 th¢. ptiblic~ r{ the}~(lrilng ]\dl'ninis~ratq'r concJlid:es ~h~t it is f\Ot feasibl~ to ins.tallthe 
w:ork($) of iuJ ~UhJn th¢ time .hereih spedfied ahd fhe , Project Sponsor p.rov~ctes ·a~.fequate 
assur~nces that such. works will beinstalled i\1 a timely 'J:nanner1 the Zoning Administrator tnay 

~t.erid th~ time f(Jr.lri~tallafionfor a period ofnl)fmor.e than tweLve (12) months .. 
For 'irifor'n#;fion iJhput complianc¢( C@tq.et th.e. Calle Pla'nnet; Plq.n)jing Ditpm:tifumt j{t, <J1;>~$SS~6;.7s; 
. www;~f-plan11ii18'.ori 

38. 9~nl:ra,l Spl\fa~nftastrit~tu:re lmpticfFee. Th~ :Ptoj~.ct is supject to the Centr~l SqM:a Inf:rasfruttitte 
Jrnpq.ctFee, as applicable, p.ursuimt to Planning Code Sedion43.3, . 
f.' (Jr. i1iforit'intion. about coJ1tpUance, ¢onfact .tf1e ·Case Planner, Plmmittg 1)epartnumt at • 415~!55.8-6378;.. 
wit_~o4-rlanniug.o~$. . 

3.9, Central SoMa Com,inunfty FaC.ilrij:es District Program (Pla:ru;tirig Code $'ed~on 1;134), Th~. 
de-v<=l~pment pl'ojed $hall parti¢ip~te, t6 til~ extet1t'.appl~ci:iph::i in a ~fDlf ¢stabli$hfd bytl;t~ Board, 
o($-qpervlsots prirsi}ant to Artkl¢ X qf Ch?pt~r 4.3 of theAdm1nisfl:ative Cod£' (the 1'Sp¢¢ia) Tax 
Fln~I\cing LaW'') aM successfully artttex}h¢ lot ur lots· of the .subjeh development infb the CIH:> · 
priortothei$suattceoftheJir~tterfificil:te,9f0ecupancy£6rth.e developm~nt. For anyJot to which 
theteqpi,r&nwn.ts.of thisSecdbn434<,tppl)'1 th~Zoni.Itg,,A4~strator shail approve and order the 
re¢otdation ofa, :Notiq;! in. the· OHic{aT RecQrds ofthe 1'-ecotd.et of the C.i ty and County of San 
Ft~'ftd;c~fcn: the s~bjetfprope~ty ptior tolhefirstCertifi~ateof Occupancy for the development, 
e.xcept that for . coriciomjnh:jrp pt()jects, the zoning 1\c:fw.~iii:Sttator shall approve and order the 
r~<i)td~tiol1oft;uch Notke ·pl'~ot ~<.) th~; f\~ie oi'tli~ first condomirdU IT\ ~nit. This Notice shall sfate 
tl}e t't'lquih~menfs an:d, provisions bf subsectiuns 4M(b)-(c) above. The Board of Supervisors will be 
aufhatitf:d tc)ft{Vy a s}J.ecialtaX' on prOperties thf).t ahnex into the Commuriity Fa.cilitiesDistricHo 

finance tadHties, and ~ervice$ :d~c~ihed iJ,1lhe ·pf<:>ceedirtgs for the· Community facilities District 
and !the Central SoMa I:tnplententation:l?rogram.Document submitted by the Planning D~partrrlent 
on Noveml;lef5;2ois iri Board ofSuperV1sbrs File No, 1130184. 

AFFORDAl3U::H0(}$1NG 

Mfhti;i:tbl¢ Onlt~,The rbl~oW.ingJxwJi:ti:iiol!liify Af£15rdable Hou!li.rtg R¢gtiir¢.the,tit~ 'cirf! th9:>e ~n ef~Eictatn}~ 
tin:\e of: Planning CoJFrni$?1on atl:iqn; Jri the e~rennhat:the r~q~ij::eme,nt$. change, the 'Prole(2t$.p~nsoishJ:ill 
comply with the requi!ements i.n:place atthe'fime of issuanceoHirsl constructio:rt docurrie~t · 

40; R~quttemen:t, IM,silaht to Piaup.ing Code Section 4155~ the Project Sponsor nil.lst pay an 
Affordable I~ousing Fee at a ri:ite equivalent to the <ippli<;able petc~rtta~e ofthe number ofutitt's ~11.• 
an ofH1te project needed to satiSfy the Inclusionaty Affordable Housing Ptograml\etpitr.e.mentfbr 

45 
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MC\fion No" M47o. Ju.ne zo,zo1!) · 

th~prh~dpai~:t6J~d.J'heappiicabl~per2ertt~ge£6rthisproj~di~•·thMy•perce~t(S.Of!~)·.·~~2atise:il:fs. 
a,renta}ptojl:!ct. The Ptoj~ctSpon:sor shall p~Y the applicableAftm:dableHo~s~~~Ji'.e~~tt})e:pr;iori 

to the i~slJ.fint~ of the first co~f,tu:ct[~h#ocil~~~r; •. . .. . . ... · .. ·.. .. . . .. . .. 

:::;:~:,z::;;;'"d:~"'t;,~;=:~:::,::~~~~~~~~!f~i'~~j::i 
ruww.sEniah.org ... 

41

~~~;•:ai~~J~tii~&:r~r~~~~~~~i1 
.•. 1Vta;t:)traJ:(1':P.ro¢edq;r¢$,MMv·~J;i),·• The· Procedures ManuaJ,.· as .·am¢nded. frprrt.. Jltne. tP•. ~~n.¢1 i,~· 
incorpor~ted herein by reference, aspublished and adopted by the Planning Comrniss1dn;. and ds 
required by Pl?nning. C:ode S~dio11 415. Tertrts used inthese conditions ofappn;r~W ~ri.ci ,!Jot 
otherwise defined, shall hf}v¢ the meanlngs set fottb in the<Piocedl)res. Manu~J; :.ikc6f?Y;9{~ie 
:Prot:edutes Manual, .C:art b~ obtained at the Mayor's Office of Housing . and Co!ritiittni~y; 
'bey~lciprD.ent("MOHCD") at i South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Dep~ttll)WJ,foi:Mayor's 
Office 6£Housing and Community Developm~nt'~ webs~tes, indt1ding ort theirtt~iri!Wa#:··· ·.· ., 

bttp:tlsf~pla1lning;orgfModui~stShowDocument.aspx?documehti'd~451. . .. 
As pro~rided in the tnclttsionary Affordable HoJ.lsing Program, the applicible Pti'icedl#~s :M'fu\uaJ 
1s the rti;:inual1neffec~ atthe tim~ the subjed units ate.made ava.ilable for sale orrenf.:.i ; 

.For in}oi'fnation abq:z;tt c;omplir..:r,r:ce~ ¢o11cti:td th¢. Cq~e Plannci:, Pl1.ri.1J.if!:t' tj(jjJ.a,r-£n{f:~L~F'#lJ1r.t1~~~?#7Qi 
w~w.sfplamting,or-g·ar the Mayor's Office of Housing ~111. Commui11lJlDevelqp1fl,e#t:\af¥4t?F~f!),$5,QQ) 

. www.sf~1iwh.org. · .......... '' '>' · · · 
. ,,.,.,. . .. , .... 

' ., ·.•• ... •'. . . 

a;· . ''the ProJett .. ~ponsoJ<JnJJ$t v<\Y:'thi{*~e:i~l41f~grrtJq,th~:I?E)v~l()pu\ent ~ee: ¢91i~dl~:tyril'f ~t 
the DBI.f9r use by MO:Hcb prior to 'the issu~c~'8(~$~#~f(~9.~~ftJ:i#lol!t:dbGt.tlJi~~t·:: .. . ' 

"~· .. ' . ~:··~,:·~::_;-.·:·.·: . 

. b~ .. ;;i:!s~~!t!Ils;~:~~ea 6~~~Jb:~~~~(~~~!~li~b~~hM~~r~i!~~at~~:f-!~;9!i2~r:rtt~&· 
· .· approval. The ProjectSpb.its¢r:sh.;aih?tofupHy provide a copy of the recorded Notice ofSpedal 

E.esb:ktiori to :the Department and.to MOB CO ot its si:J.q:e~sor. ·· · · .. · · ... 
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RECORD N6 .• 2bl4;"990203ENX 
St15 4th Street . 

MONITORING • AFTER: ENTITLEMENT 
42. ti;nfo:rcentent Viplatfon of~y o{th:e:plan:ning l)eparhn~n(condition$. ofappr.ov~lcori.fuined in 

. this ~otiott orof EinY ot11'ei prqyis1ons of :Plahn1t~g ct>d.~ applici!bli;i tot!ii'~.:PtoJe.ct sMllbe subject 

to the ~nfor¢emet1t procedures and administrative :peri~lti~$ set tdrth :und,~( Plani;i:lng Co<;l.e Se<;ti6n 
176 or S,edion 176~1. The Plimnin$·I)epartmqnfn;iay also tefer the violation complaints to other 
dty 4epartmertts ~n9 agencie.s fol' <lppr6p:riat¢ ~nf<;Jrtein~nt -action under th~ir judsdictipri~ 
tot · irtftin.rtation nbo.u;t comp!imlc¢/ dontt~c.t ().t;de/E1ifcm:'Gmertt; P1i;ntni!1g • lJtipattrvim at • 4/J5.~$?5~6S$S~ 
wvirn.~f-plminlng:org,· . . . . 

43. :Revota,Hon dU.e to. YiOlatiort: Of Co.tidiHons.. Should ~mpleh)ehtatlc;ln l,)f: this .l?iuj6ct result in 
o).mplaints £rom: intetestt~d prbpe~'t,y :o\~rne~$1 residents; or (:pmmet~l~l '!~~:?ees \'ihidi are. hpt 
resblved by the Project Sponsor. and found to 'be Jn vioi<\Ho~. qfthe :Planning Code ~nd]:or the 
spto'cific conditions of ap:ptovalfor the Pt?ject as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion; the :Zonmg 
.1\dfuinisttatox: shall refer su~h comp1~~nt~ to the Commission; after which it may .hold a public 
he;p::ing on. tl'te ma tterto consider revot;itiqn of this authorization . 

. . ··fqi itifar:mlltiafl. ribout COJ1tpliaizb¢, cdrlt~d c()d.e Enforcement: Planning Depui'tlitent: at 415~5?5~686$; 
· v.itmv.~hJlaH1iirif/&[g · · 

OPERAtiON 

44:. Eating.ai1d .D;rinklngtJses. As ·defined in, Pl;mning Co4eSection~02.2, Eatitig and Diirik1ng Uses, 
as. defined in Sedio~lQk sh~Ub~ Sl)J:>jedto the.followingcond~tions: . . . 

A. The b.usi11ess opel'a~p_r ~h!lll mair1Ja1n !:he rna in et~tr~nte, fo fh~ puikl:ing and all s(deWii)ks 
abutting• thJt. subjec:fproperi:y hi. a· cle<m <!nd s~riHar.y c9ndftloi:J,in Qdil'tpll~nce with. the 

. beparhpent 6{ PpplrcV\torks $tre¢~ ~114 Sfclevia1k 1-.~h1tenrwcgStami<trd$' Ii1 a4difiorit,the 
. tip-~t:ator: sh~1lberespq~sibl~fq~ dflily .moi~itoi:ing .of .the 's{q¢\¥fJll¢ y>iitJJin l;l t>r:t~~blq;ql<;ra dltis of 
the s~bjecf bus'inem; to maintain: the sidewalk f~ee ~£paper ot o$¢r Jitter associ~ted wJ$ the 
I;iusiri~~~, dttd~g·l,~r~i.fiess .• hbt.tts,; i~1·~ccordttrtce. \flJh.Artkle·1, S.edion.·34. I:iftheSan.Fran~isco. 
pqlJ~eCocle; 

For {njormaiicm rrbout compliance, con tad the Bureau of.$tYcet Use aitd Mapp~ilg, D.i;p\i.rtmen.t ofPi1blic 
Works at 415-554-5810, http:lf~fdpw.org: ·· · . . · ·· · 

B; Whenloc;'iteq. V?1thin l'!n. el:1clQSed spax;e; the p:rem1ses sht>11 b~. adeqtrately $01Jnclpr0ot¢d ,Of 

jdstila l~~ • for liois~ and op~~<lted so tha~ in~i_d~}1htl noi~ff shall nor~~ a11ciible beyond th.e 
p.t;emipiisbrjq otJ-r¢r ;;ectl9nsqftl)¢bull~;Hrig,'Mq fos'ecHoiirceequiplil~rWn9.i$e .shalli}btl;)x,~eed 
the deCibel, levels specified. in the Sap,. Francisco Nofs~ Contr~l Ot!ffh~nc¢; ... 
For infotiftatidn qbdut · cmnpUance of jited: ·rnechanical objects .. sitch a~ rooftop · a{r conditionti1gi 
resti1Utn1tt · r;r?;'(#ilatiof1 sysrd.IJis, · iirf4 ri1otors art d. ~ompras;sors to#h ttc4eptgbl? 'no.is¢Jeyils" 9ontact ·the 
Envi1;oh11tentat 'fft;aitiJ .s'ectirm, Depattirwil.fojPublk Health lit (415) 2s2~ssd6t Yil!tf!J:sfiiWorg: 

47. 
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. M9ttC>i1 Nb.;~o4.7o<, · 
J un-~ ~Pk 2,o:1 ~ · 

f{EC:dR[) h'9- ~": ~~: 
~~-~ .. 

. . .... ·;;fJ.~~~n;;Ji;~1i~~-i~t1~:~4:#~~t·~~~~~~~;~;~~~~~;~~~ef~~~d.t·1.t~clM~ing•biysfc~d · 

¢ E:~£riz:;~~~~~~~~~iea~!~~1~~~1~J~~ 
·;;~1~k~;~t;!r:z::l1~:;~~tt~t1f~i~tm·Qdb/~~oih~i-\ihe1iticai~Fpoil~ta;ts·.~·irr.1lakr!JS;.~df1i.4citi#e: . 
Btij/AteaA irQ.u(.ility Ma11~gd,n?11t. I)i#rict1 03AA.QMPJi .14H)0-3f34;;000R (6?>67)~ · ····· .. .. . . 

· · ·. ···: 'WWtv:baaqnid,gov and. Cod£i Ehforcemeittj · Plriiiliing EJepaffritenfat 41S-5_7~~6§6S~ 71Jz0i6;5fr . • . 

' ~ ., .. '-. -.._: : ' . 

... . ":·.:·..... . ... ·" . . ······· .. ···· ··::::: 

~Jb~i~&~r~~~;~it~~~~j~fi~~~if~:(~-~B~~;:~~~~~~~:.\~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*~t~ 
. shall be' contained and disposed ofp.tl:rsu~n:ftb garbage. and recycling receptacles, gl1f4eli'ri.~~. 
s~Potth. byfh~ Qeparttrient o£PtiblisW9tks> .. .. . . .. .. . .. . . .. .· .. · < ; ·~ " 

:P(Jt infonnatiopf!bo.4t:ca1Jtplif!iice, ca~Jtact th4.J!Wf.41);¢f$f!tfr~t:l.J~~il;~d.iyf~p,pi1i~;D.iip4.rtiru:nt.~ff.#blia• 
Works at 415-5!54~.5810, http://sfdita).'or£" ·· · · '" H H .. · · ·. H: H · · · · · . H · · · · ·. 

···•: •.... 
45

· ·-=~d~;;!~~t~=~~!~h~Je6!:~r::~~~~~:~a~l:~i~~~~§!A!~yr~~{~~~if.~~~~~ft~:gQ~h·· 
the beparhnent ofPublicWorksStreets and SidewalkMaint~tian.c~:s.i~ri4aia§L ·· · • .. 
For iiif6rmation about compliance, contactB.ure4u of Street- U$e mtd .f0.4ppi~i}D.idpif,rt/#q~t gJJ:t~bl.jc lo/.a.~;:@i. · 
41tp{)95-2!]17; .http;//~{dpw:org: . . . .. H. • O ···. H. 'H H: ' H ' 

... , 

46~. t;b'~titlity' Liai~~rt: ri16r;t~ issurin:~ea~ buH~ihg.Pexrhittp·cririS.tr&¢e th~ rliBJ£o¢t. ~rif£ in@~m¢ilt . 

....• fAii;i~lllll~t~iii~ii 
~~~:,,~::~;a~:a:;;~n~:~ ~~~;::u;J~~~WS~·t~~~~!(f!stk1:~a~~W{1~~~a~:J·t;tl!·· 
-~~;J~;~;:~~~r·a~o•J.t· 4ornpZiar~~e;_·ioO.~tdcP~&.64~(:B~Nrd.e~~1ttr.~Plwtltifig.f:/eP.iht;~,~,it•.At~A15~$7s~&s§a;-
www.sfpltmning,org · .,. . '" . . . . . . , , .. 
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Motion No; 2b4i0 
Junt}20, 2019 

RECORD No. 2014"000203EN:X 
655 4u1 Street 

Nighftirnelightingshall be.th~ rninimun:t nticessary to ensuresafety,l:iutshallirt no case be direded. 
i?.o.<tSto <;onst~tut6.a trtfisanceto MY !Jut~."otiiJding property,. · · · . · 
Fo.tJi!fori/:i(l#oit t!Q01it c¢flpliaht!J,, contact Code Enfotc~me1lt, i?i/Jiitiing De,partme,i# qf 4J$c$75~6863~ 
1LnLZW4"plamihig:cwg · ··· · . · · · · 

· 4$. POPOSDesigil aJ:ld.Qpetations $ffategy{(;~mtral SQ]\1a flilJi+·Hripl'eriJentation MatrixMe?;B.ute 
s..5.1.3).1he Pruject·shailpe re<p;dredt~ sul::m"lita d?idgn and. oper~ti{)ns strategy £6:r the proposed. 
Ptivately•Owned Puj)lk ,Op~:tt· Sp~ces, that will be reviewed an(! appr()yed J:,y the Planning 
Depatttilel:lt· !lnd Rei::reati9~ iind .PiJ:r)<s Pepartriwrif . U£ appi{c~ble), sqlidti11g f¢edback f):orn· 
members oftheptiblici ,. · . · · . . 

· 49, }>riv~t~Jy~ Owned • fl)bHc Open, Spa<;~. frpvi$ioii; Pt(r$\1:\'!P.t tt? .f>i;iri!)ing Co.Q:~ Sectiqns l~$ ilt1d. 
1138/ th~ Spon~r. intends; to: sati'?fy a pOJ;tiqh of its. r~side!Jtla) qp(iri. s,j:mce i·eql,litem~.(l~. thrch1gJ1: 
pr0vi$ion.(lf pti:\iate1y-mvnect pubiit openspace (#bPO~) •. fl'iorfoJheflrsf certificate of occupa~cy 
fot any building on the. site, th~Pr~ject SpO:psbt shall.submita m':'lntenance: ~ncl, operation$ plarr 
~or the POPOS foF revie;w qnd l1ppx6ya(by the l,l~tili pef'iirhnel}t.: ;At. a rpinil11ttm the. 
mairiten;nice,and operations pl~ti. sha1ilfidude: · · · ·· · 

·A. adescriptionoft~e <!l11enitiesal1dprqgrarnrningforthe:P,'OPOS.and ho.wJfsetvestheopen· 
$pape :an;d te~r~aJi¢nal J;l¢e4i of w~e. cliv~ts.e i:ts~rs,inclvdir\g l:illt nqt limiJj:id to tesfd.ents> 
Y9l.IJ:h:, familie~I yYor~et~, and seJiior$; 

B. a.slte· ~nd.'floor p~an qf the POPOS.detl1ilingf1n~Llandssapedesig~,.iri;itafion plan,publlc 
attr·nJa~erialsi fu:rnishings; .. lighting, .sigrlage.anf1,..<t'r~;:ts.torJo6ci setylc;e; 

C, a description oftbe hovrs and me(lns of publlc ~ccess to the l:>Ol'OS; 
b: .a propos?d s.chedtile for maintem'trit:e activities; and · 
E. contact inforin~tit\nfora community liaison officer. 

for: i?tjormqtiOiJ. ribdut qonipt'!liJ~{;e,. cb)ttai::t .the Case Planner, Plmtiiliig Dtpqrt!Jie}ti iit 4i$-q58~6378, 
ypw~pla~~t.~ 

$0. !:tours. QfAc(;~;~(i .o.fQpeJi qpa;¢e; A;ll PQJ::OS shill\ }J¢pub~icl)t ~o¢¢$si.]Jle #om 7AMto 6Ptvl¢yery 
d;>y.' Should all or a portion of the POPOS h~ teinpotadly dose(!. dU,e to ¢c.nisb:uction. or 
m<JinteilillKe ~ctivith~~i the operator ~h.all.contad t~e Pl;lnning!J,epar.tmeriFin advance of• the 
do;1irre and pos{$ignage; plainly. visible fr6111 the piJbHc sidewalks,; that indicates the reason Jot · 
the closure; an.esthnated.dateto reopen1 ~nci cont~ctinfO.trnatton.£ota ccitn.i:ntil'lltylhti$or16ffi'rier:, 
.For i1tjorm!ition· aboufco1upitr.r~ce, · co;{ta(:t the Ct1de :enjarciement; J?lqirt;,l1lg D!!ptirtmenf ut. 41/5-Ij5~~6:?78, 
im~IW.t]f-plannin:g;ovg · · · 

51. • Foqd Service' il} Open Spaces; Pursuimt to Planning t6de: Section ·138; food seryke ar~a ~h.<1H 
occupy ito filot¢, thari 20%.o£ the reqpireci.PbPbS dutingthe,Jto\ltsthatthe op~11space.is accessible 
to th~ pubtk. Restattr~t seating ~hall nd take up tribre them '20% of the seatipg$nd tiJJ;)l~:Sprovi~ed 
in the :required operi' space. · · . · 
Y:ot i1iformatian about cmJ1plimice, contt<ct the Code' Enforcenu;n't, P lamtin?J DepartmeJtt at 415~558::6378; 
wwiti,sFplinwill.g .org 

49 
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Motion· No. 2o47o 
June 20, 2019 

'·:;: ······· 

. ·£52~ Open Spa~~ Ptaq#~&.· Btit$tti'int·ro~l~iit!; Cod~ ~~~tlpJiJ~S.tl))·tl:l~. :ri'o}~t ~p6h~o£ ~han mstaU 
tbe required pub lit open space pi.ague~; at each building .enttctnce; The plaques s~n b~ :plai:Vlji 
visible from the public sidewalks on 4!h and Townsend Sfreefs .. Design oftheplaqdes shail utiHie. 
the standarc:l temp late$ p,t90Q.ed by Jhe Plar;irimg Depai;bnertti ap a.:vailable> and shall be apk~·oy·ed 
Py ~he D.¢p~~tri(~qt ~t~ffprlo~ t9· i!)st~JhiP'oD:~ . . .:-:: .. . ....... c:.·~;.::\·· 
· For i1ijormdti~n about tpinplian~e, ~ontnd tlie Code Eriforc~ment,. Pli7ifitlng Depattmeiti; 4(d~~iS,58~6i}.llft 
iuww.sf~pia.m1.iiti.o~g . .. . . . .. ;;;•;:-• .. . ..... 

~ ... · .. .,,.,J"''' 

M: :~;E~r~~~:!:;:~;~~~i~SiP~~~Ei:~~ 
· riailNrtg Ileparti:hent. At a !nihltnum the mai:11tel;iance ~nd op~rati6ns report'sh.~ii irtci~~e; . .. 

F.. a description of the amehiti.es, a:nd list 'Ot events and'pl.'ogtaitunmg with d~fe$j ru;id.cpy 
changes to the design orprograming duringthe reporting period; >: . . 

(;, ,a plan of the POPb$ including the 1oeati6n of (lmeriities, food se~.¥]2~ J~h9os9ap~ 
furnishing, lighting and sign age; . . ..... . . . . . ' 

I;L photos of the existing POPOS atthne of reporting; 

:: :;;:~;!:F:'!:· :~~:~~?~ ~~1;,~ \Iii~@ '*l}~~'~' ~$<~1 ~it]l .. tii~ 
K a sc}Jedule of compleh~d maintenance actiVities during the i:~p6rHhg)?.~flqdi .... 
]:( a scheduie ofptciposedtnaintenance activities£6r the next r~pqftifig!p~tlod,; i3.tt'd . 

. · M- <;ontactiriforroCition for a tomrnt1riity liaison o.fficer. . ·. , . ' :· ; , ' : , · ··• .. •.. .· .. · 
For tnform~tion about cin:rtpliance" c;6tttli.Ct the Cad~ Enftm::etflel#, flfrf/J~ii{g Vep~~fi~¥~f.jj:{4i,~O:fif5$~62/78.(. ·· 
iaww.slplannittg.org : . . . .... :;,. , .. . :.'. 

. . 

~"f;?'J'M1~~'oJ.;A~i'NIEW 
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ZONING INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS 
ZONING INFORMATION 

ADDRESS 655 4TH STREET, SAN FRANCISCO 

ASSESSORS BLOCI(/LOT BLOCK 3787: LOT 26, 28, 50,161,162/164 

SITE AREA 71,290 SF 

ZONING DISTRICT CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE- OFFICE (CMUO) 

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 

HEIGHT AND BULK 400-CS, STREET WALL SET BACK AT 4TH ST; STREET WALL SETBACK AT BS'= 1S'; MAX. HORIZONTAL DIM= 1SD'; NO RESIOEN-
TIAL FLOOR TO EXCEED 12,000 SF AND MAX DIAGONAL DIMENSION= 190'; TOP1/3 = 1S% MIN BULK REDUCTION; DISTANCE 
BETWEEN TOWERS MIN. 85' IF THE DIFFERENCE IN HEIGHT OFTHETOWERS IS MIN. SO' 

FLOOR AREA RATIO UNLIMITED 

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY NONE 

LOT COVERAGE 67.7% (LESS THAN BO%) 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT 14'MINIMUM 

GROUND FLOOR ACTIVE USE REQUIRED : 

RESIDENTIAL UNIT MIX CAR PARKING COUNTS 

TOWER1A/B TOWER2A/B TOTAL UNIT% 

STUDIO 121 121 242 25% CAR PARKING 

1 BR 170 160 330 34% 

2BR 190 161 3S1 37% 

_.. 11 BR 1170 1160 1330 134% I I CAR SHARE PARKING* I ·- I - I - I - I ·- I 
Q 2 BR 19n 1h1 351 37% M-(AR SHARE SPACES DO NOT COUNT TOWARDS MAX. PARKING 

w 3 BR 15 22 37 4% 
CD BIKE PARKING COUNTS 

TOTAL 496 464 1960 I 

CLASS 1 BICYCLE 

[Ha~r-- f:J-s--=r-- ,-- J ICLAsszBICVCLE 1- 1- 1-- 1- 1- 1 

SF PLANNING GROSS FLOOR AREA· BY USE 

TOWER1A 

RETAIL 3,070 

INTERIOR POPOS/ D 
RETAIL 

OFFICE 0 

HOTEL 0 

RESIDENTIAL 297,07S 

TOTAL 300,14S 

L.._··------·----· '----- ---·-

PLANNING UPDATE_ JUNE- 06-2019 

655 4TH STREET 

TDWER1B 

4,130 

2,484 

0 

0 

208,986 

215,600 

·--

TtSHMAN SPEYER _ BJARKE !NGELS GROUP _ADAMSON ASSOCIATES 

TOWER2A TOWER2B TOTAL 

4,2S4 7,000 18,454 

0 0 2,484 

0 21,840 21,840 

-
0 24,S09 24,509 

318,30S 190,S04 1,014,968 

322,559 243,853 1,082,157 

--- -- --- ·········----- ---- --- ___ :______ _____________ 

OPEN SPACE SUMMARY 

TOTAl UNIT COUNT 960 

UNITS WJ PRIVATE BALCONIES (GREATER THAN 60 SF) 132 

TOTAL U~IITS WITHOUT BALCONIES 828 

TOTAL PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (GROUND) POPOS 24,49S 

CSOMA PJ8LIC OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT 54 

UNITS SATISFIED 454 

TOTAL PRIVATE OPEN SPACES 10,512 

CSOMA PRIVATE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT 60 

UNITS SATISFIED 175 

TOTAL UNITS SATISFIED 629 

TOTAL UNITS NOT SATISFIED --- _!99 -

LOADING 

TOWER1 &2 

34' LONG ROLL-OFF COLLECTION VEHICLE OR SEMI 3 
(3 AXLE) 

SEMI (3 ~.XLE) 3 

20X10 PftRCEL DELIVERY 2 

TOTAL 
·-_a_ ---·- -- ·--

SF PLANNING GROSS FLOOR AREA 
-ABOVE GRADE BY FLOOR 

FLOOR TOWER TOWER 
1A/BAREA 2A/B AREA 

ROOF 0 0 

LEVEL 40 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 39 7,278 7,278 

LEVE~ 38 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 37 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 36 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 35 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 34 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 33 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 32 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 31 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 30 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 29 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 28 11,945 11,933 

LEVEL 27 11,945 11,997 

LEVEL 25 11,945 12,008 

LEVEL 25 11,945 12,171 

LEVEL 24 11,945 12,372 

LEVEL 23 11,971 12,593 

LEVEL 22 11,589 12,856 

LEVEL 21 12,188 13,107 

LEVEL 20 12,417 13,420 

LEVEL 19 12,309 13,782 

LEVEL 18 12.,500 14,190 

LEVEL 17 12,744 14,515 

LEVEL 15 12,957 14,965 

LEVEL 15 13,274 15,467 

LEVEL 14 13,555 16,022 

LEVEL 13 13,860 16,655 

LEVEL 12 14,280 17,2Z6 

LEVEL 11 14,195 17,748 

LEVEL 10 14,645 18,289 

LEVEL 9 15,011 12,401 

LEVEL 8 15,402 18,615 

LEVEL 7 15,964 20,373 

LEVEL ' 16,164 20,238 

LEVEL 5 16,576 20,165 

LEVEL 4 16,843 19,922 

LEVEL 3 17,039 19,567 

LEVEL 2 17,065 19,408 

LEVEL 1 18,760 19,831 

SUB-TOTAL 515,745 566,412 

TOTAL 
L .... --- ~~,157 

---

I 
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MECHANICAL PE~THOUSE: 
PERFORATED METAl SCREEN 

SPANDREL: COLORED GFRC DR UHPC CONCRETE PANELS 
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-....! 
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PLANNING UPDATE_JUNE- 06-2019 

&55 4T.H STREET 

VISION GLASS: LOWE GLASS JGU (SSG) 

SHADOWBOX: 
LOWE GLASS JGU {SSG) WITH WHITE BACK PAN 

STORE FRONT: LOW IRON GLASS 
WOOD CLAD MULLIONS 
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FACADE MATERIALS 
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· TlSHMAN SPEYER _ BJARKE INGELS GROUP _ADAMSON ASSOCIATES 

CODE COMPLIANCE AND EXCEPTIONS 

BUILDING SETBACKS, STREET WALL ARTICULATION & TOWER SEPARATION (PC SEC.132.4); 
USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL UNITS (PC SEC. 135 & 3Z9(E)(3)(B)(VI); 
POPOS DESIGN (PC SEC.13B); 

. DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE (PC SEC.140 & 249.78(0)(11)); 
STREET FRONTAGE CONTROLS (PC. SEC.145.1); 
GRDU.ND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USE (PC SEC. 145.4); 
CURB CUTS (PC SEC.155(R)); 
WIND (PC SEC. 249.78(D)(9)); 
USES ON LARGE DEVELOPMENT LOTS (PC SEC. 249.78(C)(6)); 
NARROW AND MID-BLOCK ALLEY CONTROLS (PC SEC. 261.1); 
TOWER BULK (PC SEC. 270(H)). 
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TOWER SEPARATION DIAGRAM 
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TOWER SEPARATION (\j 132.4) 
SET BACI<S AND STREET WALL (\j 132.4(D)(2)(C)/ {j 132.4(0)(1)) 

liNE 

4THST 

SITE PLAN 

~FTRAr.K~ I ~FPARATIOIII/1-lFir.l-lT r.OIIITROI r:\ 

58 



..., ~ u 

~~~ 
S:.;z 

~~~ 
u,c 
m m u 
~!!1~ 
"' ;;i 

' 
~ ~ 
" m 
~· ~ 

~ = c:; s 
~ ~ 
0 
c ,u 
J> 

~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 
g 
:;;; 
Gl 

; 

880~ 

__ LE~L43 1 .,,.., •v \ 

LEVEL 42 I A~"' '"' \ 
:g 

'" __ 1,1~S~V_§_l41 ( 'tvu~v \ ~ > 
al 
<( 

"' s 
- .. -
-~-

"' -;:::-

-~-

~ 
0 

"' '" it 

"'f ~~ ~ 
.... 0 -g, g_ 
M ~ _, 
"' -& 
:> _, 
~ 

-:---7,'ZJB SF _!.EV..§_L 40 ~ 

_7,Z!8SF~V..§.L39 ~ 

_7,278 SF __!:,EV_§_l 38 ~ 

__ 7.~S~E'{§_,L37 ~ 

__ 11,9~S~V..§.L36 ~ 

__ 11,9~S~V..§_l35 ~ 

__ 11,9~S~Y_SL 34 ~ 

__ 11,S~S~EV_§_L33 ~ 

1l,S~S~EV..§..l32 ~ 

__ 11,9~S~E~L31 ~ 

LEVEL30 ~ 

--!~SF LEV~L29 ~ 
145 SF LEVEL28 ~ 

--11,9;S~EV-;LZ7 ~ 
--11,9~SF LEV~L26 ~ 

11,9~~~".§._L25 [239'?'f\ 
11,945SF LEVEL24 ~ 

--11,9~S~V-;L23 ~ 
--11,5;S;-LEV-;L22 ~ 
--12,1;S~V-;L21 ~ 

12,4~SF LE~L20 ~ 
__ 12,3~ S~LEIJ_§_L 19 IJ6f:£\ 

12,5~S~Y_.§_L18 ~ 

__ 12,7~S~E~L17 ~ 

__ 12,9.:: S~EV..§.L 16 f15B\ 
13,2~S~EIJ_§_L 15 ~ 

__ 13,5~S~IJ_§_L14 ~ 

__ 13,8~S~v.§.L13 ~ 

__ 14,2~ S~EV.§..L 12 ~ 

54'-9'' 14,195SF LEVEL11 ~ 

t;:;JN.@ 85' ELEVATIO~,~ S~V-;L 10 ~ 
--r-:.0~ S-F- -

---
w~,4~S_F_LEiEL8 CifY\ 
~~ 15,9~ S_F _LE~EL 1 ~ 
~! 16,1~S_F_L~EL6 ~ 
~; 16,5~S_F_LE.Y_EL5 ~ 

~,~S_F_LE.Y_EL4 ~ 
~.o_::s_F_L~EL3 ~ 

#AiW II ''I! II 'H ·I \'1! 'lllj! II f't -P·'.":S_F_LE:!_EL2 ~ 

TOWER 1 SOUTH ELEVATION 

z 
0 

~ 
ii' 
~ 
0 

s 
~,ffi 
"' "' ~ "' ~ "' o. W 
0 ii: 

:5 
iii 
"' <( 

"' "' 0 

"' "' w 

"' <( 

"' '" > 
<( 

:g 
~ 
0 

~ 
z 
0 

~ 
ii' 
~ 
0 

s 
"' 3: 
~,ffi 
~ 0 

~ u: .. ~ 

:5 
iii 
"' <( 

"' "' 0 

"' "' w 

"' <( 

"' ~ 
<( 

@13.30' 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
' "' ;:;: 
" !;; 
~ 

~ 

"' 

-1 

~ 
m 
;o 
lXI 
c .... 
;;.; 
p 
z 
c 
"11 .... 
c 

~c ;o 
"'I] 
r 

~ 
m 
tn 
r:::i 
m 
~ 

1:::1 
N 

"" 0 

3 
:§ 
Q"l 

""' --' w 
N .e 



~ffi~ 
~ ~·2 J>x-
~~~ .,,c 
'!! m" 
~~I~ 

i 
1': 
:;; 
"' ~ 
c ," 
)> 

j; 
~ 
a z 

~ 
0 
~ m 

"' C) 

c 
;;; 
0 
~ 

N 
0 

w 

vao~ 

-5'1·~-
~-~ 

-~LE~L43 ~ 
-·~LEY.§:L42 413'-8'' ":g 

~ ffi 1,115SF 
~ -~ ~ .,, I"'"""-,. \ ·~ 
g _7,Z78SF_ -~LE~l40 ~ 

_7,27BSF_ -~LE'{gl39 ~ 

.~ _7,278SF_ -~LE'!§L38 ~ 
0. 

-~LE'!§L35~ 

-~I'~ 7,2785~ -~LE~L37 ~ 
0 "' -t .g 11,933SF -~LE'!§L36 ~ 

~ a:i 11,933 SF 
-;:::-

-&- 11,933SF -~LE~l34~ 
-~ _ 11,9335~ -~L~~L33 ~ 

~ _ 11,9335~ -~LE'!§l32 ~ 

-g 11,933SF LEVEL31 ~ 
~--·;s-=--==ti. - -fCs3J sF 

~-~- - -~ - 11,933 s; -~Lt:.~L3U~ 
-~- -~LE'!_§l29 [Zif::ri'\ 

-~-
"' 

-~-
-v-

"' ::!· 
" 

11,933SF -~·LEY§l2B ~ 

11,997 SF -~LE~l 27 (25i:"iE\ 
12,008 SF -~LE~L 26 ~ 

12,171 SF -~LE~l25 ~ 

12,372SF -~LE'!§L24 ~ 

z· 
0 

~ 
:5 
s 

u.lffi "' 0. 
- 0. ... => 
o_ W 

. e ~ u. 
0 

~ 
"' "' 0 
0: 

"' w 

~ 
~~ 

::. 
0: 

~ 
~ 
"' ~ 
v 

"' :g 
12,5935~ -~LE~L23 ~ ~ 

"5 12,856SF LEVEL22 ~ ';£ 
" 

0 -~ ~ -~- ih-
.-~- -~ 13,107SF LEVEL21 ~· ~t; 
~-~- - -~ 13,420SF -~LE~l20 ~ g ~-
g=~::.-=--=---=--,;~7-825~ -~LEVEL19 ~ ~ 
~----=-- - -~ - 14,1905; -~LE~L1B ~ ~ 

~-r ~-~-~ .. ---::,., '.': :s-~ ~ -~ 14,515SF. LEVEL17 ~ ~ II~H~~~~~~----,4,965;;;- LE~l16~ s 
15,467 5!:._ -~LEY§L 15 ~ 

16,022SF -~LE~l14 ~ 

16,655 SF LEVEL13 ~ 

17,2265; LE~l12·~ 

~lg ·f:> b 
~ "' ,; w 

- '" u. 
0 

<li 
~ 
"' "' 0 

~;r·~r~~ 5'.. ffi· ~ :-.~,:::; =~;.,,;.~~r -O~VEI 9
T2 ~ 12.401SF'lli 

~VE.!.:_8T2 ~ 16,615SF ffi 
. > 

1Si¥J~ ~ ~ l 1 1'\~. "I :::J~~:cld ::5t:J ~ 1 =~~:~: ;;;;:\ :::::::: <( 

-~l~EL5 ~20,165SF 

-~l~El4 ~ 19,9Z2SF 

-~l~EL3 ~ 19,56TSF 

TOWER 2 NORTH ELEVATION 

...... 
0 
~· 
m 
;a 
lXI 
c: 
r 
;:::: 
)> 
z 
0 , 
r 
0 
o· 
;a 
'tl 
r 
~ 
m 
VI 
r::; 
m 

""' N 
'-J 
0 

~ 
.!:!. 
Q"l 

""' _. 
~-

~ 



....... 
0 
00 
c.n 

F.O. GLASS ~~ ~mm~mn~ 

EXAMPLE OF EXTERIOR WALL EXAMPLE OF SHAFT 

D 
EXCLUDED GROSS FLOOR AREA: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 

MECHANICAL SHAFTS PER 102.9.b(J) 
BALCONIES PER 102,9,b(9}(A)(C} 
BUILDING OPERATION I MAINTENANCE PER 102.9.b(1) 
PARKING PER 102.9.b(6) 
C!RCULA TION PER 102.9.b(12) 
PLAZA fWALKWAYS PER 102.9.b(8) 
BIKE STORAGE PER 102.9.b(7} 
SHAFTS & LIFE-SUPPORT PER 102.9.b(10) 

PLANNING UPOATE_JUNE- 06-2019 
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EXAMPLE OF BUILDING 
OPERATION I MAINTENANCE 

AREA 

INCLUDED GROSS FLOOR AREA: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 

~39fl 

~· 
EXAMPLE OF BALCONY ARE.A. 

OPEN SPACE: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 

AREA MEASUREMENT DIAGRAM 8 

I 

TOWER BULl< AND FLOOR PLATE SIZE(~ 27D(H)(3) & ~ 132.4) 

LEVEL 27 !LEVEL 28-35 SIM 
(UPPER 1/3 OF TOWER) 

I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
lr __,-~~-~~~=~= 

D 

TOWER 2 GFA"' 6,701 SF 
(8,000 SF> UPPER 1/8 OF TOWER) 

I 
·I 

I 
I 
I 

_ _j 

LEVEL 36 !LEVEL 39-40 SIM 9 (UPPER 1/B OF TOWER) 

I 

TOWER BULl< AND FLOOR PLATE SIZE (lj 27D(H)(3) & lj 132.4) 

-··1 
I 

I 
I 

~ 

LEVEL 37 OPEN SPACE 
(UPPER 1/B OF TOWER)( 8 
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275'- 0" 

~~~~~ 
COVERED: 24,824 SF 

COVERED: 23,424 SF 

4TH ST 

LOT COVERAGE DIAGRAM 
@ LEVEL 2 (LOWEST RESIDENTIAL LEVEL) 

0 

[n 

~ 

l­en 
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PRIVATE BALCONY AREAS 

107\ 98 
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co~~~--~~~¥-~~~~'::>·:.,:•_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

cor,~~c-~~~~"'~~~~~~77~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
114 

.... '1461';;:::. ··351k. 

TOWER 2 BALCONY AREA TOTAL: 

KEY BALCONY DIAGRAMS 

·, I 

Ill· 

.I .. 
S25F S25F 1D75F 

34' 34' ~----3-4: ----~ ~ ----34-,-.- ---~ 

TYPICAL SMALLER UPPER BALCONIES TYPICAL MIDDLE BALCONIES 
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USABLE OPEN SPACE (lj 135) 

f@',Jill m PRIVATE BALCONIES 
COMMON RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE 

sp~JIHI!iq~ Jl: j·1 i I:: 

283 SF 

TYPICAL LARGER LOWER BALCONIES 
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LEVEL 37 OPEN SPACE 
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SOUTH ISOMETRIC 
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EAST ISOMETRIC 

USABLE OPEN SPAtl! (\)1~4) 

PRIVATE BALCONIE!l 
COMMON RE51DENTI1!1.:1WHI Sl',\ :E 

LEVEL DB OPEN SPACE 

NORTH ISOMETRIC WEST ISOMETRIC 
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GROUND LEVEL PUBLIC OUTDOOR SPACE I 
GROSS FLOOR AREA 
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b 

@ 22'-1 1/2" HEIGHT 

4TH ST 

USABLE OPEN SPACE (lj 135) 

~ill 
l­en 
c z 
w 
en z 
~ 
0 
1-

>-
~ l2§2g PUBLICLY-
0 ACCESSIBLE USABLE 
~ OPENSPACEPER 
dJ SECTION 135 (h)1.B. 
0.. 
0 ~PUBLICLY­

ACCESSIBLE USABLE 
OPEN SPACE PER 
SECTION 135 (h)1.C. 

17,166 SF 

5,040 SF 
(2,101 SF . 
COVERED - 42% 
<ALLOWED 60%) 

PUBLICLY- 2,289 SF 
ACCESSIBLE USABLE 
OPEN SPACE PER 
SECTION 135 (h)1.D. 

TOTAL PUBLICLY- 2.4,4UU 1:'1~ 
ACCESSIBLE USABLE 
OPEN SPACE 
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W NON-COMPLIANT UNITS 
E"'iJ COMPLIANT UNITS 
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UNIT EXPOSURE DISTANCES 
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~!ill NON-COMPLIANT UNITS 

TOWER 1 

NON-COMPLIANT UNITS AXO DIAGRAM 

LEVEL 

DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE (\} 140) 

TOWER1 TOWER2 

UNITS 
PER 

FLOOR 
UNITS PER UNITS PER 

NON-COMPLIANT' UNITS PER 'NON-COMPLIANT 

FLOOR FLOOR FLOOR 

40 a· 
391 41 .Qj 41 ~ 

·sst 41.'· • · ol 4 
371 sl ·ol 31 
361 101 :- 21 91 
3S 
34 
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lS 
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·0 
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161 13! 2..1 171 6 
lSI 131 21 171 5 
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·13 lSI : 21 171 S,. 
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•sovess• I I I 101 1sl ·· .. · : zl 1•1 .. ··... sf 
BELOW Bs· . : ·:g· 15: <-".:::··:· :.. ··:z 7 :·, i: :\·... ::: :1 
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··CII 161'':... ·~-·· 71.:: ... :; : ·1 

61 1sl.:. ·:: 21 71 1 
· •sl 171 ··.:~_c::_··. ·sl 241.:.. 7 

:41 171·' .·:;: 31 241' :., :·· 7 
'31 161··· 3 
.::21 161:. . 2 71 ~ .· ..... o 
'1 ol:···~·:.o Ol ' ... ':c'.:.0::::::' 0 

TOTAL ABOVE 85 1 I 3671 54 37ll 92 20% 
TOTAL BELOW 85' 17% 

GRAND TOTAL 

1 96o 1s31 19% 

UNIT EXPOSURE NON-COMPLIANT COUNTS 
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STREET FRONTAGE CONTROLS: 
ACTIVE USE REQUIRED(Ij 145.1) 
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HOTEL USE (lj 842) 

Iilii HOTEL 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

EXHIBIT C 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a) 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the folloWing measures shall be 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on 

· human remains and associated. or unassociated funerary objects. The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant 

. from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological Consultants 
List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. 
After the first project approval action or as directed by the ERO, the 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the 
names and contact information for the next three archeological 
consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant shall undertake 
an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 
consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring 
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with 
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). 
All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall 
be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and 
shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval 
by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs 
required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up 
to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than 
significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and (c). 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an 

archeological sitel associated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group 

an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall 
be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO 
regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of 
recovered data from the site; and, if applicable, any interpretative 
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final 
Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

-Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall 
prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program 
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP 
shall identify the property types of the expected archeological 
resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under 

655 Fourth Street 
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1 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact 

List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese 
Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 

2 SAN FllA.NGISGO 
J"J:.;ANNING DEP.AI'ITM~T 



_.. 
0 
c.o 
c.o 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

At the completion of the archeological testing· program, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings 
to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources 
may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological 
consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. 
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an 
archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery 
shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the 
Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion 
of the project sponsor either: 

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

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

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior 
to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
TI1e ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
shall determine what Proiect activities shall be 
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archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing 
activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, 
grading, utilities installatio11; foundation work, site rernediatio11; 
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk 
these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to 
their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training 
program for soil-disturbing workers that will include an 
overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence 
of the expected resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the 
event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

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

• 

• 

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to 
collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual. material as 
warranted for analysis; 
lf an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils­
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease: 
The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the 
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological 
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of 
the monitoring program to the ERO. 

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following "elements: 
• Field Methods and Procedutes. Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
.. Cataloguing and Labomtoty Analysis. Description of selected 

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

for field and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
" Interpretive Progtam. Consideration of. an on-site/off-site 

public interpretive program during the . course of the 
archeological data recove 
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• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to 
protect the archeological resource from vandalism, looting, 
and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

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

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. If 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects are 
discovered during any soils disturbing activity, all applicable State 
and Federal Laws shall be followed, including immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco 
and in the event of the Coroner's determination that the human 
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NARC) who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
5097:98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon 
discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate 
dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)) within six days of the 
discovery of the human remains. This proposed timing shall not 
preclude . the PRC 5097.98 requirement that descendants make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site. The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing 
in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels 
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an 
MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any 
Native American· human remains and associated or unassocia ted 
burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the 
human remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if 
such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by 
the archeological consultant and the ERO. I£ no agreement is 
reached State regulations shall be followed including the 
reinternment of the human remains and associated burial objects 
with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaJuates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed. in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken. The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. The Draft FARR 
shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all 
significant arcl1eological features. 

Copies of the Draft F ARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and 
approval. Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare 
a public distribution version of the FARR. Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO 
shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning: division of the Planning: Department shall 

SAN FRAl!GJSCO. 
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receive one bound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA 
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 
In instances of public interest in or the high interpretive value of the 
resource, the ERO may require a different or additional final report 
content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 
Transportation: and Circulation 
Project Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Queue Abatement I Project sponsor 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-3a) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that recurring vehicular turning 
movements into the 655 4th Street Project driveway or vehicle queues do 
not substantially affect public transit operations on the public right-of-way 
along Townsend Street near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A 
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking 
facility) blocking any portion of the street (including the 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 to improve vehicle circulation and/or 
onsite queue capacity; employment of additional parking attendants; 
installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking 
attendants; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking with 
nearby uses; transportation demand management strategies such as 
those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM Program. 
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring 
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 

Ongoing Plannin~ Department I Ongoing 
and proJect sponsor 
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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/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written 
determination to abate the queue. 
M-TR-2: Construction Management Plan and Construction I Project sponsor 
Coordination (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-9) 
The project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval by 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and 
Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, 
addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and 
hours of delivery. The . Construction Management Plan would 
disseminate appropriate information to contractors and affected 
agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to 
minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the 
project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus 
on ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The 
Construction Management Plan would supplement and expand, 
rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or 
provisions set forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City 
departments and agencies, and the Ca.lifornia Department of 
Transportation. 
If construction of the proposed project is deterillined to overlap with 
nearby adjacent project(s) to result in transportation-related impacts, 
the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with various City 
departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works, and other 
interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, 
Public W arks, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated 
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would be 
reviewed bv the SFMTA and would address issues of circulation 
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(traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project 
construction in the area. Based on review of the construction logistics 
plan, the project. may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni 
Operations prior to construction to review potential effects to nearby 
transit operations. 
The Construction Management Plan and, · if required, the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan, shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

10 

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours-Limit construction 
truck movements during the hours between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. 
and between 4:00 and 7:00p.m., and other times if required by 
the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular tr~fic, 
including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 

• Construction Truck Routing Plans-Identify optimal truck routes 
between the regional facilities and the project site, taking into 
consideration truck routes of other development projects and 
any construction activities affecting the roadway network. 

• Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures-The 
project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane closures with other 
projects requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures 
through interdepartmental meetings, to minimize the extent 
and duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel 
lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and 
bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to transit service and 
bicycle circulation and safety. . 

• Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access­
The project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with 

. Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations 
and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Coordinated Construction Management. Plan to 
maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicvcles and 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

S:AN Fffi\Ntl!SCO 
·pLJ!,NNUilQ DE~ARTMEJIIT 



__. 
....J. 

0 
-..! 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

This shall include an assessment of the need for temporary 
transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potenticJ 
traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption . and pedestrian 
circulation effects during construction of the project. 

• Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers­
The construction contractor shall include methods to encourage 
carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit access to the project site by 
construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies ·to 
construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in free-to-employee 1ide matching program from 
www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program 
through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and 
providing transit information to construction workers). 

• Construction Worker Parking Plan-The location of construction 
worker parking shall be identified as well as the person(s) 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate 
construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All 
construction bid documents shall include a requirement for the 
construction contractor to identify the proposed location of 
construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of 
parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit 
the site shall be required. If off-site parking is proposed to 
accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site 
facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of 
how workers would travel between the off-site facility and 
project site shall be required. 

• Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents­
To minimiZe construction impacts on access for nearby 
instihttions and businesses, the project sponsor shall provide 

.;Nnngano!l:;, ''1;:;~~~~~,~~~1~~{,·:, 
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updated information regarding project constructio~ including 
construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., 
concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures. At regular 
intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan 
and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the project 
sponsor that shall provide current construction information of 
interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific 
construction inquiries or concerns. 

Noise and Vibration.··· 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Siting of Noise-Generating 
Uses (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure 
M-NO-lo) 
The project sponsor shall undertake the following: 
If outdoor sound systems are installed for the outdoor terrace of the 
event space, prior to a certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor 
shall submit documentation to the Planning Department 
demonstrating that the speaker system has been tested and achieves 
the noise limit of no greater than 69 dBA at the property plane. The 
results of thls test shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review and approval. If results of thls testing indicate that noise 
limits would exceed 69 dBA at the property plane, amplified sound 
emanating from the outdoor terrace of the event space shall be 
prohibited past Hi p.m., unless an applicable event permit is obtained 
from the Entertainment Commission. 
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Project Mitigation Measrue M-N0-2: General Construction Noise 
Control Measrues (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measrue M-N0-2a) 
The project sponsor shall undertake the following: 

Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and 
trucks used for project construction use the best available noise 
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment 
redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and 
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds), wherever feasible. 

• Require the general" contractor to locate stationary noise 
sources (such as compressors) as far from adjacent or 
nearby sensitive receptors along the northwest site 
boundary as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to 
construct barriers around such sources and/or the 
construction site. To further reduce noise, the contractor 
shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated 
areas, if feasibJe. 

• Require the genera~ contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack 
hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are 
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools. 

• Include noise control requirements in specifications provided 
to construction contractors. Such requirements could 
include, but are not limited to, performing all work in a 
manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of 
equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most 
noisy activities during times of least disturbance to 
surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
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selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings to the 
extent that such routes are otherwise feasible. 

• Prior to the issuance of each building permit; along with the 
submission of construction documents, submit to the Planning 
Department and Department of Building Inspection (DB I) a list 
of measures that shall be impiemented and that shall respond to 
and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These 
measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for 
notifying DBI and the Police Department (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); .(2) a sign posted on site 
describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline 
number that shall be answered at all times during construction; 
(3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and 
enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of 
neighboring residents and nonresidential building managers 
within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise generating activities (defined as 
activities generating anticipated noise levels of 80 dBA or 
greater without noise controls, which is the standard in the 
Police Code) about the estimated duration of the activity. 
Two-Way Radio Use - During concrete pours, the 
construction team shall use electronic means (such as walkie 
talkies) to communicate over distances of 15 feet or.more to 
reduce the team's need to yell. These devices should be used 
to the extent feasible. 

• Back Up Alarms -Advanced back up alarms should be used 
on equipment to the extent feasible. Advanced back up 
alarms would either s.ense ambient noise levels and adjust 
the backup alarm level and/or would emit a ·broad band 
noise instead of the more common tonal alarm so{mds. 
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Air Quality 

Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M­
AQ-4b) 

The project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning 
Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be designed to reduce air 
pollutant emissions to the greatest degree practicable. 
The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
requirements: 
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and 

operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire 
duration of construction activities shall meet the following 
requirements: 
a) Where access to alternative sources of power are 

available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission· standards, 
and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS) 
(Tier 4 interim or final engines meet the requirement 
of a Tier 2 engine and ARB Level3 VDECS), and 

iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at 
least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99). 

c) Exceptions: 

SNl FRANGISCO. 
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Planning Department 
(Environmental 
Review Officer and 
Planning's Air 
Quality Technical 
Team) 

Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department review 
and acceptance of 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization Plan, 
implementation of the 
plan, and completion 
of construction 
activities pursuant to 
the plan 
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evidence to . the satisfaction of the ERO that an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at 
the project site and that the requirements of this 
exception provision apply. Under this circumstance, 
the sponsor shall submit documentation of 
compliance with 1(b) for onsite power generatlon. 

ii. Exceptions to 1(b)(ii) may be granted if the project 
sponsor has submitted information providing 
evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level3 VDECS (1) is technically not feasible, 
(2) would not produce desired emissions reductions 
due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the 
control device would create a safety hazard or 
impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a 
compelling emergency need to · use .off-road 
equipment that are not retrofitted with an ARB 
Level3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted 
documentation to the ERO that the requirements of 
this exception provision apply. If granted an 
exception to 1(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply 
with the requirements of 1(c)(iii). 

iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to 1( c)(ii), the 
project sponsor shall provide the next-cleanest piece 
of off-road equipment as provided by the step-down 
schedule in Table M-AQ-4: 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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TABLEM-AQ-4B: 
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN 

SCHEDULE* 

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions. 

1 

2 

* 

Alternative Standard Control 

Tier 2 ARB Level2 
VDECS 

Tier 2 ARB Levell 
VDECS 

How to use the table. If the requirements of l(b) cannot 
be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor 
not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 
2 would need to be met. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on­
road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as 
provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding 
idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs 
shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two-minute idling limit. 

3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 
descriPtions and information mav include, but is not limited to, 

SAN FRAMGISGO 
PLANNING DIEPAQTMIEMr 

'&~;~!11lt4:1' ~~~·~ut<.? 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For the VDECS installed: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number 
level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting 
shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The. Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any 
persons requesting it and a legible sign shall bE~ posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site indicating to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan as requested. 

6. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO 
indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment 
information used during each phase including the information 
required in Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for off-road equipment 
not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of 
alternative fuel being used. 
Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the 
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end 
dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the 
report shall indude detailed information required in Paragraph 4. In 
additiol\, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, 
reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

7. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor shall 
certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable 
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract 
s ecifications. 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control 
Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-AQ-Sa) All diesel 
generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 
Final or Tier 4 Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 
emission standards and· are equipped with a California Air 
Resources Board Level 3 Verified -Diesel _ Emissions Control 
Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall be fueled with 
renewable diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new 
diesel backup generator or fire pump permit submitted for the 
project, including any associated generator pads, engine and filter 
specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit 
for the generator or fire pump from the San Francisco Department 
of Building Inspection. Once operationalr all diesel backup 
generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy shall be 
maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future 
replacement of the diesel backup generator, fire pumps, and Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy filters shall be required 
to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of 
the facility shall maintain records of the testing schedule for each 
diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of that diesel 
backup generator and fire pump and provide this information for 
review to the Planning Department within three months of 
requesting such information. 

SN1 FRANGISCO 
PLANI\IING DEPAJ>rrME_NT 

Project sponsor 

~n~.-,~~-~~-· :•f~~&~~f~f~jW:f~f!!J::: ·--···-·-~td~U~/.U,dl~ •••• 

For generator 
and fire pump 
specifications, 
prior to 
Issuance of 
build~ng 
perrrut for 
diesel -
generator or 
fire pump. 
For 
maintenance, 
ongoing 

Planning Department 
(ERO, Air Quality 
technical staff) 

Equi,2ment 
specifications portion 
considered complete 
when equipment 
specifications 
approved by ERO. 
Maintenance portion 
is ongoing and 
records are subject to 
Planning Department 
review upon request 
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Project Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Evaluation I Project sponsor 
for Building Design Modifications (Implementation of Central 
SoMa PEIR M-WI-1) 

In the event that the proposed project's design is modified, the 
new design shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to the 
potential to result in a new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate 
an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard exceedance (defined as 
the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour 
equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that 
wind-tunnel testing is required due to the potential for a new or 
worsened wind hazard exceedance, the project shall adhere to the 
following standards for reduction of ground-level wind speeds in 
areas of substantial pedestrian use: 

• New buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include setbacks, or other 
building design techniques), or other wind baffling measures 
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in 
the following with respect to the one-hour wind hazard 
criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed: 

20 

o No net increase, compared to existing conditions, in· 
the overall number of hours during which the wind 
hazard criterion is exceeded (the number of 
exceedance locations may change, allowing for both 
new exceedances and elimination of existing 
exceedances, as long a~ there is no net increase in the 
number of exceeqance locations), based on wind~ 
tunnel testing of a representative number of locations 
proximate to the project site; OR 

o Any increase in the overall number of hours during 
which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded shall be 

In the event 
that the 
:project's 
aesignis 
modified 

Planning Department 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

Considered complete 
after approval of final 
construction plan set 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects of 
· anticipated development that is in accordance with the 
Plan. Such an evaluation shall be undertaken if the 
project contribution to the wind hazard exceedance at 
one or more locations relatively distant from the 
individual project site is minimal and if anticipated 
future Plan area development would substantively affect 
the wind conditions at .those locations. The project and 
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no 
increase in the overall number of hours during which the 
wind hazard criterion is exceeded . 

o New buildings that cannot meet the one-hour wind 
hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind 
speed performance standard of this measure based on 
the above analyses, shall minimize to the degree feasible 
the overall number of hours during which the wind 
hazard criterion is exceeded. 

PLANI\IING DEPARTMENT 

ii!iifl~~~~l 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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Project Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-BI-1) 

As part of the construction contract, the project sponsor shall include 
a requirement for pre-construction special-status bat surveys when 
trees with a diameter at breast height equal to or greater than 6 
inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been vacant 
for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night 
roosts are found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] collection permit 
and a Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the 
biologist to handle and collect bats) shall take actions to make such 
roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building 
demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around active 
bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a 
distance to be determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts 
initiated during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no 
buffer would necessary, unless the feature upon which the roost is 
located would be demolished. 

22 

Project sponsor, 
qualified biologist, 
and California 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, and 
project contractor 

Prior to 
issuance of 
demolition or 
building 
permits when 
trees would be 
removed or 
demolition of 
existing . 
buildings 

.Planning 
Department; CDFW 
if applicable 
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Project Improvement Measure I-BI-1: Night Lighting Minimization I Project sponsor 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure I-BI-2) . 

In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, 
the project sponsor will implement bird-safe building operations to 
prevent and minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited 
to the following measures: 

• Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 
o Minimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter 

lighting and fa~ade up-lighting and avoid up-lighting of 
rooftop a11.tennae and other tall equipment, as well as of 
any decorative features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lighting; 
o Using minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required 

lighting levels. 
• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circu]ation areas, 
and atria; 

o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. 
through sunrise, especially during peak migration 
periods (mid-March to early June and late August 
through late October); 

o Using automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, 
etc.) to shut off lights in the evening when no one is present; 

o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce 
the need for more extensive overhead lighting; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 
11:00 p.m.; 

o Educating building users about tl1.e dangers of night 
lighting to birds. 

F'LANNING DEPAIR':i"MENT 

<'+Y~~~~M~~L~' .. ' I :~~~~ri~~~r~~~ 
Ongoing 
durmg project 
operation 

Planning Department 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
building plans by 
Planning "Department. 
Planning Department 
may engage m follow­
up discussion with 
project sponsors, as 
applicable 
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AUtHORIZATIONl?URSUANT TO PLANNING COOES:E:Gr!O!iS 303; 3l7.AND 84'S TO DEMOLISH. 
nVc) EXISTit-JG DWELLING l}NITS·· AN.D ~STABUsij. AtQURist.ifpf~~-W:~~~~ -~~;·#§?~· 
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SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT/ AND A 400-CS HEIGHT: AND BULK ois'.-f'RrcT, iOCAWEP'Ai:'~&s· 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUA.LI1;Y ACT. 

PREAMBLE 
01t tJ{>~ei~her ·1:1,' 20'17~ M~1lnq,?,S~japuf ofl\eft,beh>;}urtiu~·&t;. ~o~e; ttl', acting ~~~ behal fuf .6s5:4t~()vvnert 
u~c· (hereinafter "PioJeci.spo~kofi') fil~d. a ~~qhest; as 1nodified by. subsequ~*f~~l?~rril!M!>(; wiJh:fue, ~alJ' 
Francisco Phu:ni1ng Department (hereafter ''Department")· for. Large· Projecf-A:qthoi;#trtiotij:i~itsi1•ci.nftO; 
Plam'iing Code Se~t iori. 329 and C6ndi trona!. Use Ai.llhorization. pursuarit to Piahrtiitg-'c&d'~ 'sectio'hsi<~:d3, 
317; arid. 848, to demolis'h. three existing buildings m~d· ~ssoci~:ted surface parking dn the. sife,ai;\qjo 
construct two. 36-tb-40 story mixed-use b\Hl<iings tontainhig. a mix of .residential, office/hotel, and ret;:~ii 
uses .(collectivdy, the "Proj~d")• . . . .. ·. 

:~~~~~~:~;;~~~~~i~~~~~~:!~:~:;:;~~i~r= 
hearii1g 6J1 Mby- 1o, 2018, by Motion No: 20182~ ccrtifkd by th¢ Contrnission ;-\$ ~o{11p)ytrig yyitKt~~/ 
Ca1ifomia,Ei.witonmental Quality Act (Cp.l. Pub,J\es. Co<;le Sec:tiqn 2.1000' el'~ :<riq;, (h\'ireiiuiftet ''CEQAf!:) the· 
$tate CEQA.Guidelh1es (CaL Admin. Co9e 1,'ith: 14, section 15000 et seq,, (herein~fter ''CEQA Guj:d~lli1~$~) 
nnd Chapte~31 o( the San.FrandscoAdrnh'lis.trative Code (hereinafter iJChi;,pter 3i") .. TheCommiss1onl)'a$ 
reviewed the EIR; which has been available for thi.s Cominission's revle\v a.s well as public reVilit.W; 
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project/ the ag~cymay~pprove (he pro)edt as beit:lg~vitbinthe sC:ope ()£ the project.toven:;d}?y the.program 
. EIR, and. no ~dditlonal. o.f. ti~W ei\ Virof)irleP,fal f~vi~W:is t!'KJulte}i, ~.:approving the Centtal SoMa Plan, the 
<;:opm:_1issiph &dopt¢cl (:EQA find~ngs ,ii1)t~; ResolUtion ·• No, 10;1.~~ ~nd,J:teteby !hcotporatel>. such Findings 
by reference; · · · · · · · · 

. . . . .. ··. 

. . Add.itiol.lally, St.ai:e C'itQ~, du1aelines Section 1.5183 pro~ddes a '\itrei:irnlined envb:onrr,tental.review fot 
· ·•· projedsthat ~te co~~steht with ,the development derts~ty established b)' existing, zoriirtg1 to1)1murtity plan 
·hi ge1.1etalpl~n polidesJqr whi.ch a~ EfRw~~ cett!!~ed,; except as·:pJ.~gnt be}:\~c¢s~aryt6 exam~rie ~hether·· 
there are prpject~$pedfk effects whkh at¢ pe¢uliat tp thi:i prqject(jr its !:lite. Section iS1 ¢3 spedftes that 
examlriatipn ofen~h:,ol1JXlental effects sha1lbe)i.friited h:) those effects that • (a) • at~;: peculiar: to ~e. project ox. 
patcel brL wliid\the proj~ct Wo~ld b'e located, (b)wer.e nbt l:\tt~lyZE!ct ap sign,incant,~tf~ctS hr a . .P#or ErR on 
the:ZPPihga¢~ion,.&en~~lpl~n or community plan with\~hjehJJ:ie prdje~t ts Cq~$istgnt, (f) are potentially 
's1gni:fi~nt ot£-$ite.arid. ci.imuJative. ill.lpachi. which, Wefeiiuf· di,s~;u$s~d:.~ th¢•undetlyfug •E(Rj. or•{d). ate 
previously idenHfied in the EI:l,t bcit Whkh,are determined to:,haie .uioresev'ere ~d.ver$e{n\pacf th:anthat 
ciisc;ussed in. the .l.ll1d~t1yi1lg ETR. • S~cj:iqnlo 183( c)· specifies thatlt artiihpa~t istwt pecu)iar to the .parcef ot .. 
to the propose.d project;therian;rl'EXRneednotbe prepared for that pro]ect solely bntl•ebasis o£ thatltl\pa.cr: 
... ,. . . .... •' . . . ··' 

Pr1June.11/:lOl9; the pep~rt~ei1t'deti7t!1lirt~#th.att~¢J'roject d14 notteqqir¢ furtl)et. envltonmentalrevfe~ 

t~t~~~~it~~~a~~~~~tatE~$:~~;~1aE~® 
~::.i~~~;;; :~1tit~~Zt~:e±d!oi~~~:t!i'A:t~ir~~~~·~01f~~~~~::r;~::o~u~~11{d~~~1~~a~~~ 
severll:J • of previoulllY .identifieci sigui£16a'nt in1pacts,. and t:lle.reis no:l1ew :inf()rm,ati9n ofslilistantfa1 
ip-tportanc;e that wogld change th~ COJ)d~sfons. $~ffotthih the Final EIR} the £il~. fol:this prqjec(fndud,ing 
the Central ~orna }\rea Plt~ri IUR: and the 'C(lthmtn1ity Fl<1ri ExetnpHon certificate, is ~V;~ilable for revie.\'1 at 
thes~n.fxanciscol'ianning [)epai:trnent; t6qO Mission $tt.e~t~ stl.He ~oo~ $ilr:t, :B'rancis.coi Califm.:P.fli, 

. : .. : .. ··:": . . . . ·'·.. .. . . ·.· :. :. 

Planning Department. staff. ptep~t~d a1V.{j_tigation.1Vfph{tof1J1$ and R~p6,rt1ng Pr()$iaJJ1• ("MrviR,P1f) settil1g 
forth m:itigatim\ i:rteasures thatwere ldentifi:e<i .in· frie Central SoMa. Pla11 EIRthat are· applicable to,.the · 
Project Thes~:n\itigation ineastires ai:e setforth1n Hiett entirety in. the:MMRP <!ltc~;ched to the drafdvioti~m 
a.S EXHIBIT c. 

OnJUJie20;.2Pl9, the Con1ri\tssionadopled Mption: Nn,,2Q470{i!pp.royipga Large Project KuthorizaH6nf~r · 
t):le:•Project {Large ProjectAuth.6dzaHon No; 20i1-00bt.o~rENrGt inclU.ding a Mi.tig~tion, Mot:~Horlng/ ru~d 
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On . June 20;; 20l9,. the C~mmis~lon · cof\ducted a·· dtily ~ottcecl puklic · hearing ·a~ a regula~ly iclied~led 
meeting ortCohditionalUseAutl~or~ation AppHcation Np;.2014-0002Q30CUA 
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Toifn.~tmA $treat$, The .Pr.Qjed wfll contain a tot<il of 1,014;968 gross square feet (" gsf"} of~e~icientiaf 
usewith~~ph:J'xilri~~~ly'966 dwellirtg units; 24;509 gsf ofhotelu.se.with apptoxim:ately 38 r68iijs;~·g'ts~g; 
.gsf of <;>ffice use; l8i4S4 gsf:nfground:,.flpo:Ji retaifi anq 2,484; gsf of r¢tail/interl0r pr.ivatel~,;.P:Wli~P./ 
publidy~accessipltr opeh space: C'POP0$'1 fi:ollfing on 411. Stre€),~; The P1:oje~t vvil.l :p,r,oyld~. approxi:inately 24,495 square feet of outdoor POPOS thbugh l~dscapbd plazas and mid~ block ~iJ:Xey~· 
leadfug from Towirsi:!~d and 41h Str~ets t:htbugh to the ~enteto{the site; r;ts:W.~ll as approxiqi;:1i;~ly iS;4$i 
$quat~ feet ofprivately~!l!"q~ssib)¢ ·opf$ space foi 'b4ilding ~~sidents; including i32 priv<\t~:bal~9o:H':s; 
and two commorily~accessible rooftop open spac~s: TheProjedwillbeservedby a below,~gnide garage 
accessed along Townsend Street, containirtg 275 off~street p~~kjng. spates: (includi'ng 1Z. cilr:-shat~ 
space$) and eight off..:stre'efloading.,sp\lces... · 

·- ;i1£~l~~¥;~::wl~~~;li~r!~~~~;~!i!r~;!~! 
.§fi1~~;r:JJr~;~·~:Jt~~~~i~~;·.~~£i~i~tsr::rf:~c;H~~t~~;~;~::e~~~;~\i;,:!~~~;;~~t;~!:.~~ 
contain tJxtee biJ,ildings~,including brie futee::storycondoihiiutifu~cmtfii~irigtwo t~sideU,t~<il' tfu.its. art~ • 
. one. commercial u~i~; · at1({ :hyo .()n,;'l- to~ hVo-'~tory :reti:df buJ:li;jfh,~s. contail'1ifig '~S~s. ippuc'f(ng: f-{1). 
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~ ,;-;:.:,,;1)0:4~ 20471 
-J~~~-~19 

.. . . . . . . 

RECORD NCi,. 20i4-000203CUA 
655 41h Street 

.l3titt~f~ttfJ; Balfl\aup, .add the Creaint;iy; 1)1~ Proj~c;t ~lte also conb1ins .art approximately ·4}JOO squ~re 
£o6t Butfac;e ,pa'd<ir'ig 1o.e, .ati9 a 2;$oo scp.l<(t:tdoot laadirtg.~te<t; , · · · -

4. ~urrdund~rig Prope~ies and 'Neighbo~h~od. Th¢ Proj~t site is Ioc~te4 in, the South. of 11arkct 
Neighpprhood, wfthit1.'the CMU6 (Ceritral SoMa Mixed Dse~Dffice) ai:ld Centra1 soMa. Special l]se 
ZorthigPtsfricts. The 99lyia ;;leig:!iPothppd. is_a high;:d,ensity. d£:iwpJi:rwl:t)1~ighborhood:y\/.ith a;_mixtl1te 
otlOW'-•tO*;~;nid~rise_ devdophtel1t c9.nta~ng con.Jilfer.c:fr:I~ 0.ffic;<l{iJ:1d~strial,,anq'resi4~ntial Us¢si as wen 
as sevetal U11devcloped ci.r t(ridercleve,loped· siteS; su¢h.as·su:rface:.parktrlg Tots. anclsingle-story 
cottin1e.tdalbiti1d1rtgJ?• The J?r9Ject ~ite 'is •geheraliy bf?uiidectb:y41)1 Stteetlo th¢ v,;esti :J.iownsei1d.Street 
to th~ t!9~th' f()ut _ S,t()ry res1(\etitihl, firtP: office l:Jt1ild.ingst~ H~e J:lQtf.h at 6014fu. S.t,reef q,nd--475BtW:tlC\<P:1 
S_tfeet, :a_nd -~ severt~story oftic.e 'bU:ii?ing to the ¢asLa..t 2~0 Townsertc:l Stt\'!et.. The 4th ~d.!firig Stre~t 
Caftrain st~tion·is'loeated across the'lnter~ectiCin of 4tJ, and :toWrisend Streets:-- To the imrnedia te south 
~(:r()s1; T~~MeridStreet is a13~storyintx.ed-us~tesi~ent~al, n~t~il,- ~~d of£icede\re1C?pn1ent at-250 King 

St:te¢t (fue 8eaco[l),. 1\J?prp!(~Ji\~ie~y 2o;O f~t;trt-orthwest ofthi l'roj'ect site is $05 6ri:n1ri.<tt} Stre~t,V\Ihich 
has l:Jeeri f(ientiri~ as Key Site ·9_tu}det the Cepttai SaM~ Pian and p:roposes developri}ent d ai'l eleven~ 
:stor{v~rfii:ai ~ddition:tbah 7-k~sthig ?ffic~.l,1uiiding:. - -· · · · - · · · - · · -- ·. · · · _. 

. . 

s; l'\tblkpu~~a,ch Mid C(ilitni~nts. _lh_date, th¢ Departi11~fhas .te~~yed t:wo phqp:ri ca)Js. Jr'l oppo11itit>n 
oHh¢Projed fi.~n{ies'ld¢nh; 'in~iladjacenttesidei1tla1 bulldl:rig, $iting1~1p~ds--t6. tJ:lei·t \:,\)_{Icfmg ad)ac~rtt 
to th~ J_?r6ject site. on 4th Street as c. tesult ofthe PrqJect ... The Sponsor b?S·COf!dpded inu:ltiple one"b1l~ 

~1!~~~~~~i~1~~~~o~:~;~;.i";CYoz~~';:;,;:;,!~;!t::,::;t~~: 
6. }?hmttin~ ¢~de Compllancei fh'et'lflnilingcode Comp1ia!1ce Fihdi~gs-set:forth h1.Motion 1\Jo. 20479 

Cas~·N'q: •. 2Cl14:oo02.Q~ENX .(Dai-g~ Pr(JJ~tf Ailfhofii_ation; ·ptixsttaDf.tOPlantlingCode Section BZ9)·app1y 
-to thi~ Motion; anci a,re incorporated heteinad though #tl1r·setforth, . -

7. ' Cortdi#:ortal 1J~e F~ndings.- :pliillning CX>de -Sf!cHort 30~ esfabli-5~~s criteria f-or_ the J?lannirtg 
Commi§sionto consider when reviewing applications forConditiotuil Use AuthOrization. On balance, 
_tl;leProjec:t c()mplie$ Wi~~said cdteria_in that: 

.A. • The f:lli()posed _new uses (it fea.turei at i;l}~ size .and intensily..conten1plated a:nd au:h~ propose(i 
lo¢i:ltioil, Will provide;:t.Qevei{Jpment that is necessary or d~sira:i:lle':for a:t\d compatible With, the 
J.'i¢ighb9riJ1g.col1Jmmiify. · · · 

' . . ; . . . . : ~. . . . . . .' . ,, . 

_ Tli? Pr¢je¢JiQillcifhstruci two new riji~ed,u.seresidettti,~tbuiltltnts contqiningapproxitruztdy 96() dtnelli1ig: 
U.1i#$i ;24,~09 gros:fsqlutrefeH ofhoM, 2,1,840. gross square Ret ofiJjficei (ind20z93B squarefee(ofcgrottnd 
jlopr rettdl use~. ·•. Th~ btii1di1J:gp _wilir.epch ntaximUirt h'elghtirof 400feet ( 425 ht2luding rQojtOpscre~nit~:g), 
ii1id ibiJl feature . a 4~Hnrtiii a1'chH¢ctum(shjl_~, CJ11phasf:!;i1tg • the importMJ:pt-of th~ 4m •· and Townsend 
intersection _in proxftnityt,q Cq{tra.i1ta11dfkk Ceitlt#.l SubzDrry. 'T~.Pn~ject will be among fh~ Iargestl1ou~ing 
di;veloprnents in thl! Central- SdMii ·Plait m;ea 'ai-id.- the_. Eastern Neighborhaods,. thereby, s.tgnificimtly 
¢oJifributing to the ajiproximil.tdy 8;300 new housing. Uitlts proposed /or the Platt area. It advati<:es Plan. 
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Moti~n f:ip;.2o41t 
June 20,201$·· ·. 

. Rt::CbFID ~ ~·~"JF,~~~~ 
£5· 4'ih'~' 

s:, .. ·.~~t~~~$~i~i~~tJ~~~!~i~;1h~~i~t~~1~:$h;~~~~;:-fi~~::~~~)~~~:~trl::~:~~itb:·• 
defr~rnentaf to 'th¢ h¢althl $afety or convenie~~~ qftilid~~ ~~~idgl;~ of Y\r9i¥frg.li:i,fh~ ~rejo\,f,rrt:t{ati 

. ' 

.1.. ;r~lA;~t~:~~7~r~!~~1~r~!{~~1~~t;tu~il!E;}i#*t~~an4 sh~pe;.~i1d the pr;qp9s!!d::Stz~J..sh~pe a*( 

. Pte.i>toj~C:t W~ll ct;J~i#r:w;t t'wo. kuAaHtgip t(l'¢~ t~a¢#ii1g it !nd.~iitJu1i1. h~tgfltlf4()Qjeiit:< 42$ ittc14if.ir& .. 

Wii~!1!~1if~~~1f$~;€~~~~ 
~ntersecticrn due .to itslocati.w~ #f:prox:i11iity tp;{ht;;Qaltrciirt il.Jd t;eh,trai}JiifnvafJ sJ#:tiojis; 'Tjg i?.roje'Pt~s 
proposed height aipl md$s$ngrlr~,cimsi~tejJt,;alith.'desigri pdlide~PJtJte.·(:eiifrrfl:~oM,a j?Jint, .·.Tfleproje,qt '•', 

:~~~iSit~~;:~1~ei~t~r!f~~t&1Jr~~~ 
t~pnces; 
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Motion No. 20471 
June io, 2(519 

RECORD N0,2014~t\Q.0203¢1JA· 
Q5,5 4tn Stree.~ 

· 2.. The accessil1ilitY arid fntffic patterns for persons ~rtd •vehicles~ th~ type and voiu!l1.e: of such 
·traffk,and the adequaey'of proposed ofi-.streefparf<mg .W<.ilbadiN~; · · · · · · ·· 

Thepropef'ty i~ weU~sert)erf ~y putitic trrmsit. · T.iw Property ·is within ZIJaiktng dist~!tre.of the Pmoezz·· 
· $ treef iJAffiTst{ltionr(me iflockftom the 4!h mid· KingMI:if./Iiight tail ~tatioit ali~; Ca~ti;~ilt, and just 
. n#ri,utesawayfi·o1'1i ·nu.1!J.ero.us bus Hni:s it~ciuding Hie 09; OEJ.A:_ 09B,1d; :f6A,, 161$(30, is, 47; 76/BOX; 
STX,. 82X m~d 91, .. ·The profect .w~uld. also be, idcatt?d along • the future Cimtr~l Sub~way ,ltne;. whtch is 
c~rren,tty uridetco!!~trutt?o~. in: additi<!rJ.;·· ~h~ pt6}11or:;f7flot?cld provid~ .below~grade.off-streetpar~ing ilr 
an amount consistenfwdh the .stcnuiard$ setforth ti:t the Pliui,. .·dna wizz· therrJfore: .avoid lii:trdenini? . 

. neighborhood parking, · ·· ··.· · , · · · .· 
. . . . 

. . . .. : : ·. . . . 

3, · The sategi.tards aH<ircied to prciven noxious ·or bffenSfve errd$s(Qrts !lw::h.as<rioise, giare; ciust 
an·d6dbr;_ 

· . The Projeat~ntails constn<.ction Of a 11tfxed~use 1·esidentidl detH;lopff}¢1Jt-con{pnHbte with thes,urrorindiug 
. Central· SpNfa .J?lan arerr. . . 'it # i:lq{ mtticipated . to gen{!rate. tiny. j~(JXi.ous or offdu!iv.e emissions~ 

Appr!JpriRtemitigqtf6n 1t1!!ris.ures wiil. It~ ;u11dei't~ken. to !Jcci:mzm(uJp.tr:for: no.~~. glare ai:td ·ui!St during 
coitstr1;ctiiirJ; · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

·4, Treatmeritgiven;.as appropdate1, to sticl1aspeds as1and$caping;,scte(\ning1 .open spaces, 
parkin& and Jriading areas; senti~~ areas,llghttng <.~i:ld signs; . . . . . . . . . ·. . . 

The Project toill.featuftf ii variety. ofstreetscape iittprov~1)teti,fs i.nclt{dfng $/reet widpii1ig;._ iifsfaliation of• 
new !ifgnage; la.nds.9aping, ,tree plailting; [tc,, .coitsist.evt w.ith the Citf;'sBetter Streets .J?lrut . Eurthet, 
the. pmject u!.ill .. ittcorpqrafe ripproxjnt{lte.ly;24~495,· squar¢feM:ojatt-r4c.ti'dely .. hindscl!ped r~iid hrmtscaped 

· · pi~blicty~aqcdssibl~J. open sp(l9e1 r~"astit!4Hng imcl drafQing./oot trllffidntaqdve1opm~'~tim this promin~nt 
corner locatiim; . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 

.. .. . . 

c. . . That the use il's :prop(ls~d \\'ill coinply. ~rH~. th~ <1pplicab1e P!bvisibilS ~ftl'i~.PlahningCode an<:{ 

vril1 not advers~ly ~ffed the General PlarL . , . 
. ·. ·. . . ' :, •' . :' . · .. :' . . :. ; . ·. 

The ProjeCt complies with reltvarit ,y;quire1Jteitti and s.tk~dai:ds of the Plmming Coqe and .i$. consisteitt uiit,h 
. obJet:tives a)J:dpolicies: ofiFU! Ge11eralPlan as detailed belotv. . . . . . . . 

.... ·: ·:.·. .. . : .. ·::: .:. . . ' ·:·: . 

D •. J:h:at the :tiseas. pi:op6slid would pr<'lvigedevelopn1et<t th\lt i~1h confOrmity with the ,Pi1tf\Q~e gf· 
the appiic~hl~ CMVO (CerrtralSoM~ Mi~ed Us~ Office) District . .. . . . .. 

'[h~ Ftojr;ct is ¢mt$fste.nt wlt!f.Oln~· ;qillNd pmpose of tH.~ CMIJX) Zo71i~g rJ~$tri¢i i1{t/tai ft· tvf/l · r!?sr<H in 
. aeiJ~to]:itnentofaii~iX.i1jfe$identi~l·a1u:l1iC)n,r~sideitf.i(tl:t~s~4~: iH.cludingofftcei••tetail,.·arrdt;rtourisf;hot.'el; Per 
Plii1tr;ing Code Sectio;tB4'8,flie CMUO Zonilig Disti-idtls desCribed as: . ... . .. 

T/le Cen ti'aZ:SoMa. Mixe4 Use-bffic~f cM.Oo) extends pred(mt,inmttlybetrmii?n l1td Street and 6.th 
S#e¢t f'n the South ofMprkefar(ia, T/ie CM.UO is designed to eJ!cdtirage a .1hix ;djreside1iti4llind 
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~ECORP No. 2b14-6.tlo2o3'¢UA · · ·· · · · s5s 4.tn $tre~t 

Jio#"-tiltii4etitirti •gs!ls,, JJtduJtiJig o)Jtfi~t,. rcMil, ;ligl# indu~itiiff?. rzrt$ 4¢ttpi#~~; ;hzi~Jtim~ . 
. ¢nte,ftg1nrt!eitJ;·ijud.t.~~:.dqtit(jt4U~ 

a. ~l:l~ti~~~~~;~~fi!i~11~~m~t:l:~~~~~t:t~"~ 
.A;· .·~:::~Pc~~i~~~~:; e:~!~~!:i!~~i~J~ic~.rt}~~;~h=~f~:~~~~~~:t;:e~t~:i~~~~~~fir~~~: 

c(lnsider th~. seas~nal ~nd :fi<il:t~time ri.i~re• ot£l~1p1oyrr.tim#~~JB~ hl;).tel ~()trtH>~et; 

· ~1!':~r!:~! ::~::1~::~f.~tr~IT;t~j;~:,:~~i:f~r::7Jt1.:~ ~r:~;~a~~:~;~~;:iwi~t!!:t~:;:it~~~~:· 
lJJ:Cri( mhzinib::iii8 efte,ots pJ~ the. di:rfiahdfoiliifu) iiousing; public transit, chilika.re; ~rid other social serqites: 
The Project site is "/)Jeil-ser:oed by nutncrqus public frm.rs# options .and 4¢ceifsilJ.le via qicyfle andfdo.f.ftcYm 
.J1kafar traitsit stops, .Fur~her; the Project ivill coil tribute ftmding to support affrrdiible housing, dLild~t{are,­
public ff!m-sit; i1.iiit ofhl!f sodal. services throu.g!t various applica,bl~ impact fees . 

. B., . ·$~· m~it~~~ ~h~t ;wfLf.b~: t?l<~o ~y &;~ proi~d/~P()h$~~ to. ~~pJhy fe$id~nf~ '8f$a~ r+ailt;~s~~ ,~11: 
;¢.icifi.r to @W'in.1i~«df\c:t~M~'d. d~m9i\4. #>~ r~gi.ri:nafbja.t:i$pqtf~.t~9tH .. . . . . . . .. 

·~:h~r,i!1!J~[;Jt~~lr;:41:~o~:~ti~i;:If::otWr;;v~~::ri~~~q;1J:~~1~~i~r~;;k~t~!14YJJ~!;!~~~: 
·:cam.pi.M!~q'ufitliJTW· tJJM,Pi;<)gtaf!t,,tJ1t;d' wii1?.n¢oHtag~ :n.wtes· fi/non-vehicular trm1sportRtfci¥( i'n¢lii4fiig:. 
~MW1.ig; vici/lf?iiig; .. lt,?r4· pr{b.liG: :h>f#'h~it YJii pr4:Pidi!'lg $1Jffici~rt. bicycle park}ng;. re4Z .. #n1e tr4i!$pp:tt~tiait. 
.(iisji]~y~;-niuU;-niodtilw~;~yflruJJfii.signafei mtdstreetsc;ape impfo~ent~nts; · · · · · · · · 

Q; · ~4~ fitfir~e~ 4em.ar:rd, fot.·~at~()t¢lt?r ffiot,~l C>( the, type pf,c)pg~~; 

e:~~~1::~amt~ft.~~~~:~!fl!~!~;~;:~:!~ 
,~:~}~i:lt'f:fi·t~~d~~;aii~~~~ai&i~!~:tft~1[J:n:~nsrfl~f:fl~t~~i'!~e~;:::~:~;v;;:~:rr:~i~i~! 
• kJe'ls .• ,~pe~fjicHx thiiPioje¢~~ti pippos~d. hP.t~(tft~ compeUH/ll.e marka' s performance siin,itarlys~rp~se$ br)tk 
.. :miJit11i'41. dnJd re@qtt'a11f~nds; Ti;e Analysis con dudes that fhe lio tel ioill. not Juive any mat~riaZ:itnpaot oill,he 
· J/Qei~!i.11~a?4dfs loit k~tbtm perfonnance, • and that occupancy in its market spac~ w1ll renja~~t·;i'~ld,tiv¢Jf[s{a~~ 
at83~85% over the liexfseveralyears. finally, the hotel is expected io achieve a stabtlizJ.4. qc¢ttpi7rtdy. i'n:zo~~ 
of 85'1~, again well o.ver natiol'i~l trends arid inltne with the sta.~ilized levelprojecttd'jcH': Hie. coinpe.tifi1.~e. 
~~ - .. ·-
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l)i$trjdsiricciits adoption would:Sqhstantially r~duce th~ capas:ii:ytoa~cornmtjdat~ dense, ~transif:. 
otl.~nted jpb gr()~th in the Di?ttid;· ·· ·· · ··· · · · · · · · 

• Trfe PrqjeQf ·ip 1tpt}o~;at¢d 'w4iti& ilte trans# C~nterd3~0($L1) ·CoJunir41li Sp~d~IiJ;se Pisfyicf; 
. . . 

9· Pl~ttg O;lde Sedio~ B17 esti:)}.}llsl~t~~ addttiot\al criter\a'and 'ffndingsforthef'lanrtipg.Chtnri1issi6n 
to·consit;f~r·when.reyiewi.ng.appHcafioJ,l.sforpr()je¢tsthatwill.dernoHshexisting.dW~lling.~unifs. ()n 
bala~ce; the p;:oj¢ct:does·cpmply with said crih;riajh tiuit: . . . . .. 

: .... ' ' .... ', ... ·: . . ·. : . ·' . .. .. . . 

·A, · · Wh.ether the proper!;)' is fi:e'e>ota his~<Yt)' ot serioil.$, tohfiriulhg C6devioia:ti6ns; 

. :Titer~J ,are i).o serwtis, COiftittuing: Code violations .at the property, The $ub}Ccrproperty (655 4th. Stre4)has J+li 

qpe~ #olqtipn withlfui bepar.tffientofJ3tiilding1118pectionforfailur¢fo •cJnip1y .:J#.li tfie .Corttf1:tn·dal Water· 
Coitsetoation brdinimce. · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · 
:·:····,:· ·.·· : ... _·:· ··:··· .'; . : . .. 
.. ·. .. ... .. :: 

}3; ·• V\lheth~i;' the housing hash~e~ ft1a!t;~air1~dih g d~~el1:l; s<i£e,· a~~.d sanif~ry. tqrtdit\6rt; 

<:;;. 1¥lt~.thet the P~qpe~ty Is (ln ;,historical re$ourc€l'' «rider CEQA; 

NotApplicable..Tlie frtoperty is not a,n.histof:ical resource turdd CEQA. 

n, .· \V11~thfir the ren1oval of ~l'l r~source WilL have a· substantial a&;erse i!Tlp(ltfi_H1der. CEQA; 
. . . 

NntApplicitlile. th£J property L~ 1~/Jt 411 hiStbrica{i'esbitrGet-<n4er CE:Q.k · . ,. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. 

E. WJ:tefher.fh~.woject~o:n:verts ierital hou$liitrto other f6rms:6f t~nuie or Occupancy;' 

··th:i property currentLy cwitains bl)o ili,q,rk¢tratr to~d~]Jtinl}.tm JJ..#If.s. · 1Jt¢. fro jed will rem.o:Oe th¢se yttits 
to tons'ttuct~ ~zew resident!i1Jpro}¢¢{<;9~fi<lnrng' ~ppril.Xilft!it¢ZJJ ~~Q rmttdl dtoelliitg itrtits.' · . . . 

. ·. ··.: ... ·; . . ' . . . .. . ... ' ... 

R. Wl;le.tner thf! }#rq)~c:f r~moves rental units subject to th~ Res!det1tial Rent Stabiliza~ion and 
Atbitr~tig~ Ot:dii)an.c<: f6f affordable housing; 

11ie trb9 e.x.isling 11.nit~:af :th~ praperiy lire notsubject to #!xi R,esid(ntf;ip(Reltt Stabilizat,i.ott, (l1i4 4rMnrHon: 
Ortiiiidrt¢e~ · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · 

·· .. · ,,·.: :. ·: . 

G. . Wlieth~J: tl:\e ptdj~~r6onsel-Y~s ~~$Hrig housing t<) pteserv~ dtUh.iral and ¢con6r'(lic neighbQrhoqd 
dfv~rsitJ.f · · ··· ·· · ···· 

. The frojecf. .. ;wilt fmto:qe hi!JY,1:fzatkefif!fe. co1yiD1J:Ii?ti:um:rmits; t9 facilitate corrsftuctiq~i. ojq. ne;zp residential 
'project. itmidirHng app~6;iint/ft(!ly 960• rr:11tal d,welJi,rg lfn{ts, . The new. hqH.~ing tvill provide adiiit:iqnal 
.iipportu1rity for 11£ig.'il.1rJI;hodd hpusingaizd.'tfieProjrict wj/l.par#dpaJe iii p1.e[;i~/s /Jicli~stanary Housing. 
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.· .. 

. . . 
RECORD Nb, Zo14-oQOZ.Qi3G;OA: 

sss. 4t~ Sti·e~t 

•w:.r:J~~t~~f~f!!~:;;t~;:~1/t!~~:~r;;;~:&i~~i!:~~;lj~df;;;l~~t:;;ry·.a~id.~n?#t~te:·iize. 
tf.·l~t~~:i~~:e:~i~Jj9t ~9i.i~f#v~~:·n~i&n~~rhpocl• ¢.h~t.att(\r fq presr.r~e ~e.~llb~r.hoQ~· cu1furak 

·~;~~~~~o~;4;:;J:t:1::~:~1~;i1#~~;~~~~;~i/~~r~l~~~:~~~::~:J!~~~t~i~~~t.~/~~:t.!~:~!:fJ.S 
:r. .. · . Wh~tl,i~Ji~e:p;r,~J~# wrt>tet~st~ere1~fl~~ ~ff'q,ri}.~pi~it¥ 9teiiS..t~ng ~Qtl$~g; 

·~ltixJ~j:;~b~~~cq1iMidsfo/orlt~f~~t:h~t~.co:~@i?fr.iitiutt~#~it$;.rMrttat.~tto~"Xist6~~iiftoi4.abt~lt.vu#fig;··· 

l . v\rhethetthe prhj~cr iti¢l'e~es tEe ritifuh~i 6fp~rfu~h~fttly <lifor:i~b.~~:4i\rf~ ~·iyvtitJ;led by. settion 
415j . . .. . . ... . .. ,. . 

. . . . 

T;lte. exi~Iiflg.,'buiidi'ifg· ¢tnitainfi t!Vb: inar:kct rate cot11(o1tti~~um ii1;iiik .rft5. I;rojer;t iV.ilJJtot•~h:itto~i. any_ 

~~i~:~~~rl~t~~~)rr:~~::w~~ii~:~~~~!~i:l::~::x:~~;~~~~x~~:.~:~~:wg~~:~~~~~;~:::ui~:: 
•t,e~, t~9t '<Pill '~::ottttt~lile. -tctf#f!:d~~?~rnemh(iilf~rdabi¢i1~.H~j.hg rbiih:i~Jhi: ¢~~tr(Ji -?oM#~ei~hO.grho9d.·. 

J<; .•Whe~h~t.'th¢:})rqjfit lhc::ate~ .ir,dili housing o:n··appropri~~!Olsite$il1.esta:blished ne1&~bl)~h6hds1 

·n~,e, Prqj~¢1 wilH&~:tde qp,Pfqj;imatetjj ;;6b .. mdtke,t rrde ;u'tt#s ,of{n~ffzi hof!$l#g: ~oftl1t1t.•iiie Cifr"ttr,al SoMiJ!?lan· 
(lrea! i'n a fran$i~ri~h l'i:>c:a#on. ' '•• . . . ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . ' . . . . ' . .. •. 

J:., "Wiiethetthf!f'rojed increases.tl}e!llifitber off<nttil~7si~~4urrits rorl'~fte;. . 

ThrP.ri:'ijBd.ioil! :sikftifit'rufilfl.. 'Utcfl:as& tfte.·.nrunber ··clffdri1ily~sized;.z~~Ifs orr site:· ~fhe··pfopett#! cfrrr.¢rittly . 

. '?JrfitfiJ5Ji£~~~:r:!J:;~'"/j4f:fj}:;/p7:~r~~%!r!jW:irfci1J.~ 

::... · .. 

N~ •%ff~:~~~~:~·~~=~~!~~~£t~~r~~gh~fh~~r=~z~~~~f:I1~~· ·4~$rgnh; m~etin~ .~~t;·~~x~v*nt:-·.~esig~l 

~~~~~b!,r~~ft;i!:ir;!if~e!tf:~r~:K;4:~;:;:~~t~J1f:t~~Jtv.~~~e%~~%:1~~=~~;~;~;~~~t~~~(~h1:1!t~ 
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MotloilNo. ,20471 
Jun'~2o, 2619 

I}ECORD NO. 2{)14~0.902~ 
· 6554111 Str:::~ 

d. . Whether the prc\j¢¢t ht~r~as~s thd J;tufu~~t of()i1~sitei)We1lhtgT]nhs;, 

The ,Project rp;tz incf~(lse the '/iUfJlb~r of o!t;.sifrt .4wel!ifig 1Jj1its . .fr0tii. 2 .tq£)60; a,lt~t -inc:rease ef9$.S J~ttits; · 

p;• W.h~ili$rthept:{)jeet inct~as¢s. thti :n11moer ofqn.::§tte J?.edroorn.s; 

The Pr~Jjediwi1l fnct:ea§itiu:nli~Qet ojQn"sit? b~d,roomifrotrt. 6 1;6'1~38$: 

tfr~ Pfojectwoulq ma~}mi;<,e i!!$idf.11ti4l defisity on, theBU;bjetJ lot, co11sis tmt wU.h projed design;, m,a$sfng; 
dwelling unit mixi qit)iai1 qt/W app!ftabte stmi4ar4sfor:t1ieCetttrat.soMa J?lirn:'ate4.' • · ·· · · · 

R. . ifr~placir\g a buJldifigi)()t. supjedto £he'l(esi9enthilRentSta'I5Mizatio.n ap.d. Arbitra ti 9n .OrdiJ.1mke; 
.. whethef the new pxoj~dtepiac~s ali ofthe exi~tfng units with n~W: Dwe11iilg Uhits of~ shniia£ .size 

<1ridwith the·l?ail:\e 41imtiet ofbed:tO,o$, · · · 
,. . . . ... 

• • TM Pipjsctwillfcpliw~ th4 c;dstihgijtatlcet~fatecotidbmihium .i~njts tvith'itei() d~ielliM ttrdts .il.~th ·a range. 
. ohfze:; aM ~edroon1. co~jiguiatioh$;'11~ d~$·cus~~~ abo0e. . ... ' ·. . . . . . . .·. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 

. ..· :::: . ··.· .. ·.·· .. • .: ·:·· . : .' ·: .. . .. ·· ... :":. . .. . 

iQ: ·Geher<il,Pl~~Ptn~ilan<;~,TJ:t~.G~net~(Phtt\.Cg)'t~i$tebcy F1rkfings $etf6J:thhtM~ltipn;Nq ;l047o;, use 
No. 201,4-Qb0203~NX (r.arge}?rgj¢q~ A11thorizaJnnVpUJ:spf1nt: t9'Platli:lirig Cod~ Sec;ticin $.~9) apply to· 
thi~ Motion, anq. at~ W<:oi:]J9rated h.ereinas't~o~gh.fillfyseffottb: · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · .· · ·· 

11, Piai'lni~g Cbd~• SectiO~ iol.1(b}•e~tabH.sh~s.eight·~Horif~~plann~tgJ1o~kies ?h{i.requif<=~xe~iiew ·of 
permits·forcohsistencywlth said p.olities,. Ott b<'llaiice; the project c6inplies '\vithsaid polides in that: 

p., That ~xil;Jing neighpqrhobl;i-$¢rving. l:e~;lil uses be preserv~d, ~nd ~rihanc~d and futUre 
?pportunities£or, reside!1.t ernp 16yll\tOt\t,:h1 and ownership of such bti'sine-?~es'be. ~ri~anced. 

.. . ... · · .. ·:.,. . . . .. 

'IJte Proj~ct:;site· tyrn;ntl}} ·~()n/:qii1s, 52,590 squdte/e~t bft:ommqt(lll .JJse1 . irtqlu4tng tlt~ Creamery 
·ncligh&drhood cafoi. .. a faqudt:ilf; a '4?sigJietfUh#s1~ing $tote;. aiJd tt t;aie(iHg ·sei71ice; Tlf(P~gject r+jfilitld create 
.approximatetyzo,938 gf)fdfni:\IJ neighborhoodsetvin~~ retail' uses,•.tnclu4ing four n~ micra r~;tai/.spaces, 
qnd a gross.squarefeet.of}terv ·retqil use,i1Jccludii1g.;;e:oen iiew·micni~r~tail spac~;s,· mid.qpprox:inlately2%#)9 
gff ojhotelJJst!, enhtutcbigjutuie oi!Pqthtllftiesfqi: eit1pi¢ffmt!1i.t i+ird ·arJniership 9fllreq. htt~iit,esses;· 

: ; : ~ : . .. . . ... : :. . .. : : . 

b. TI~at existing housing a)id neighborhood c.h~racter he coril3~rv~'d and. J1rot~C:~E!d in order to. 

SAN FDANC!SC·o 

pres¢rv¢}1te. cu}turill artd (!COttornic diyersity of bUtileJihborhp(.)gs. . . . . . . 
:.. :-: ........ ::.. '< ':: ~ : : · .. ·. ;... :" ;· . 

The<PhYjh:t would retito.v.~ two ¢xisting dwelli:rig tmjtsaitd timstJ~.ttct 9()0 dVJefli~1g units iJi a. rdngCofsize 
and mtit. £ypes, increasing 't71e .. Cfty's q.imilh.!ile i:u:it~~ing stqdk Ii1td preserviltg cu/til.ral an:d · ecdnr}niic 
divel'sity. Jn .Ct44i#on, the P.ti!Nct'fl offic~ t<?rd ·retail: compo1Jent$ rDill cinwf!rde imd protec;t th? 
rteig}fpiJrhood's ¢Xfsti1t g · ,C0tlitfl!l~C(ij.fc~qract~r ·• 

PLp;!'INtN<:A \>.EF'A!;ITMI"\'IT to 
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~i'#Ji,;.:~;ri N:o, 10.411: 
A~·.~·2o. 201ft 

. ;;:. th~ftl"(~ ¢t6f·?--~\rp.ptr:~~~tfor4~i?i~'l{qp~th& ~¢pi§~~~~d,· ~-h~ eilh~n¢~&,, .. 

~'d. !J?roje-ct :i~ftfiitqi;~i~J#c;~· a,ny ,dffo.tii~~z~}ibA~iii${ ¥1~ft#, ··_:r.h.~'J'rbfe.~t ~!z.l··#o~stJj{pf.~fia 'ttetp~~~~ilii1$ 

~~~~B!;~:r~1~£1~i:~.;~~e~ 
~ll.{@p:a,~idpi-J;:$r:l:v¢•a)1ord.db.lihou~ti1iopl:tb1is t1iraugh'p-ut'ihe ¢i'ty;. · ·· · · ·· · · · · · 

d.· tiiat'26ihn1uterttaffi~ ;yc;t hnpiici~ M:iJNJ~~h~ir@~f~:B~0yi:!t9\:iiii~n:9u(st~~¢ts.8tti~f~Kf3<>rho$ct 
·parki)1~': , 

• Tttif/P_(ajeat•tbifl!i~f f.mp~~frJZrysit sett;itf#; -oroverbitrdet£ stfeei:~ or'ne{glibnrhoodparklng .. ' TftE!Profec:t.UdU·• 
coiitqftfolf~tf.iif!t .. fr.qr~#1k'·ft/!J~~~. f~ $iit~~J~~i4¢J.lJ.i'i.ftl'#1~4}1VJJ~?.~f4¢!rtia{ 7tf!~$ With#!i,~Jli~.ratios.prlttcJpalLy . 
. p?tt.tlffi¥J•'J?.y.}he h{nvt1!ig,¢hd¢~_ (ln#' il)it(pitr~9tf1kt¢: i~. thf Cti,-jJ/~ ·rr#n~pin;~4ri~tt P#.inP.iM .. M~tt~g¢fiteitt· 
•'erogr4m:,, TJt~.#te. is 11.nthiJJ.: walki1ig · distimce.toj Sa{i·,Frfl.ltciS,Mis diJUJ~f:irtm1,.·F-~11dn¢id(P.#tril::tr n.rttt:offii;e .· 

~~Ji~?f~i:~~~-1lil~!i~i·~~!l 
fiituff! ditfi:az Subwqyline. · · ·· ··· ·· ··· ·· 

·e. ·· ••Ih.~~· ~-•~i~erse ~co,n9111ic:~~s~· J,~;J!la1nf,~1!ie4 by. PJ()t~c~ilig q~-~ ~nq1J~h:t<~l;it.t4 se~vil:~ ~>;edor~ ir_qp:t 

• !~k}~~::it~~~e9~~~~~f;1;tth::§~:~.~~:~~~~i:¢:l~··t~~t. !4hlt~···BrB~rt~ilitr¢:~ fbt•t~~1:4eitt' 

~:i!i~~~:!~t;~~~E~i~~-t~~~li1~!~t 
. .:: ' •; ' . ... . 

.t • ii\~ifth~ ¢if)r'~Chi.<ive•·fhe._·gl:~.t$tp(Jil~ihle :p~¢p~e4J:~~$ t9'pr9tecf:-~ga:iJiS,t ihJifrY·-artl;l1ps$.··o.tHf¢:~ 
art e.arthq~ qk¢; . . . . . . ·. . . . . . . ·.· . 

. . ' .: 

'tit~ . ?io]eci rjJili !M 4fsf1Sit¢d. v,nlt rp:tll k~ c~tts.ir~i;{~d' t9. tqiJ.:f!Jf,». to t~k :s~'Jic}ural imrl i!iiSmic. ;;afeiJ! 
~·~if#r~w~l:it~ ,o/J#e.' JM@#ig• ¢~if~;· tlilS. -t~toJ!q~il ~&m · nol i'f##~ct #k iiitop~r:ty'$'.tiltil#l!. tt); '{{jit,hn~an4 y1t eai:tH,qfctfoe;. . . .. . ... . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . .. .. . . . .. 

. · g;. • i1Ja~l<~n~~!'!tk,'$~ qt~,<fB~~to#~ ·J?Mii4.iA~s-·~~-1JT,~~~iy~d .. 

· 'T1ie }>ro/.~¢t·[lite df>.~s:troi ~oJti,tii'niJ:If¥ · ¢u-ff.J;al1di11atksqr f;istoi:i~ buiidi)tgs, 
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. . ·. . . ·. . . 
Motiofi· No.20471 
June 20, 2019 

RECORD NO, 2o14~ooo2o3CUA 
· · 65$ 4th strEiet 

h. that our parks ariq open space; and theit .access to sunlight and '\fl$las be protected from 
devdopiriedt,. ·· · · ' · 

.. 1'heprojecfhas ~fe1i 'acsig'i~ilfo m~ltimiz.e.su.Jitig~t mtd vl9ta}mpact$ to ,ditjf prtrks; ~nd opejj..spaces. 
:.. . . . . . ···:'· .. · .... : .· : .. ':.. ..... . ··: .. .:· .. " . : : ·. . . . . 

iz,. 'fh~ Pt6j_~ci is. t9n~'istertf ,With. and··\,;i~ulq .• prornol¢ the·.g~rteral,ahd·' $p~cific·.pmpO'?eS of the.· Code 
< provich:d under s~cti on 1 01. t(b) li1that, as d esi gm~ci, ti'ie Project w auld con tribute to the character a11.d 
'stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. . ... ... .. . 
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Motior: No., 20471 
J1,1h.I'F20, ;z01g' 

RECORD Nb; iot4-ti00203CUA 
. . . . 95541~ Strl~.~# 

. :: . ,.·:.···, ··:· ·:. ·: .. ::.,•··· 

~S!i:!i~~~1a~~!!tEa!~:~~!.~~~~,:~t{t~~~;~~it~~6 
Authdr1.i~titih Applic~tiort No. 20l4~0ooio3.ct.iA: subjett to the f~ilowiilg cm1ditions attach~d. her~t~::as· 
,;EXHIBIT />J' ih general conformancb withpians on file, dated )rtne 6, 2019,, arid statrrpe.d.. "EXf'il:Brt Rlf, 
which is incorporated herein by refen:nce ·as thoughfuUyseUortl.t 

rh~ J?i~Jli,w·•P9?~±$;?i?i)·l!~r~~i ?~pp~~· mt\·~~JV.t~~·• att<t9B.~g;ry~t:¢.t?')?s:·•:'~Xth13 tr cji• .. ;mci i?.coz:p?t:at.¢t'r· 

f:1~1/~~~:.~r:~;ci~l~~~~~~~ffbdf:~~ i!;~~~~~F~~~~]~ti~J!~~!~t!t.hl;~~1e!/~;~~~~dr:~~ th~ 

. ~;t$~:;;~~i~;~~~~~!l~f9~:~~ii~~!~7~~f~ 
:;~~:f:t;;;n~~!:~~J~t:!t~:e ~0o~~~i:~TJr.~~~~~S~r;};;.t;t~;~~r¢r~~~,~::~~,~i'b~~~;,~~~ 
B~ Good~ett 'Place, $<1n Fra!ldsr;:qJ ¢A. .. ?4~~;?./ · ··· ···· · · · · · · ' · ' · ········ · · · 

hot~st· o{~¢¢: ~t ~xa,cfion; You may pr9t¢~t *~)';£~.~.?fexat,tlpn~~M~~i:~{) ~()y~~n.m'e~t¢~9.~··~•{)Ftio.'!?~$.Qoo·· 

~~~~~~~bgb~~·:t;o~;~~~:~s~:i:iittr:~~~t!~f~;;~~·~~t,~~tt~~:~!~~~~n!~~b;~~W4M·~t~: · 
filed 'within 90 ctays oHneda.t~ of th~ Br.stapp:rot~I oi;;.condhi~J:l~lirf?.P#~Ya(olth:e d.¢¥~1(}pti)~6.tre£~r#riC.~~g. 

:~: .. ;::~~~7~~ ;~:~:~:.!~ti~:-·e:~ri!~;:;~~h:;~t~~~l~f~~~f~t:i:~~~J~~~~A:~~~W.*:.t~OIJ··qf. 
gJ~~~~:~ln:dt~~l6~\~~~ ~~r~:~th~~~~lht,{i:~~f~~~~~rrt~~]~~r1i;A~l'hi~~.t~t1~il}Q!.: 
A~mi8~~ti:at9Y~· v~ri'ance .p~¢iiioh.Lett'E;~. cl?p$t!tUf¢$ th~'lif>{trbyaL 9:f conditional' ·apprO.y~'i ilf}~~. 

t~~~!!~~~~;!~~J,~=.t~\t!~;~:!r4E~:r~;;~~i~~~ 
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Mof\!Jf1N9· ~Q471 
Jt)ne 20;.2Q,19 

AYES: :Fung,Jiilli~,)>h:n~oii.,Kopp~tiMelg~ri,Moore 
.. 

ABSENT:: 
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RECORD NO, 2014-00020~CtJA • 
· · ss5 4~h str$ef 



Mi?tlt.nfNo:io411•· 
.J .u n. e 4.0,;_ ;~01~· • · 

AUtHdR.1ZATION . ··-· ' : ...... : .·~: ... · ··' . ' 

;;::, .~;;q't NO. M14-ddo2MCUA · · · · · · sss: 41~ stre~f 

:This ?'Utlim!1*~tiah. ,is.· ~titi~ridiHbri~l1Jse A.1ith6tfz~#oh t'6 allci~ q~m(l~Ifi?~· 9f-~wt> &,v¢1I.lng: ut1!ts <ih<l 

~t:.:If9~~!~~!;t~~~1~~t;Ja:o;;~i~~g ~~~~~it;:~TJa~t~!}P,J:~~f~it&;~:i~~ct~~:~fJ~i~f~;~esd~ 
withmthe CM:trb Zoning DistriCt~ CenhalSoMa Special Us~ Dis~tiF,t~f:td 4og~(;:s}f~igh(andl3ulkl)istti(:f? 
l.tt'g~l)er~lcoiJ.formaiic~ with piaris, dated J.lme 6; .2ot91 anq)s~a~1R~4 1(E,)(tp:~rt~~j:lficli;tat?~ ~h ~~1cic¥~t 
for.Jtecotd . .Nd;2014-'Q00203ClJA.and.subjett.to·condltions.o£.~pproval~:•ev1eWed.•i.l.n4.apprqved..byJh~ 
Co~mission on June ~o,. 20l9 ii:ticie~ M:btion No .• ZQ~?J:<r!Y(~*t},iqt:i~a~i()~ ~ctth~ ~qn<#ti(;)~'F9h-faih~d. 
hereinr11nwith tlt~ property and 11otvvith·.~ pahi¢W:~t tf!.9J~d'$J:loriS.6*;,b~~i~~s~~ 9t ·?r~r~~¢r; 

. . ... . .. 

-~!%i~~JZr~;~;:;Pt~~J~;;~J~~t!e~~=;rS;ti~~trl~%~!~~e~~i~t:I::~!~~~Z.ttQeR~!W~~ 
. ;~~f::q~~J.;~~a~~di~;:~n:t¥7o~dt0c~ht~~;ibt:~~fh6~~ri~YTI~~~o~~~&~~~tt~~~~·t;~t~;·~r;~R~~· 
Cot+tpljs~ipl} ori. f:up~.:ZP,i:ZO~SI.:Ut)d.e(Mofiol;tNo/~Q!l?i, · · · · 

...... ,., ...... '. , ..... ,,,, ... ,, ............... ····· .. ,,. .. ......... ... .... .. . .. 

'rh~•co~~JtiO.ns l)fapp*o~ar ttri4~rth¢··~~>:B~Bit•~·· bf. t11is .. Piarini11gCpJri~t~$i?.n1if<?tio~i:NQ~,fg*7i:~f.t~Xl:J?~ 
;:~f~!11~:J~~t,~~e~:e~n~~ets~e:~ri~h:6:~;~:;~::.i;~~:1l~~~!{Z~A~~u~=i~!~~~~f[~~i~~~ 
~~thorizatio~artcfaliy subsequerifarrieJ).dine:nts ormodificatibris;. .. . .... .. ... . . 

... . .. . . . ' . . . 

:lt7j!:!~~!~~:lfE:~~~t!~~5~!~1!!t~f!f~1! 
iJti. :fighfto' cohstrtict; 6t to receiv.~ ~·l,di}4i±1g J:i~ri:(lit, ;;Projet~S,pi?l:is'bt',~haH i~<:;Itiq~::afly ~J:)~~q\J:¢rit, 
tesJ>Ol\si\J11':1;J?Clt.ty,; . . . . ' . . .. 

't;HANGES ANb'Nibb!FlCATIOr~ts; 
. ' 

S}h<niS.~~ tp th~ :aPer.<?>!,~~ p.faiJ$ i:qay pe; ~p~rpve4 <Id,plili?,~il:t~Yely ~Y tM ~ottin& A:~P.unisfl'atO.F·. 
Sf~if~(Jattfeb..~J1g.~s and trwcii'ficatiorts ·6f'cond:i~{>~~hall requtre Plahnii1g Commission approitalqf·~ !)¢w 
¢o.ild.~#0ri~ttll~~A4thl)#zati9n~ ··· · · ··· ·· · · · ··· ·· ·· · · · · .·· 
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~;fo.'i;ii·~.~~ 
ji,.~~·ze-t9 

.. . . . . .. 

REGbt<D NO. :Zb14.,Q0020~0tJA 
· . 6~5· 41h Street 

C~:mditions of Approval, Complicuice, Monitoring; and Reporting 
PE~FORMANC~, . 

1· V(ll~dity. Tl'w il~tnot;iz~tior(al)d right y~$teq by yirtu:e o{tl\is act1tm is v.alld fqr ftv.'e (~) yefliS frotn 
the. ~ffectiv~ c1ate • of ti;ie, MotJ.dn, · The J?ep~,rtmef\t: ()( .BuUdi11g Jt<sp~ctlon ~rill. )1a~e lssueci a 
Building Pertr11f or.f:)ite .P~tniif,tqco1)St,ructthe pfoj~ct·and/dr coiD.m.ehte the approv·eg use \Vlililri 
this five-yeilr period;· 
For • fnfr?tmaJiot! · qboi1t coi•t;plit!:'rt¢er ·· t::61~tciot .·Code Enforceitient, . Plmttting Depm+mrmt: ll.f 41$~57!%865;. 
wuiw.s&planning.ort . . . . 

z, . EXpir11Uort tip~ l1¢:n¢wal; sh.t1ukl a)?.tliiding orSite: Permit be sq;,{gl::lt afi:ef tM :tive. (5) y¢ar period. 
hilS Iap~ed, the f'rClj~ct ;sppri!?O,t m:\Jstf!~ek·a tene:W::tl' qfthi.s AuthorizatJC>I1 ~y tlii~g ;ill ¢ipplidition 
for ?n~mendment to the o:dginal J.,uthor{Zptlon or .~ n~'?f 'applidH(in rot Authqri:z;aiiorkShou1d 
. the project .. sponsor• :decline to .. s9 fll~, and ,ded'ln~ ·· i:b~. withdraw • the pertnif ... applic~tidrtt • ri1e 

C6wn\lss19J:L ll9~1J cortdw:t .~ publi~ heal'ing it1 order to copsider the /~vdcatl?n .· of Hw 
;\,u.t}lotii<;tiot'). $hotild t},~ ¢ciiJ.1inis.siohc n.otrtiyokethe. A4thq,rizatiop foilowJng;· .. fhe •dosl,u:e offue 
p\lblit hearing, ,the' ~onuntssions~<:~lf d.e~~rn:dn~th~.extetlsfoO. of time· for the'cohtirit1ed.vhlidity of 
·the. Au$6riza:ti~n~ · . 
Fpr tnfonrfatlon a.boub 'cpifipliq)1ce" c:oitfilct Code· Eiiforceifief~tj i?l.dnrihJ!5 Depath:wmt at 4{5"575c~863~, 
. www:sf-pl'an1ti~g. org 

. . . 

5, Piligent :Purs~iL Once.· a. site or. Btillding PermH has beeri Jssueq, constructi.ort. must tori1mence 
'~iJhin thti .tixneft~n'te 'reC}utn~d. •by. fh~. 'Pepkrtri1i!rtt· .. of: Euilding •.• rnsp~ctibn ilnd· .]J~ .· CQntili1Ji~Ct 
dilig~tiy tq cornpl~tiort. :FaHweJo 96 •so shall l?e ·grot!nd$lot th~ ())m\'pi$~iot:'l h5 co[\sidet :re:Vqking 
~)1e~ppro\'al: ifm6r~ that~ nv¢ (!)) ye~r~ ha~~ pa$s~~ since fhis Aut1}or1zalion wasapproyed .• 
fgr lnjotifJJJ#Qit a.bpu{ o()tnpUanae;·contact' Co,de Eh]oi:{:e1n~nt~ · Plarnti~g Di:p11rtment • pt lfl5~!J7S~Q8ti3i · 
wtbib:SJ--plannin~))fgf . · .. . ·. · . 

4.. ·E;cten(lion~Ail .• tinteJithltsinthe pret¢ding threeparagr~phsthayl:>e exte11ded.atth¢discre±iond 
·til~· Z.o~ihgAdm~nistr~tor >vh.~te .ipplefu.~ntati{)rt oft!Jepr~j~btis .. d~laye&by·a p.lbn(l agei1cy> a11· 

~~~=1::·.~!:~:~u~:dl~Z~icnd..only Jnrthe.length o.f:til)l~•£ot.which $uc~ p~plic .a,gei1CJiaPP~at .• or· 

for i1J/Qrma#!tn abput C()mpJiiipce, C@tac{ Code E.11farcement; Plarmi11!t Di,r(lrtrj1enJ at 415~515~~$6!;3,. 
wtv-d;4-tzlmtning;org 

.. . .. 

5. Conformity with Ct!r.i'~t Law.: No applic.ation ft?r Uliiiding P~rriit, Sit~ Perrnit, or qfher 
e~ititfem¢J;if si.1~l b~ apprq:</ed i.ihl~si ~t ·. cornplies:\~dtll all a,J?p litab l~ J?rovisibos ot City Cod12:s in 
effed at the.lime of such a ·· · tovaL . . .. :: .. :,• ··:.:, :· .·:' • .• PP. ::·· ...... , .. · .. · · .. ·.· .. . ... . ... ··. . . ... · .. . 
For iriformatioiJ, about compliance, cimtad Qjde Eiifo'rcel~ientr. Plrmni1tg Departmf!nf ·at 415~575c6863, 
. ivwtv.sf~plait1tinz.org, 
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.· AddifionaiProJ.ecf.~~tholji:?:*~ri~: Th;e~r6)~¢t•Spop~9~,~ti~t:o~,tliin.apargePr.oject·:~uthPdzat~9t\ 

. ~f!;:;~;.~~t~i~!~:f~~~:~~i·~:~~7.~~*i:~~~:b1!i::2!~!~'~~~~r~;~!~~~:!~r~~%1· 
\~pd ~~U~fy:i\11' the conditiQn$ thereof. 'mi. COQd itionS set forth below ii:t¢ additlqna1::£qhqf¥(d.~' 
~e$iir~)~} comiection with the Proj~t. If the~e concH tions overl11p \Yith any otl1er>r~@t:re~enf. 
•rmp~s,i:!don the Pr:ojed.i the mbre.re$tricHve orprotedive cond!t(ori, or requJrem¢ntj :as q~t~}iliri~W 
bytli~ Zoning Admlnistmtori shaH applJi .. ·.. .. . . · .. . · · .· · •.. . .. .. .. ··· · 
Par. in/omuit.frnt aboui compliance; · co1itact itodt:.::iinfotcf!iiJeitt, .:trtin1.nftfg D?paxtmenJ gJ 41$.~'$75~86$( 
n~vw.sfp!mi11ing.or~ . . ........ · .. ,. .. . . . · .. ·. . . ·.. .. ·.. . ·· · · . · · · 

·¥~~&~!lo~r :1Vte'~s~r~~;· .;~ti&.<\tipn.·p~~s.~~e$1 •. ~esqJ'i~~(t. 0.;. #i~! .J:4J'1RP'##;!t<;l,i~d ;a,s; Exl:li?_~t: <;: ..• ;frl; . 
. ~h(!Ge5Sarytl;) avoidi p()tef\iJ:~lsi,gfl.i!:iqfHlt ¢_ff¢ct~, 9~ tqe\' pf.opbsed project and haVE!. been agre{!d.to by 
Jl;le Ptl:i)ett. spo~s.ot, '11-i~b!itdpi~;:rte'ht~tion r~ ictndi fioho£pr~Ject a pprov~L . . . ·· .. · 
Fitrin.foi·~11aJ16it aifoid compliance, co1~tact Code. Eitforcement;. Piamting bepartt1:1~t-fllf41o::5;;$.,6[Ji53; 

$, g~~~;~-~~i~:~~9!;~~!~1~:i~~: 
!fo.r infonnatiotf about complia1me,: coritacitht Case. [l.lt.lii,~ietJ: J/fa~'tittiAg,.'pepqtiffJ:ei'ft ·q.t•4'J$,~$.!J.BL~$18~ 
·www.~fpltiiiili1ig.ots:. .·· 

?: ~a~~~~ii~~l~::::~E.~t!~~li:~~~~ 
. r~¢yd~I:)l~:aii.d' c;ornpo'stal:ile. materials ,tJ1at•meets tl1e:s}ze{; .lota#oi\,~c~¢ssil)fJftJ(~rtcf ()ffi.ei.stand?r~s· .. · 
specified by the San Fr~i1~i$¢P' Recycliri~ Pi·o@'a~ sha1} ~~' ptovid~4 af ~e.'f¥6tirtd :f~y~J· pfJ~f$· 
builc:ling~\; .. . . · ·. ·· . · · ·· .. ·. . . . . · · .. 

Foi· il:if9.7'z'/lgtioii.ttbpyt ¢0.1npltiin~;, ~oirf.{rcf.ttie.: .CiiM'P:la#Ji¢r~:·fJan1#rlg ·J.!e.pN.fftiej#.at .. ~'is-&$.8~~~7$> . 
www.dc.plciii1-lirt~.6if< ; . . .. . . . . ..... ·. . . .,. .... .. · · . .. 
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Motion No. 20471 
June 2o,.zo19 · 

RECORD NO, 2.0i4~00<l203b:UA 
· · · · · 655 4th Street 

. . . . . .. . . ... . .. . 

·,fof .· bifO?rrtattbh ~about i;d)nplianc¢, coitta.ct }ke' :(;~ad13 Manner, Plalinint p¢partnte~~ t. at 41Q.;fS58-6$1S; 
um;w:Sf·plannirtg.?tk . . . . . . . . 
. . . : . . :. ... . .. ,' . . .. ' 

tt .· No1s~. . . Plans su.bmitt~d with the building. per(11it appltcifHon fot t}le ·approved pro jed sh2l1 
incq;tpq~~~e acoustipil insulatio~. a~d qthet s()tirid. procifii;J.g rrr~a!Jure,.Jo ~ontro[l/oise: .For 
· infortnattdn abbilt "ofuplitirt¢e/ contact tne Case Flatirl¢r, .Jitanl.iing OeJ}artfi.enfM 4:15~fj58"6.p7B; .. iiiiuti1.sf::_ 
plmmin~.or¥ . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . ... 

MONITORING ~ AFT~RENT11LEM~NT , 
12; E:q£qrcen1eril.: Viql~tion. qf.any of th.e Planning Depal'b:nent conditi6ns of appro'valto11tained iii 

thi.s Motion oro~ anyoth¢tpl:6vtsioljs :o£J;'Jai1mngC().de appU9?bl~ t6lhis I\ojec~ shall be s~biec:t 
tO the enfortemetit proced~res ap.d administrativi·p~~alties··satforth under Planning Code Section 

. 176 or :section 176.1. The Pl~nning 'DepartttH~ntrnay aJ;3o ·reier·the viol~tion ~qmpl<ail1ts to other 
dly departments and agenciesforappropriate ehf~rcernerit adionlmdertheir Jurisditfion. 

•EOi: infqrmation·ibou.t·conrp.l~ance; contact Code Dtfvrc<;met}t1. Pla;#iing i.),::partniimt ·a.t·4J5·$lp 6'i563i 
rowut~fplarr.ning.org, 

·13, Reytfcation: due. to Yiolafimt ()f . Cpn:diti 6ns. . Sl1dti1d imp 1 en:l~n ta t{pf1· of th:is Prdje~t te$tilfin 
tornplli:igts • 'trort{ lll.tere§ted' •. ptopettJ. • oWl:\ erE, r~sld~~ts,·• ~.r•'· cotn~'ietCi<iiJ~ssees · Vifpkh. ·ate· t;tot· 
resolved by th~ Prq)ect 5po6~ql arrdfotin~ to be:.in yiolat~<J!:r of the. Pla!)nipg Co<:f~ w1d/orlhe 
sp:ecifit. cmtditions of approval for the Project as. ~~t fotth in: Exhibit A bf d:lis Aitdtion, thiZonlJ1g 
AcltD1ni$1t~.t9r shall refer: sqch <;or:ri,}JlhlJ:lts'l() th~ Cbriun~ssioi:l, aft¢!' which ibiiay hol~1a<ptlbii~ 

>heating QT) the matter to.c:Onside{rey{)tatjono(this authorizil~()T). . 

•For informatimi. abdut. conipliafice/ contact C:ode Enforcenient~ Planning .Pepar:tirJent af4Jfhtfl5c6863, 
wu7UJ. sf~l~nning. or£ . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. .. . . 

QPERATioN· 
.. ·: :: . . .... .. : .... ·.. ' . . .. . .. . ........ . 

1.4 ... slcl~wa.lk M.~mte~~ce, lheJ?r9)~ct$portsm sh~llii1alnt!lih ·~l3·li1airientral}c~·t~ thiibtiilding and 
all sid~walkf!: ahlittirik tJ1e. subj~ct propertY itt· a d~;3t1 artd s~ri~taJ.'y cp~d it{o~ in co~pli<ince ~v1 th 
theDepartrnent of·~ublic.W orks Streets :and Sidewa.lkMain~e~1ahce'Standards. • ... ··. ·.·· • ·.· . . . 
Foriilfd1?natimt about pomplian~e, contttc~.B!ireau of Street Use and M~pptng, Depart~ent ofPybiic Works;· 
'4I$c~~$~26J·7p ftftp://~fdpuJ.org . 

15~ 

. .<l.Wa.r~ or Slldl change. ·!lie com:mqility liaison shaJf reporf to the Zoning AdmiitJstraxoi what 

···fa 
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Motion No. 20471 
,June 20, 2019 

i$S.t1f;$1 i£ ~l:lY;. ate. 9f q>n¢epiJq: tfti:! ttli;nirtt1Wfy !:l,r\(j. 'Wh:~t)s~uef? h<ty~ not "~¢1t r~~Hllyecl, bf the. 
p,~'oj~ctSp~rtsot: · ··· · · · ·· · ····· ·· ·· · · · ·· · ·· ··· ··· · ····· · ·. · · ··· ····· ·· ··· · ····· · ····· · 

For .·lnkrrii~~tbn q:fwut;:cfm,lplianae,. •o~ntact Cod'c . iin[o.r~eirt~~t:·i?tar!JJ.lfrg .bq;ariment· at. ;4l5~575~6S63; 
iburw.k&k,Iiu/ni1ig}>ig: .. . . . . . . 

. . ... 

. ~.i$ •. Li~i;:ht~' Au· l?r:P1~B~Hgh1;hts shah b.¢•gix.~~te!i·¢nt6 th~ t':h:>jeGt. sit~ ~ndU:nme.di~t~ly ~4tt()l-1trdi~·· 

~l!f{ii!ii;iliiiL:!:::~::::: 
.:·· 

19. 
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ZONING INFORMATION 

ADDRESS 6SS 4TH STREET, SAN FRANCISCO 

ASSESSORS BLDCI(/LDT BLOCK 3787: LOT 26, 28. SO, 161,162/164 

SITE AREA 71,290 SF 

ZONING DISTRICT CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE- OFFICE (CMUO) 

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 

HEIGHT AND BULK 400-CS, STREET WALL SET BACK AT 4TH ST; STREET WALL SETBACK AT 8S'= 1S'; MAX. HORIZONTAL DIM =1SO'; NO RESIDEN-
TIAL FLOOR TO EXCEED 12,000 SF AND MAX DIAGONAL DIMENSION= 190'; TOP1/3 = 15% MIN BULK REDUCTION; DISTANCE 
BETWEEN TOWERS MIN. 8S' IF THE DIFFERENCE IN HEIGHT DFTHE TOWERS IS MIN. SO' 

_. 
_. 
0'1 
00 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 

LOT COVERAGE 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT 

GROUND FLOOR 
--

RESIDENTIAL UNIT MIX 

TOWER1A/B 

STUDIO 121 

1 BR 170 

2 BR 190 

3 BR 15 

TOTAL /496 

UNLIMITED 

NONE 

67.7% (LESS THAN BO%) 

14'MINIMUM 

ACTIVE USE REQUIRED 

TOWER2A/B TOTAL UNIT% 

121 242 25% 

160 330 34% 

161 351 37% 

22 37 4'1/o 

/464 960 I 

1 HOTEL ---, -T38-- 1 r ~ 

SF PLANNING GROSS FLOOR AREA· BY USE 

RETAIL 

INTERIOR POPDS/ 
RETAIL 

OFFICE 

HOTEL 

RESIDENTIAL 

TOTAL 

' -

PLANNING UPDATE_)UNE- 06- 201S 

&55 4TH STREET 

TOWER1A TOWER 18 

3,070 4,130 

0 2,484 

0 0 

0 0 

297,07S 208,986 

300,145 215,600 

TJSHMAN SPEYER _ BJARKE INGELS GROUP _ADAMSON ASSOCIATES 

CAR PARKING COUNTS 

CAR PARKING 

CAR SHARE PARKING* 

BII<E PARKING COUNTS 

CLASS 1 BICYCLE 

CLASS 2 BICYCLE 

TOWER2A TOWER2B 

4,254 7,000 

0 0 

0 21,840 

0 24,509 

318,305 190,504 

322,559 243,853 

TOTAL 

18,454 

2,484 

21,840 

24,509 

1,014,968 

1,082,1S7 
: 

ZONING INFOR~.ATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS 
OPEN SPACE SUMMARY 

TOTAL UNIT COUNT 960 

UNITS W/ PRIVATE BALCONIES (GREATER THAN 60 SF) 132 

TOTAL UNITS WITHOUT BALCONIES 828 

TOTAL PJBLIC OPEN SPACE (GROUND) POP OS 24.495 

CSDMA PUBLIC OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT 54 

UNITS SATISFIED 454 

TOTAL PRIVATE OPEN SPACES 1D.S12_ 

CSOMA >RIVATE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT 60 

UNITS SATISFIED 17S 

TOTAL UNITS SATISFIED 629 

TOTAL UNITS NOT SATISFIED 199 

LOADING 

TOWER1 &2 

.34' LONG ROLL-OFF COLLECTION VEHICLE OR SEMI 3 
(3 AXLE) 

SEMI (3 AXLE) 3 

20X10 PARCEL DELIVERY 2 

TOTAL 8 -

SF PLANNING GROSS FLOOR AREA 
-ABOVE GRADE BY FLOOR 

FLOOR TOWER TOWER 
1A/BAREA 2A/BAREA 

ROOF 0 0 

LEVEL 40 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 39 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 38 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 37 7,278 7,278 

LEVEL 36 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 35 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 34 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 33 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 32 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 31 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 30 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL 29 11,950 11,933 

LEVEL Z8 11,945 11,933 

LEVEL 27 11,945 11,997 

LEVEL 26 11,945 12,008 

LEVEL 25 11,945 12,171 

LEVEL Z4 11,945 12,372 

LEVEL Z3 11,971 12,593 

LEVEL zz 11,589 12,856 

LEVEL 21 12,1BB 13,107 

LEVEL ZO 12,417 13,420 

LEV.EL 19 12,309 13,782 

LEVEL 18 12,500 14,190 

LEVEL 17 12,744 14,515 

LEVEL 16 12,957 14,965 

LEVEL 15 13,274 15,467 

LEVEL i4 13,555 16,022 

LEVEL 13 13,860 16,655 

LEVEL 1Z 14,280 17,226 

L.EVEL 11 14,195 17,748 

LEVEL 10 14,645 18,289 

LEVEL 9 15,011 12,401 

LEVEL 8 15,402 18,615 

LEVEL 7 15,964 20,373 

LEVEL 6 16,164 20,238 

LEVEL 5 16,576 20,165 

LEVEL 4 16,843 19,922 

LEVEL 3- 17,039 19,567 

LEVEL 2 17,065 19,408 

LEVEL 1 18,760 19,831 

SUB-TOTAL 515,745 566,412 

TOTAL 1,082,157 
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DESIGN CONCEPT 
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PODIUM SETBACKS TOWER BULK 

URBAN FORM GDAI:S 
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CODE COMPLIANCE AND EXCEPTIONS 

BUILDING SETBACKS, STREET WALL ARTICULATION & TOWER SEPARATION (PC SEC. 132.4); 
USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL UNITS (PC SEC. 135 & 329(E)(3)(B)(VI); 
POPOS DESIGN (PC SEC.138); 
DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE (PC SEC.140 & 249.78(0)(11)); 
STREET FRONTAGE CONTROLS (PC. SEC. 145.1); 
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USE (PC SEC. 145.4): 
CURB CUTS (PC SEC.155(R)); 
WINO (PC SEC. 249.78(0)(9)); 
USES ON LARGE DEVELOPMENT LOTS (PC SEC. 249.78(C)(6)); 
NARROW AND MID· BLOCK ALLEY CONTROLS (PC SEC. 261,1); 
TOWER BULK (PC SEC. 270(H)). 
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F.O.GlASS~ 

EXAMPLE OF EXTERIOR WALL EXAMPLE OF SHAFT 

D 
EXCLUDED GROSS p,_QQRAREA: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 

MECHANICAL SHAFTS PER 102.9.b(3) 
BALCONIES PER 102.9.b(9)(A)(C) 
BUILDING OPERATION I MAINTENANCE PER 102.9.b(1) 
PARKING PER 102.9.b(6} 
CIRCULATION PER 102.9.b(12) 
PLAZA I WAL.KWAYS PER 102.9.b(B) 
BIKE STORAGE PER 102.9.b(7} 
SJ:1AFTS & LIFE-SUPPORT PER 102.9.b(10) 
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EXAMPLE OF BUILDING 
OPERATION I MAINTENANCE 

AREA 

INCLUDED GROSS FLOOR AREA: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 
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EXAMPLE OF BALCONY AREA 

OPEN SPACE: 
(PER SECTION 102.9) 

AREA MEASUREMENT DIAGRAM 0 

TOWER BULl( AND FLOOR PLATE SIZE (lj 27D(H)(3) & lj 132.4) 
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LEVEL 27 (LEVEL 28-35 SIM 
7 (UPPER 113 OF TOWER) 
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DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE (lj 140) 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10,2019 

EXHIBIT C 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a) 
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be 
'undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources _and on 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant 
from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological Consultants 
List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. 
After the first project approval action or as directed by the ERO, the 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the 
names and contact information for the next three archeological 
consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant shall undertake 
an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 

· consultant shall be available to conduct .an archeological monitoring 
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with 
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). 
All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall 
be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and 
shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval 
by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs 
required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up 
to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is tl1e only feasible means to reduce to a less than 
significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and (c). 

S/,N FRANGISCO 
PLANNING DIE.I"ARTMENT 

~[";:~~~-¥;~ri~~~~~,[):: 
.':Imvlemehtationi' 

Project sponsor 
and archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO 

Prior to 
issuance of site 
permits 

,.,;,~ili.i:6~0~~Wo~it 
.Res ' onsibilitY' · · .. ,.,.,,.,P .. ,, ...... , .. .:-:_,.... ' 

Planning Department 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203 ENV 

Considered complete 
after archeological 
consultant is retained 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an 

archeological sitel associated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group 

an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall 
be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of .the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO 
regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of 
recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative 
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final 
Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall 
prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program 
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP 
.shall identify the . property t;Tes of the expected archeological 
resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
·an historical resource under CEQ A. 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

1 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact 

List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese 
Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. · 

2 SANH\1\NG!SCO. 
·pJ-JlHJ\IIN!J PSPARTMEJiiT 



_. 

"' _. 
w 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings 
to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources 
may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological 
consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. 
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an 
archeologiCal data recovery program. No archeological data recovery 
shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the 
Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant ard1eological resource is present and that the resource 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion 
of the project sponsor either: 

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

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

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological· consultant determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior 
to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
shall determine what proiect activities shall be 
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archeologically monitored. In most cases, ari.y soils- disturbing 
activities, such as demolitio11r foundation removal, excavation, 
grading, utilities installatio11r foundation work, site remediatio11r 
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk 
these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to 
their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training 
program for soil-disturbing workers that will include an 
overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence 
of the expected resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the 
event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

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

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

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils­
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. 
The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/construction activities . and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the 
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological 
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of 
the monitoring program to the ERO. 

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

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

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

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

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

public interpretive program during the. course of the 
archeological data recove 
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• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to 
protect the archeological resource from vandalism,. looting, 
and non-intentionally damaging activities. · 

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

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. If 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objeds are 
discovered during any soils disturbing activity, all applicable State 
and Federal Laws shall be followed, mcluding immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco 
and in the .event of the Cor;ner's determination that the human 
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon 
discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts· to 
develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and 
associated or unassociated . fun,erary objects with appropriate 
dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec: 15064.5(d)) within six days of the 
discovery of the human remains. This ,proposed timing shall not 
preclude the PRC 5097.98 requirement that descendants make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site. The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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remains and associa.ted or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing 
in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels 
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an 
MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any 
Native American human remains and associated or unassociated 
burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the 
human remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if 
such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by 
the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is 
reached State regulations shall be followed . including the 
reinternment of the human remains and associated burial objects 
with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken. The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cuitural materials. The Draft FARR 
shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all 
significant archeological features. 

Copies of the Draft F ARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and 
approval. Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare 
a public distribution version of the FARR. Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO 
shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the F ARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning: division of the Planning: Department shall 
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receive one bound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA 
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 
In instances of public interest in or the high interpretive value of the 
resource, the ERO may require a different or additional final report 

and distribution than that presented above. 

Project Mitigation. Measure M-TR-1: Queue 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-3a) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that recurring vehicular turning 
movements into the 655 4th Street Project driveway or vehicle queues do 
not substantially affect public transit operations on the public right-of-way 
along Townsend Street near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A 
vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking 
facility) blocking any portion of the street (including the sidew?lk) 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 to improve vehicle circulation and/or 
onsite queue capacity; employment of additional parking attendants; 
installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking 
attendants; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking with 
nearby uses; transportation demand management strategies such as 
those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM Program. 
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring 
queue is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in 
writing. Upon request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified 

'ortation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no 

Project sponsor Planning Department I Ongoing 
and proJect sponsor 
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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/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written 
determination to abate the queue. 
M-TR-2: Construction Management Plan and Construction I Project sponsor 
Coordination (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-TR-9) 
The project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval by 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and 
Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, 
addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and 
hours of delivery. The Construction Management Plan would 
disseminate appropriate information to contractors and affected 
agencie·s with respect to coordinating construction activities to 
minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the 
project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus 
on ensuring transit, . pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The 
Construction Management Plan would supplement and expand, 
rather than modify· or supersede, any manual, regulations, or 
provisions set forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City 
departments and agencies, and the California Department of 
Transportation. 
If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with 
nearby adjacent project(s) to result in transportation-related impacts, 
the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with various City 
departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works, and other 
interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, 
Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated 
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would be 
reviewed bv the SFMTA and would address issues of circulation 

SAN rRAMGISCO 
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(traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project 
construction in the area. Based on review of the construction logistics 
plan, the project may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni 
Operations prior to construction to review potential effects to nearby 
transit operations. 
The Construction Management Plan and, if · required, the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan, shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

10 

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours-Limit construction 
truck movements during the hours between 7:00 and 9:00a.m. 
and between 4:00 and 7:00p.m., and other times if required by 
the SFMTA, to minimize disruption . to vehicular traffic, 
including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 

• Construction Truck Routing Plans-Identify optimal truck routes 
between the regional facilities and the project site, taking into 
·consideration truck routes of other development projects and 
any construction activities affecting the roadway network. 

• Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk· Closures-The 
project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane closures with other 
projects requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures 
through interdepartmental meetings, to minimize the extent 
and duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel 
lane closures shall be miiurruzed especially along transit and 
bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to transit service and 
bicycle circulation and safety. 

• Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access­
The project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with 
Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations 
and oth.er City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to 
include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to 
maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicvcles and pedestrians. 

655 Fourth Street 
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This shall include an assessment of the need for temporary 
transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potential 
traffic, bicycle, and transit . disruption and pedestrian 
circulation effects during construction of the project. 

• Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers­
The construction contractor shall include methods to encourage 
carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit acces? to the project site by 
construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to 
construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from 
www.Sll.org, participating in emergency ride home program 
through the City of San Francisco (wwW.sferh.org), and 
providing transit information to construction workers). 

• Construction Worker Parking Plan-TI1e location of construction 
worker parking shall be identified as wen· as the person(s) 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate 
construction worker parking ·shall be discouraged. All 
construction bid documents shall include a requirement for the 
construction contractor to identify the proposed location of 
conshuction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of 
parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit 
the site shall be required. If off-site parking is proposed to 
accommodate construction workers, the loc(ltion of the off-site 
facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of 
how workers would travel between the off-site facility and 
project site shall be required. 

• Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents­
To minimize construction impacts on access for nearby 
institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall provide 
nearbv residences and adiacent businesses with remlarl"-
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updated infonnation regarding project constructiorl; including 
construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., 
concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures. At regular 
intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan 
and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the project 
sponsor that shall provide current construction infonnation of 
interest to neighbors, as well as contact infonnation for specific 
construction 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Siting of Noise-Generating 
Uses (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measure 
M-NO-lb) . 
The project sponsor shall undertake the following: 
If outdoor sound systems are installed for the outdoor terrace of the 
event space, prior to a certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor 
shall submit documentation to the Planning Department 
demonstrating that the speaker system has been tested and achieves 
the noise limit of no greater than 69 dBA at the property plane. The 
results of this test shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review and approval. If results of this testing indicate that noise 
limits would exceed 69 dBA at the property plane, amplified sound 
emanating from the outdoor terrace of the event space shall be 
prohibited past 10 p.m., unless an applicable evept permit is obtained 
from the Entertainment Commission. 

12 

Project sponsor 
and Planning 
Department 

Analysis of 
noise from 
speaker system 
to be 
completed 
prior to the 
certifica.te of 
occupancy 

Planning Department 
(Environmental 
Review Officer 
[ERO] and 
Planning's Noise 
Techniciil Team). 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 

Considered complete 
upon either: 1) 
approval of final plan 
set by Department of 
Building Inspection if 
outdoor sound 
systems are installed 
for the outdoor terrace 
of the event space; or 
2) analysis of the 
speaker system 
indicates the system 
will not exceed 69 dB A 
at the property plane; 
or upon confirritation 
that amplified sound 
from the terrace would 
be prohibited past 10 
p.m., unless an 
applicable permit is 
obtained from the 
Entertainment 
Commission 

;f~~~1~~ D.EPA.~TII([EJIIT 



___. 
1'.) 

1'.) 
(...) 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: General Construction Noise 
Control Measures (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-N0-2a) 
The project sponsor shall undertake the following: 

• Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and 
trucks used for project construction use the best available noise 
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment 
redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and 
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds), wherever feasible. 

• Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise 
sources (such as compressors) as far from adjacent or · 
nearby sensitive receptors along the northwest site 
boundary as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to 
construct barriers around such sources and/or the 
construction site. To further reduce noise, the contractor 
shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated 
areas, if feasible. 

• Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack 
hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are 
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools. 

• Include noise control requirements in specifications provided 
to construction contractors.. Such requirements could 
include, but are not limited to, performing all work in a 
manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of 
equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most 
noisy activities during times of least· disturbance ·to 
surroundine: residents and occupants, as feasible; and 

SI\N FRANCISCO 
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selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings to the 
extent that such routes are otherwise feasible. 
Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the 
submission of construction documents, submit to the Planning 
Department and Department of Building Inspection (DB I) a list 
of measures that shall be implemented and that shall respond to 
and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These 
measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for 
notifying DBI and the Police Department (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on site 
desc:i:ibing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline . 
number that shall be answered at all times. during construction; 
(3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and 
enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of 
neighboring residents and nomesidential building . managers 
within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise generating activities (defined as 
activities generating anticipated noise levels of 80 dBA or 
greater without noise controls, which is the standard in the 
Police Code) about the estimated duration of the activity. 
Two-Way Radio Use - During concrete pours, the 
construction team shall use electronic means (such as walkie 
talkies) to communicate over distances of 15 feet or more to 
reduce the team's need to yell. These devices should be used 
to the extent feasible. 
Back Up Alarms -Advanced back up alarms should be used 
on equipment to the extent feasible. Advanced back up 
alarms would either sense ambient noise levels and adjust 
the backup alarm level and/or would emit a broad band 
noise instead. of the more common tonal alarm sounds. 

655 Fourth Street 
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Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M­
AQ-4b) 

The project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning 
Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be designed to reduce air 
pollutant emissions to. the greatest degree practicable. 
The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
requirements: 
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and 

operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire 
duration of construction activities shall meet the following 
requirements: 
a) Where access to alternative sources of power are 

available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or e,xceed ·either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards, 
and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS) 
(Tier 4 interim or final engines meet the requirement 
of a Tier 2 engine and ARB Level 3 VDECS), and 

iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at 
least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99). 

c) Exceptions: 
i. Exceptions to 

sponsor has 

~fl'ia~a~;p~ DEPMUMENT 

l(a) may be granted if the project 
submitted information 

Project sponsor 
and Planning 
Department 

Prior to the 
start of diesel 
equipment use 
on s1te 

•cf;l~~~~~~~~~fJ;:: 

Planning Department 
(Environmental 
Review Officer and 
Planning's Air 
Quality Technical 
Team) 

655l1olll'!ll Stnllll 
2014-00020:1 HN V 

Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department review 
and acceptance of 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization Plan, 
implementation of the 
plan, and completion 
of construction 
activities pursuant to 
the plan 

15 



........ 
N 
N 
en 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

16 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at 
the project site and that the requirements of this 
exception provision apply. Under this circumstance, 
the sponsor shall submit documentation of 
compliance with 1(b) for onsite power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to 1(b)(ii) may be granted if the project 
sponsor has submitted information providing 
evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level3 VDECS (1) is technically not feasible, 
(2) would not produce desii:ed emissions reductions 
due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the 
control device would create a safety hazard or 
impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a 
compelling emergency need · to use off-road 
equipment that are not retrofitted with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS . and the sponsor has submitted 
documentation to the ERO that the ·requirements of 
this exception provision apply. If granted an. 
exception to 1(b )(ii), the project sponsor shall comply 
with the requirements of 1( c)(iii). 

iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to 1(c)(ii), the 
project sponsor shall provide the next-cleanest piece 
of off-road equipment as provided by the step-down 
schedule in Table M-AQ-4: 

655 Fourth Street 
2014-000203ENV 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

TABLE M-AQ-4B: 
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN 

SCHEDULE* 

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions 

1 

2 

* 

Alternative Standard Control 

Tier 2 ARB Level2 
VDECS 

Tier 2 ARB Levell 
VDECS 

How to use the table. If the requirements of l(b) cannot 
be met, then· the project sponsor would need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor 
not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 
2 would need to be met. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on­
road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as 
provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding 
idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs 
shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in. 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two-minute idling limit. 

3. The project sponsor shall require . that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase with· a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 
descriPtions and infon;nation may include, but is not limited to, 

SMl FRANGISCO. 
PJ..ANNIN(ll DEPARTMENT 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

equipment~~equipmentnnanufacture4equipmentidentilication 

number, engine model year, engine certilication (Tier rating), 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For the VDECS installed: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number 
level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation 
date. For off-road equipment not using renewable dieseL reporting 
shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any 
persons requesting it and a legible sign shall be posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site indicating to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies of Pian as requested. 

6. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO 
indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment 
information used during each phase including the information 
required in Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for off-road equipment 
not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the ~e of 
alternative fuel being used. 
Within six months. of the completion of construction activities, the 
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end 
dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the 
report shall include detailed information required in Paragraph 4. In 
addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, 
reporting shall indicate the ~e of alternative fuel being used. 

7. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor shall · 
certify · (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable 
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Best Available Control 
Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR M-AQ-Sa) All diesel 
generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet .Tier 4 
Final or Tier 4 Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 
emission standards and are equipped with a California Air 
Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall be fueled with 
renewable diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new 
diesel backup generator or fire pump permit submitted for the 
project, including any ·associated generator pads, engine and filter 
specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit 
for the generator or fire pump from the San Francisco Department 
of Building Inspection. Once operational, all diesel backup 
generators and Verified Diesel Emissions .Control Strategy shall be 
maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future 
replacement of the diesel backup generator, fire pumps, and Level3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy filters shall be required 
to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of 
the facility shall maintain records of the testing schedule for each 
diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of that diesel 
backup generator and fire pump and provide this information for 
review to the Planning Department within three months of 
requesting such information. 

SAil FRANCISCO 
PLANNING OEPARTMEI\IT 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Evaluation 
for Building Design Modifications (Implementation of Central 
SoMa PEIR M-WI-1) 

In the event that the proposed project's design is modified, the 
new design shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to the 
potential to result in a new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate 
an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard exceedance (defined as 
the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26. miles per hour 
equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that 
wind-tunnel testing is required due to the potential for a new or 
worsened wind hazard exceedance, the project shall adhere to the 
following standards for reduction of ground-level wind speeds in 
areas of substantial pedestrian use: · 

• New buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include setbacks, or other 
building design techniques), or other wind. baffling measures 
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in 
the following with respect to the one-hour wind hazard 
criterion o£ 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed: 

20 

o No net increase, compared. to existing conditions, in 
the overall number of hours during which the wind 
hazard criterion is exceeded (the number of 
exceedance locations may change, allowing for both 
new exceedances and elimination of existing 
exceedances, as long as there is no net increase in the 
number of exceedance locations), based on wind­
tunnel testing of a representative number of locations 
proximate to the project site; OR 

o Any increase in the overall number of hours during 
which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded shall be 

Project sponsor In the event 
that the 
IJroject's 
aesign is 
modified 

Planning Department 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

SAN FR.~NGISCO 

evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects of 
anticipated development that is in accordance with the 
Plan. Such an evaluation shall be undertaken if the 
project contribution to the wind hazard exceedance at 
one or more locations relatively distant from the 
individual project site is minimal and if anticipated 
future Plan area development would substantively affect 
the wind conditions at those locations. The project and 
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no 
increase in the overall number of hours during which the 
wind hazard criterion is exceeded. 

o New buildings that cannot meet the one-hour wind 
hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind 
speed performance standard of this measure based on 
the above analyses, shall minimize to the degree feasible 
the overall number of hours during which the wind 
hazard criterion is exceeded. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Mitigation MQnitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEffi M-BI-1) 
As part of the construction contract, the project sponsor shall include 
a requirement for pre-construction special-status bat surveys when 
trees with a diameter at breast height equal to or greater than 6 
inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been vacartt 
for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night 
roosts are found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a 
California Departinent of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] collection permit 
and a Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the 
biologist to handle and collect bats) shall take actions to make such 
roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree· removal or building 
demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around active 
bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a 
distance to be determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts 
initiated during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no" 
buffer would necessary, unless the feature upon which the roost is 
located would be demolished. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
June 10, 2019 

ATTACHMENT B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Project Improvement Measure I-BI-1: Night Lighting Minimization 
(Implementation of Central SoMa PEIR Improvement Measure I-BI-2) 

In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, 
the project sponsor will implement bird-safe building operations to 
prevent and minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited 
to the following measures: 

• Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 
o Minimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter 

lighting and fa<;ade up-lighting and avoid up-lighting of 
rooftop antennae and other tall equipment, as well as of 
any decorative features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lighting; 
o Using minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required 

lighting levels. 
• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by: 

SAN FRANGISCO 

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, 
and atria; 

o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. 
through sunrise, especially during peak migration 
periods (mid-March to early June and late August 
through late October); 

o Using automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, 
etc.) to shut off lights in the evening when no one is present; 

o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce 
the need for more extensive overhead lighting; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 
11:00 p.m.; 

o Educating building users about the dangers of night 
lighting to birds. 
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Wong, Jocelyn {80S} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, August 19, 2019 8:59AM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS); kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz100@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats; 
jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 

GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey 
(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don 
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC); 
Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 80S-Supervisors; 80S­
Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera,Aiisa (BOS) 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Appeal ofCEQA Community Plan Evaluation- Proposed Project at 
655 Fourth Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

190826 

Please find linked below a letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Michael Cruz, on behalf of the 601 

Fourth Street Coalition, regarding the appeal of the Community Plan Evaluation under the California Environmental 
Quality Act for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street. 

Supplemental Appeal Letter -August 18, 2019 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for 3:00p.m. special order before the Board on September 3, 2019. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 1 Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• tKf;P Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to diSclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's. Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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From: michael cruz 

To: BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: 
Date: 

case #: 190826- Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation- 655 4th Street 

Sunday, August 18, 2019 11:55:00 AM 

Attachments: Interior photos before and after.pdf 
Interior photos before and after b. pdf 

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

Date: August 18, 2019 

Re: CEQA and Project 655 4th St 

Case#: 190826- Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation~ 655 4th Street 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors, 

My name is Michael Cruz. I am part of the 601 Fourth St Coalition. The Fourth Street 
Coalition is a committed, organized alliance that wants to coexist with the 655 4th 
Street Project developed by Tishman Speyer. We support this project. San Francisco 
needs more housing. 

However, due to the 3 year construction schedule, we are very concerned about major disruption our 
lives: business and personal. Based on our challenges listed below, an exemption should not be 
granted .. There is need for further study and testing. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Michael Cruz 

CHALLENGE# 1 -NOISE LEVELS = HEARING DAMAGE 

> Over the course of 3 years, the EIR cites dB levels will reach 90 dB. 85 dB level causes 
hearing damage 

> 90 dB level based on 100' from property line. 601 Fourth Street units - 3 0' from property 
line. Our dB level will be ri:mch higher 

> We are homeowners and small business owners already affected by 4 years of light rail 
construction on 4th Street 

> Tishman Speyer Rincon Hill Project 
- "After months oflistening to Rincon hill residence complain that after hours construction 
was disrupting their sleep and rattling their nerves, the cities department of building inspection 

1235 



on Friday start 
issuing new night noise permits.* 

- "David Vasen, who moved into the Metropolitan when is wife was 34 weeks pregnant, 
said "her last six weeks of pregnancy were amongst the worst. .. because of construction 
noise." 

- TS project violated construction time agreements 
- Complaints from neighbors 
* SF Chronicle, JK Dineen. 2014 

HEARsmart website: 
" ... extended or repeated exposure to sounds at or above 85 decibels (approximately 
the level of a vacuum cleaner) can cause hearing loss 

OSHA websi(e: 
"A one-time exposure to a sudden powerful noise, such as an explosion, may damage · 
your hearing instantly. Prolonged exposures to loud noise can lead to a gradual, but 
permanent, loss of hearing. Damage can occur within the ear at noise levels similar to 
that of running a lawn mower for eight hours.At first, this may cause a temporary loss 
of hearing that may last as long as 14-16 hours. With repeated exposure to high noise 
levels and periodic exposures to very high noise levels (e.g., with the use of nail guns), 
as is common at most construction job sites, your hearing may not fully recover. More 
often, the loss of hearing occurs slowly over time from exposure to moderate levels of 
noise. When that happens, the hearing loss becomes permanent. This is why workplace 
noise is sometimes referred to as a stealth long-term hazard- because it is a painless, 
gradual process." 

· CHALLENGE# 2-AIR AND LIGHT 

> Below is are photo of air and light of unit 210- before and after photos due to 655 4th Street project 

> This unit will be facing into a 40 story tower. 

CHALLENGE# 3-LOSS OF BUSINESS 

> Noel and Katharina have rented out since 2003 without problems. When the light rail 
construction started in 2015, we could not rent out for a two months. We lost rental income-­
ended up renting below market value. 13% lower than previous tenant. 

> Michael Cruz and Kevin Rudich have a tenant who has had to rent out office space on the 
Embarcadero because she cannot conduct meetings and international conference calls in her 
live/work space loft. 
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> ·~ I,,_c €1rristopher Ulrich and Tom Hunt have rented out their unit on the first floor 
comer faci;rrg±:e TS job site since Sept 2014. When the light rail project started they had to 
reduce the rent by 12%. With the coming construction of this tower they expect to have to 
reduce the rent by another 50% and they will also be losing their outside parking place which 
is a huge asset to their property. Because of this they have considered selling but local agents 
have said that they should expect at least a 20- 30% reduction in the price they could get for 
their loft. 

> MG+CO is a design studio. Our staff works in a quiet, uninterrupted environment. We 
often have conference calls and meetings with clients in house and they take place in a quiet 
environment. The 90DbA will not allow us to complete our work effectively. My staff will not 
tolerate that disruption and I will have attrition of people who have been with me for 15 years. 
We will be looking for a new office location. 

>SF Supervisor Walton recognized city-approved projects were affected by ongoing Van 
Ness construction. (JULY 23, 2019- JOE FITZGERALD RODRIGUEZ- SF GATE) 
- "These people are being put out of their business through no fault of their own," said 
Supervisor Shamann Walton of the SF County Transportation Authority 
Board. r,t,~. 

- Last year, Bootleg and Bar and Kitchen Closed on Van Ness. They attributed their 
woes to city-led Van Ness construction. 

CHALLENGE# 4- 3RD STREET LIGHT RAIL PROJECT DAMAGES 601 4TH STREET 

> The original EIR never contemplated the cumulative affect of the damage done to our building during 
the 3rd Street Light Rail project still going on in front of our building. 

> Due to the proof of 601 4th Street building damage, who knows what the damage will be during and 
after the 655 4th Street project. This project is much greater in scope than the light rail project. 

An exemption should not be granted. There is .need for further study and 
testing. 
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Wong, Jocelyn (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, July 26, 2019 3:52PM 

To: 
Cc: 

kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz1 OO@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey 
(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don 
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC); 
Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 80S-Supervisors; 80S­
Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject:. Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Proposed Project at 655 Fourth Street -Appeal 
Hearing on September 3, 2019 

Categories: 190826 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on 
September 3, 2019, at 3:00p.m. Please find linked below the letter of appeal filed against Community Plan Evaluation 

under CEQA for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's 
determination of timeliness for the appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

CEQA Community Plan Evaluation Appeal Letter- July 22, 2019 

Planning Department Memo- July 25, 2019 

Clerk of the Board Letter- July 26, 2019 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you,· 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San FranCisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• ll:i!:i . Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Bqard of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Timeliness Determination 

DATE: July 25, 2019 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 575-9032 

RE: Appeal Timeliness Determination -655 Fourth Street 
Community Plan Evaluation; Planning Department Case No. 
2014-000203ENV 

On July 22, 2019, Mr. Kevin Rudich and Mr. Michael Cruz, on behalf of the 601 Fourth 
Street Coalition (Appellant), filed an appeal with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors of the Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) for the proposed project at 655 
Fourth Street. As explained below, the appeal is timely. 

Appeal Deadline 
Date of' 30 Days after Approval (Must Be Day Clerk of Date of Appeal 

Approval Action Action Board's Office Is Open) Filing Timely? 

Thursday, June' 
Saturday, July 20, 2019 Monday, July 22, 2019 

Monday, July 22, 
Yes 

20,2019 2019 

Approval Action: On June 11, 2019, the Planning Department issued a CPE for the 
proposed project. The Approval Action for the project was the large project authorization 
by the Planning Commission, pursuant to Planning Code sections 249.78 and 329, which 
occurred on June 20, 2019 (Date of the Approval Action). 

Appeal Deadline: Sections 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
state that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination (including a CPE) 
to the Board of Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the 
exemption determination (including a CPE) and ending 30 days after the Date of the 
Approval Action. Thirty days after the date of the approval action was Saturday, July 20, 
2019. The next date when the Office of the Clerk of the Board was open was Monday, 
July 22, 2019 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the exemption ·on 
Monday, July 22, 2019, which is within the time frame specified above. Therefore, the 
appeal is considered timely. 

Memo 
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From: Noel R. Natividad 

To: . BOS Leaislatlon (BOS) 

Subject: 
Date: 

case #: 190826- Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation- 655 4th Street Project 

Tuesday, August 20, 2019 1:08:06 PM 

Attachments: Noel Letter to SF BoS.docx 

Fil This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted 
~;n. 
'"' sources. 
f~i 

Dear SF Board of Supervisors, 

Please see my attached personal letter regarding the Tishman-Speyer Project @ 
655 4th Street (Case#: 190826). 

} 

Thank you so much for your time and consideration on this very important matter. 

-Noel 

Noel R. Natividad 
601 Fourth Street, Unit#105 
San Francisco, CA 941 07 
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August 20, 2019 

SF Board of Supervisors 

bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

San Francisco, CA 

Noel R. Natividad 

Owner, loft 105, ()01 Fourth Street 

San Francisco, CA 94107 

Re: Tishman-Speyer 655 4th Street Project (Case#: 190826} 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors, 

I immigrated to the United States from the Philippines in 1969 with my family (mom, dad and 

younger brother) when I was 4 years. I grew up in the suburbs of South San Jose, going to 

elementary school, high school and finally graduating from San Jose State University. 

As an immigrant in this country from a poor Southeast Asian country, the possibility of owning a 

home in a world class city like San Francisco was truly a pipe dream. But after a lot of hard 

work and scrimping & saving, I was able to realize that dream when I bought Loft #105 at 601 

4th Street in the winter of 1991. I am the first and only owner of Loft #105. 

601 4th Street was a ground breaking development as it was the first commercially available 

Loft development in San Francisco. And what made it really amazing was it was a real loft (A 

"Historical loft" in today's real estate terms, 601 was built in 1915 as a commercial warehouse 

and was used as a wine storage facility for decades before its conversion to Lofts in 1990.). As a 

big film fan, I remember watching movies where the main character always seemed to live in 

these amazing Lofts .. :and now I was going to live in one, too! 

But despite its novelty (or maybe because of it), the cost per square foot to buy at 601 was 

actually cheaper than most "regular" type homes in San Francisco, and by a significant amount, 

too ... It was the main reason I was able to afford my Loft ... and just barely ... 

Living in the Loft in SOMA during the 1990's, I truly felt like a member of an avant-garde group 

of San Franciscans ... the neighborhood had its spattering of amazing bars, design firms, clubs 

and restaurants and yet no real grocery stores to speak of... it even had a Dive Shop (Bamboo 

Reef) which was literally 50 yards from 601 where I actually bought my first set dive mask & fins 

there ... but really it was mostly a quiet, uncrowded part of the City with lots of free parking and 
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aman);)gweather. And the fact that Caltrain was only a 3 minute walk away was yet another 

bonus fnr living at 601 4th Street. 

I met my wife Katharina in 2000 and continued to live in the Loft thru mid-2003 when we 

started to look for a home to buy together while at the same time put the Loft up for rent. 

Since October 2003, when we had our very first renters, the Loft has rented well. So well in fact 

that since those first renters, the Loft has been occupied 100% for 't59cons~~l.l~i\/~ 
months ... this streak finally being broken in August & September of 2016 when the current 

tenants (who signed their lease before the start of the 4th Street Rail Project) decided not to 

renew ... those 2 months of vacancy, I believe, were directly related to the noise, pollution & 

chaos caused by the 4th Street Railconstruction ... and when we finally did find someone, the 

rent was 13% less ... so I can only imagine the catastrophic impact on our rental revenue that the 

construction (for a minimum of 36 months) of a$1.5B 40 story twin tower structure 30 feet 

from our building will cause ... 

In 2009 at the age of 45, I had a major heart attack resulting in 5 stints being placed into 3 

major arteries ... my cardiologist said it was a 50/50 decision that they went with just stints and 

not proceed to full open heart surgery ... he just felt that because of my relatively young age, 

stints would be enough ... 

In 2018 after continuing health struggles (significant weight gain, stress management, high 

blood pressure, etc.), I decided to retire early (my last position was as COO of an environment 

conservation NGO in San Francisco) and concentrate on my health. With heart problems deep 

in my family history, I felt like .1 really needed to do this or face as various members of my 

immediate family. 

The major reasons we felt I could retire early and still not severely impact our way of life was 1) 

the life savings we'd ac;:cumulated, 2) we had no children, 3) Katharina would continue her 

consulting work, 4) the frugality of how we live and finally 5) the rental income from the Loft. 

As it stands now, rental revenue from the Loft represents about a third of our monthly income. 

It is my very distinct fear that the rental issues we e)(perienced in 2016 (issues we continue to 

experience to this day as our monthly rental revenues are still below those at the start of 2016) 

will be dwarfed by the impact of the noise, pollution (dust & noise), traffic congestions and just 

overall general chaos caused by the construction of 655 4th Street. Not to mention the severe 

impact to our property values because of the loss of air & light. 

Sincerely, 

Noel R. Natividad 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

katharina Natividad 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 

655 4th Street project 

Tuesday, August 20, 2019 10:50:05 AM 

Kat Letter to SF BoS. doc 

Dear Board of Supervisors 

Please fmd attached my statement and concerns about the upcoming project for the hearing on 
9/3/19. 

Thank you 

Sincerely, 

Katharina Natividad 
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Hello 

My name is Katharina Natividad. I was born in Germany and immigrated to the great city of San 
Francisco in 1998. I saw the dot-com boom even I was not working in the industry, I saw that 
California was the place to be. The creativity. The innovations. The spirit and openness for new 
ideas. Better ideas. 

Wind and solar energy was popping up. The first hybrid cars of the US drove on Californian 
highways and there is a reason why a big electric car company has its headquarters right here in 
the Bay Area. We have many National Parks in California and we sort our trash and ban plastic 
bags and now plastic straw. 

We take care of California. We take care of our environment. We take of our people. 
But during the last weeks I am starting to doubt this perfect picture. 

For 655 4th Street the city approved a 40-story high building with 960 units, a 38-room boutique 
hotel and 18 retail spaces with a projected construction time of 3 years. Right in our property 
line, just 30 feet away from the building in which my husband and I have our rental unit. 

We understand that San Francisco needs housing but our small rental business suffered already 
for the last 4 years because of the construction of the 4th Street light rail construction noise and 
dust. 

My husband suffered a heart attack a few years ago and had .to quit his job out of health reasons. 
This rental unit is keeping us afloat and makes it possible for us to live in San Francisco. 

The original plans of the new building next to ours had only 900 units. No hotel. No retail space. 
The current 400 page plan of the building were published the evening before the hearing at city 
hall. 

As a future neighbor of this building, how were we supposed to react in such a short time? 
Put in our concerns about noise pollution, dust and dirt? Hundreds of big cement trucks are 
scheduled to go in and out. Right kitty comer to the Caltrain station. I can't even imagine the 
traffic jams that will be created and all the emissions from cars stuck in traffic. 

I don't see anyone who would be willing to rent a loft in the first converted building of the city 
that is now in the middle of a construction site without a major rent deduction. This will then 
result in my husband needing to find a job again. 

We are a mixed raced couple of two iinmigrants who are trying to make a living. 
We picked this place because we thought we won't have to face discrimination and we would be 
protected from big developers who will destroy our environment and our living space. We are 
just a small David against Goliath. 
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We have the feeling that this approval was rushed through with many exceptions for the 
developer without looking at the impacts on neighbors like us. We believe a better solution can 
be found to make this more bearable for us and still give the. city the needed housing. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael Guthrie 
BQS Legislation, (BOS) 
J2.gy[QJJm 

Subject: 
Date: 

The Creamery Project, 4th and Townsend, San Francisco - Neighbor concerns 
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 9:52:04 AM 

Attachments: imageOOl.png 
SF B 0 S Letter #2.docx 

b[ 
t~; This message is from ou:tside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted 

sources. 

Hello San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

Please see our attached Letter regarding neighbors' concerns with the proposed Creamery Project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly, 

Michael Guthrie, AlA 
Napa Valley, San Francisco 

~ . . . -·G· c·· 
,··.·.·.··········+ .•.. · ... · .... · 

MICHAEL GUTHRIE+ CO. ARCHITECTS 

601 4th Street I Suite 110 I San Francisco I California 94107 
415.777.2101 Studio I 415.305.6268 Cell I www.mgandco.com 
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· Michael and Carol Guthrie 

Owner Resident/ Business Owner, Suite 110 

601 Fourth Street, San Francisco, CA 94107 
August 18, 2019 

SF Board of Supervisors 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org 
San Francisco, CA 

Re: Tishman Speyer Creamery Project 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors: 
Since 1990, we have been condominium Owners in the first Live/Work Loft building permitted in San Francisco. 
After 15 years of corporate Architecture employment, I set out to establish my own small design practice in SF and . 
found the 601 Fourth Street Lofts to be desirable, mainly because they were somewhat affordable. The South of 
Market (SOMA) neighborhood was in its infancy and reminded me of my former NYC neighborhood of TRIBECA, it 
was gritty, funky, and offbeat, just right for a small, new creative Architectural design company in SF. 

The building was originaily constructed in 1916 and is known as the Heublein Building. in the late 1980s the 
Developer Rick Halliday hired David Baker Architects to transform the structure into 88 Lofts, with parking. It is a 
stout, 4 Story, unreinforced concrete structure that has easily survived the most serious Bay Area earthquakes 
without damage. Our space has 16 foot tall ceilings and rough, board formed, exposed concrete and massive rough 
concrete columns. Our particular Loft is 1260 usable square feet with a large 14 by 16 foot glass storefront facing 
due East with exposure to blue or. grey skies, and sunlight. It is a very pleasant place to live and to work. It is quiet 
and secluded, set back from 4th Street by about 60 feet and connected to a well landscaped outdoor setting by a 

private porch and private, direct to street level, Front door. We often sit outside for lunches and coffee breaks. 

We originally occupied the Loft as a business with a sleeping area upstairs. I could not afford a separate apartment 
in those days and lived where I worked as a sole proprietor. Eventually employees, marriage and children required 
a separate, residential living address and the Loft has operated strictly as a business location since 2001. We have · 
witnessed extraordinary growth and improvements in the neighborhood where I once was compelled to 
accompany employees to their evening transportation in a previously unsafe neighborhood. 

Most of us were pioneers in SOMA and we encouraged and frequented local small restaurants, cafes, bars, 
furniture and graphic designers, photographers and clothing designers. There was a feeling of belonging to a 
neighborhood of creative entrepreneurs who could not afford the Financial District. We are prepared for future 
growth and expansion in SF and we request some consideration for our efforts to help transform a formerly 
undesirable area into the neighborhood now most preferred by young tech professionals. 

· As new growth occurs we would like to somehow imagine a future in our wonderful Loft home of the past 30 
years. However, the expectation of 36 months of demolition, pounding, drilling, excavation, hundreds of concrete 
trucks and diesel, backup beepers, etc is beyond intimidating. The removal of our sky view and replacement with a 
265 foot shiny glass tower is inevitable but difficult to stomach and accept. We recently engaged a Professional 
Sound Engineer and an Air Quality Engineer to assist us in technical evaluations and we may be asking them to 
attend the hearing. We believe there are much needed mitigation measures that should be required to protect the 
existing businesses and dwellings that will be greatly impacted by this massive new construction located only 30 
feet away from our Front Door. We kindly request your consideration in assisting us to obtain proper mitigation. 

Very Truly, 
Michael and Carol Guthrie 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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 

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 appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, September 3, 2019 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 190826. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to a 
Community Plan Evaluation by the Planning Department under the 
California Environmental Quality Act issued on June 11, 2019, for the 
proposed project at 655 Fourth Street, approved on June. 20, 2019, to 
demolish three existing buildings, associated parking lots, and 
vegetation; merge seven existing lots arid construct two new buildings 
containing approximately 1,003,970 square feet of residential area, 
24,500 square feet of hotel area (38 hotel rooms), 21,840 square feet 
of office area, and approximately 18,454 square feet of ground-floor 
retail use; consisting of approximately 960 dwelling units in a mix of 
242 studios, 330 one-bedroom units, 351 two-bedroom units, 37 
three-bedroom condominiums; each building having two towers: one 
rising to a height of 425 feet aboveground, and·the second which 
would rise to a height of 370 feet aboveground; including 94,500-
square-foot below-grade, four level garage. (District 6) (Appellant: 
Kevin Rudich and Michael Cruz, on behalf of the 601 Fourth Street 
Coalition) (Filed July 22, 2019) 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: August 20, 2019 
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Hearing Notice - !;xempti9n De\erm!na!ioo Appeal 
695 Fourth Street . . · 
Hearing D;afe: September 3, 2019 
Page 2 · 

In .accordance with Administrative Cocle, SecUon rQ?. 1-1, persons who :are unable 
to attend the hearing .iJn this matter may submit wtltteh obmrnents:pri6U6.Jhe time the 
hearing heuins. Thes.e comm~nts WUI be rnade as par{ohh~ o.ffidal Pllb1ic recor~·jn this 
matter and shall be brought to the attention· of toe l3qard ·of Supervisor$. Wfitten .. · 
comments:shpuld be ·addressed to. Ang·eJ? GaiVHio; Clerk/of the Board, ·.Qity Hall,i DL 
Carlton R Goodlett Place, Room2.44,. San Francisco~ CA, 94102. Information reJafing to 
lh is matter 'is available in the· Qffl'ce offhe Clerk ofthe • B.oafd and agenda Information 
relating tothls matter wlll be availaole for public revl~w ohF~rrday, August so~ 2019'. 

,, . . .. 

. 

·.·· ·. · .. ' ·.··. •.·.·· ..•. ··•···.· •. •.····.·. ···•·· ..... ·. : . . 

f Ang~la Calvillo ·. 
Clerk oftheBo?rd 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: August20, 2019 
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Wong, Jocelyn (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BbS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 5:38PM 
kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz1 OO@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats; jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey 
(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don 
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC); 
Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara; Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 80S-Supervisors; 80S­
Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation -Proposed Project at 655 Fourth 
Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

190826 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on 
September 3, 2019, at 3:00p.m., to hear an appeal of a Community Plan Evaluation under the California Environmental 

Quality Act, for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Public Hearing Notice- September 3, 2019 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• lit!' Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral . 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the. 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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n (BOS) 

From: Docs, SF (LIB) 

Sent: 

To: 

Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:56 AM 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject: RE: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Proposed Project at 655 Fourth 

Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 · 

Categories: 190826 

Hi Brent, 

I have posted the notice. 

Thank you, 

. Michael 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:50 AM 

To: Docs, SF(LIB) <sfdocs@sfpl.org> 

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS} <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 

Subject: FW: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA'Community Plan Evaluation- Proposed Project at 655 Fourth Street-

Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 · 

Good morning, 

Please kindly post the linked notice below for public viewing. 

Thanks, as always, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 5:38 PM 

To: kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz100@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats <tkats@reubenlaw.com>; 

jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com 

Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT} <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 

(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC} <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC} 

<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC} 

<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC} <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC} 

<joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) 

<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC} <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; 
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White, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.white@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Cantara, Gary 
(BOA) <gary.cantara@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) <alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; 80S-Supervisors <bos­
supervisors@sfgov.org>; 80S-Legislative Aides <bas-legislative aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Sornera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation- Proposed Project at 655 Fourth Street- Appeal 

Hearing on September 3, 2019 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors 
on September 3, 2019, at 3:00p.m., to hear an appeal of a Community Plan Evaluation under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Public Hearing Notice- September 3, 2019 

!invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center· by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• . li/{'if:li Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 26, 2019 

File Nos. 190826-190829 
Planning Case No. 2014-000203ENV 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554~5163 

TDDITTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check 
in the amount of Six Hundred Seventeen Dollars ($617}, 
representing the filing fees paid by Kevin Rudich and Michael 
Cruz, on behalf of the 601 Fourth Street Coalition, for the appeal 
of the Community Plan Evaluation under CEQA for the proposed 
project at 655 Fourth Street: 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print N me 

Date 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

BOS legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, July 26, 2019 4:07 PM 
Ko, Yvonne (CPC) 

Cc: 80S-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Subject: APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Pro_posed Project at 655 

Fourth Street- Appeal Hearing on September 3, 2019 

Categories: 190826 

Good afternoon Yvonne, 

A check for the appeal filing fee for the CEQA Community Plan Evaluation appeal of the proposed project at 
655 Fourth Street is ready to be picked up here in the Clerk's Office weekdays from 8 a.m. through 5 p.m. No 
fee waivers were filed for this appeal. 

Thanks, as always, 
Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 3:52PM, 
To: kevrudich@aol.com; michaelcruz100@comcast.net; Tiffany Kats <tkats@reubenlaw.com>; 
jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com . 
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT) <Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN 
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) 
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) 
<joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, An Marie (CPC) 
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; 
White, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.white@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Cantara, Gary 
(BOA) <gary.cantara@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) <alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; 80S-Supervisors <bos­
supervisors@sfgov.org>; 80S-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Proposed Project at 655 Fourth Street- Appeal Hearing on 
September 3, 2019 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on 
September 3, 2019, at 3:00p.m. Please find linked below the letter of appeal filed against Community Plan Evaluation 

1 
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under CEQA for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's 
determination of timeliness for the appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

CEQA Community Plan Evaluation Appeal Letter- July 22, 2019 

Planning Department Memo- July 25, 2019 

Clerk of the Board Letter- July 26, 2019 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190826 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the .San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisor:; and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings wili be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 2(?, 2019 

Kevin Rudich 
Michael Cruz · 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4.689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 
TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

Members of the 601 Fourth Street Coalition 
601 Fourth Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Subject: File No~ 190826 "Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation" 
655 Fourth Street 

Dear Mr. Rudich and Mr. Cruz: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated July 25, 2019, 
from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of appeal 
of the CEQA Community Plan Evaluation for the proposed project at 655 Fourth Street. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner 
(copy attached). 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, ~ection 31.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for 
Tuesday, September 3, 2019, at 3:00p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be 
held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution. 

Continues on next page 
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NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at . 
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7720. 

Very truly yours, 

f Angela Calvil!o 
Clerk of the Board 

c: Jeremy Bachrach, 655 Fourth Street Owner LLC, Project Sponsor 
Tiffany Katz, Reuben Junius and Rose, LLP, Attorney for Project Spo.nsor 
Jon Givrier, Deputy City Attorney 
}\ate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyanl Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy NaVarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
An Marie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Elizabeth White, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Gary Cantara, Legal Assistanf, Board of Appeals · 
Alec Long away, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 
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Wong, Jocelyn (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, Director Rahaim: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Wednesday, July 24, 2019 4:40 PM 
Rahaim, John (CPC) 
GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Teague, Corey (CPC); 
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, 
Don (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); White, 
Elizabeth (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Cantara, Gary (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 
80S-Supervisors; 80S-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS 
Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - Proposed Project - 655 Fourth Street 
COB Ltr 072419.pdf; Appeal Ltr 072219.pdf 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Community Plan Evaluation for the proposed· 

project at 655 Fourth Street. The appeal was filed by Kevin Rudich and Michael Cruz, on behalf of the 601 Fourth Street 
Coalition on July 22, 2019. 

Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Kindly review for timely filing determination. Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• llfi! Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervi.sors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to discldsure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SlJPERVISGRS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

To: 

From: 

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

' 
(Y/ . 

July 24, 2019 

~lj/Angela Calvillo 
:)" Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Community Plan 
Evaluation - 655 Fourth Street 

An appeal of the CEQA Community Plan Evaluation for the proposed project at 655 Fourth 
Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 22, 2019, by Kevin Rudich and 
Michael Cruz, on behalf of the 601 Fourth Street Coalition. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent J alipa at ( 415) 
554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702. 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Elizabeth White, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Gary Cantara, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 
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