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FILE NO. 180443 ' MOTION NO.

[Final Map 9299 - 1731-1741 Powell Street]

Motion approving Final Map 9299, a 19 residential unit and one commercial unit, mixed-

use condominium project, located at 1731-1741 Powell Street, being a subdivision of

- Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 0101, Lot No. 004; and adopting findings pursuant to the

General Plan, and the priority policies of Planning Cod'e, Section 101.1.

MOVED That the certain map entitled “FINAL MAP 9299”, a 19 residential unit and
one commerCiaI unit, mlxed -use condominium project, located at 1731-1741 Powell Street,
being a subdivision of Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 0101, Lot No. 004, comprising three
sheets, approved April 19, 2018, by Depértménf of Public Works Order No. 187557 is hereby
approved and saidl map is adopted as an Official Final Map 9299; and, b‘e it

FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts as its own
and mcorporates by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings made by the
Planning Department, by its letter dated June 14, 2017, that the proposed subdivision is

consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan, and the priority policies of

" Planning Code, Section 101.1; and, be it

FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes

the Director of the Department of Public Works to enter all necessary recording information on

. the Final Map and authorizes the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to execute the Clerk’s

Statement as set forth herein; and, be it
FURTHER MOVED, That approval of this map is also conditioned upon compliance by

the subdivider with all applicable provisions of the San Francisco Subdivision Code and

amendments thereto.

.~ Public Works

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page 1
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DESCRIPTION APPRQVED:
7
Bruce R. Storrs, PLS

City and County Surveyor

Public Works
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

RECOMMENDED:

>

‘ Mohammed Nuru

Director of Public Works

| Page 2
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City and County of San Francisco " 8an Francisco Public Works

Office of the City and County Surveyor

) 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor

NS San Francisco, Ca 94103 -
(415) 554-5827 ¥ www.SFPublicWorks.org

Mark Farreli, Mayor : ‘
Mohammed Nuru, Director Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor

Public Works Order No: 187557

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9299, 1731-1741 POWELL STREET, A 20 UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM
PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER 0101-004

A 20 UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT

The City Planning Department in its letter dated June, 14, 2017 stated that the subdivision is consistent
with the General Plan and the-Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1.

The Director of Public Works, the Advisory Agency, acting in concurrence with other City agencies, has
determined that said Final Map complies with all subdivision requirements related thereto. Pursuant to
the California Subdivision Map Act and the San Francisco Subdivision Code, the Director recommends
that the Board of Supervisors approve the aforementioned Final Map.

Transmitted herewith are the following:
1. One (1) péper copy of the Motion approving said map — one (1) copy in electronic format.
2. - One (1) mylar signature sheet and one (1) paper set of the “Final Map 9299”, comprising 3 sheets.

3. One (1) copy of the Tax Certificate from the Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector certifying that
there are no liens against the property for taxes or special assessments collected as taxes.

4. One (1) copy of the letter dated June, 14, 2017, from the City Planning Department stating the
subdivision is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies set forth in City Planning
Code Section 101.1. :

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopf this legislation.

RECOMMENDED: : APPROVED:

San Francisco Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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4/19/2018 4/19/2018

X BruceR. Storrs X Mohammed Nuru
Storrs, Bruce Nuru, Mohammed

City and County Surveyor Director, DPW

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed

San Francisco Public Works .
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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: \ii ?\ City and County of San Francisco

[ RIT W San Francisco Public Works - Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
PUBLI C 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor « San Francisco, CA 94103

A\TL@]R 4R srpublicworks.org - te} 415-554-5810 + fax 415-554-6161

SAN FRANCISCO

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION
Date: May 17, 2017 '

Project 1D:9299 ,
) ) Project Type 319 Residential Units and 1 Commercial Unit Mixed
Department of City Planning Use New Construction Condominium Project
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 nddress# StreetName Block Lot
San Francisco, CA 94103 1731-1741 |POWELL ST 0101 004

Tentative Map Referral

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez

Please review and respond to this referral within 30 days in‘accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.

Sincerely,

iy A

Adrian VerHagen, PLS, for:
for, Bruce R. Storrs, P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

i ,/ ! The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply w1th applicable
provisions of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached findings. The subject referral is exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as

** categorically exempt Classlzz”" -, CEQA Determination Dategziants =~ °, based on the attached checklist.

The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planmng Department and does comply with applicable
prov1s10ns of the Planning Code subject to the attached conditions.

- : The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with apphcable
prov1510ns of the Planning Code due to the following reason(s)

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

N dcsorp, do=sguv, Scechypianing, ou=CiyPlanning, : e L. -
Signed, Nicholas Foster *’“"“‘m,“" T Date 061417 |

Planner's Name {Nicholas Foster _
for, Scott F. Sanchez, Zoning Administrator

~ | 956



Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector
City and County of San Francisco

José Cisneros, Treasurer
Property Tax Section

CERTIFICATE OF REDEMPTIONS OFFICER
SHOWING TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS PAID.

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of
California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of California Government
Code Section 66492 et. seq., that according to the records of my office, there are no

liens against the subdivision designated on the map entitled:

BlockNo. 0101  LotNo. 004
Address: 1731 - 1741 Powell St

for unpaid City & County property taxes or special assessments collected as taxes,
except taxes or assessments not yet payable.

David Augustine, Tax Collector .

The above certificate pertains to taxes and special assessments collected as taxes for
the period prior to this current tax year.

Dated this S5th day of April. This certificate is valid for the earlier bf 60
days from this date or December 31, 2018. If this certificate is no longer

valid please comntact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to obtain
another certificate.

City Hall- Room 140 =  1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place *  San Francisco, CA 94102-4638
957



Office of the Treasurerv & Tax Collector

City and County of San Francisco

Jose Cisneros, Treasurer
Property Tax Section :

CERTIFICATE SHOWING TAXES A LIEN, BUT NOT YET DUE

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of
California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of Caiifornia Government
Code Section 66492 et. seq., that the subdivision designated on the map entitled is
subject to the following City & County 'p'roperty taxes and Special.AsseSsments which

are a lien on the property but which taxes are not yet due:

Block No. 0101 Lot No. 004
Address: 1731 - 1741 Powell St

Estimated probable assessed value of property within the proposed Subdivision/Parcel

Map: $28,629,683 |
 Established or estimated tax rate: 1.2000%

* Estimated taxes liened but not yet due: ~ $343,557.00°
" Amount of Assessments not yet due: $1,218.00 ‘

These estimated taxes and special assessments have been paid.

David Augustine, Tax Collector

Dated this Sth day of April. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 60
days from this date or December 31, 2018. If this certificate is no longer
valid please contact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to obtain
another certificate.

City Hall - Room 140 = 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place ¢ * San Francisco, CA 94102-4638
958 ’



~ SAN FRANCISCO
- PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 1650 mssm st

M Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) M First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
. ing Li ; ; San Francisco,
00 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) {1 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) CA 94102-2479
0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 0 Other
Reception:
415.558.6378
- - n . - Fax;
Planning Commission Motion 18806 415.556.6409
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2013 Planning
. Information:
. 415.558.6377
Date: January 31, 2012
Case No.: 2013.0050CTZ
Project Address: 1731 Powell Street .
Zoning: North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District

North Beach Special Use District
North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or
Professional Service Subdistrict
, 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0101/004
Project Sponsor:  Brett Gladstone
177 Post Street, Penthouse
San Francisco, CA 94108
Staff Contact: Kevin Guy ~ (415) 558-6163
kevin.guy@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO
SECTIONS 121.1, 121.2, 303, 221.1, AND 722 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO ALLOW A
RESTAURANT (D.B.A. LA CORNETA) WITH A TYPE 47 ABC LICENSE, TO ALLOW THE
DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING VACANT MOVIE THEATER, TO ALLOW THE DEVELOPMENT
OF A LOT GREATER THAN 5,000' SQUARE FEET, AND TO ALLOW NON-RESIDENTIAL USES
GREATER THAN 2,000 SQUARE FEET, IN ASSOCIATION WITH A PROJECT TO DEMOLISH THE
EXISTING THEATER (FORMERLY KNOWN “PALACE” OR “PAGODA” THEATER), AND
CONSTRUCT A NEW FIVE-STORY OVER BASEMENT MIXED-USE BUILDING CONTAINING UP
TO 18 DWELLING UNITS, A RESTAURANT MEASURING APPROXIMATELY 4,700 SQUARE FEET,
AND UP TO 27 OFE-STREET PARKING SPACES, WITHIN THE NORTH BEACH
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, THE NORTH BEACH SPECIAL USE DISTRICT,
'THE NORTH BEACH FINANCIAL SERVICE, LIMITED FINANCIAL SERVICE, AND BUSINESS OR
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE SUBDISTRICT, AND THE 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

www.sfplanning.org
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Motion 18806 ' CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 . 1731 Powell Street

PREAMBLE

On January 15, 2013 Brett Gladstone (“Project Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning
Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization to allow development of a lot
greater than 5,000 square feet (Section 121.1), non-residential uses greater than 2,000 square feet (Section
121.2), demolition of a movie theater use (Section 221.1), and establishment of a restaurant use, including
a Type 47 ABC License to provide beer, wine, and/or liquor in a Bona Fide Eating Place (Sections 722.44
and 790.142), for a project to demolish the existing vacant movie theater (formerly known as the “Palace”
or “Pagoda” Theater), and construct a new five-story over basement mixed-use building containing up to
18 dwelling units, a restaurant measuring approximately 4,700 square feet, and up to 27 off-street parking
spaces, within the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District, the North Beach Special Use District,
the North Beach ., Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service
Subdistrict, and the 40-X Height and. Bulk District. Following demolition of the existing building, and
prior to the construction of the new mixed-use building, the site would be utilized for extraction of a
-tunnel boring machine associated with the Central Subway project (Case No. 2013.0050C, collectively
" "Project”). ' ' : :

- On January 8, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2007.1117C, which
proposed to rehabilitate the existing theater and convert the building to up to 18 dwelling units, a
restaurant measuring approximately 4,000 square feet, an additional gr.ound-ﬂoor commercial space
measuring approximately 1,000 square feet, and 27 off-street parking spaces located at 1731 Powell Street
(Motion No. 17797). The Zoning Administrator also granted variances from Planning Code regulations
for rear yard and dwelling unit exposure in association with the rehabilitation project (Case No.
2007.1117V). On October 28, 2010, the Commission approved an amendment to Conditional Use
Application No 2007.1117C, allowing the project to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
requirements of Planning Code Section (“Section”) 415 through the payment of an in-lieu fee rather than
through the construction of off-site affordable dwelling units (Motion No. 18204). The project was
determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

On August 7, 2008, the Plannihg Commission reviewed and considered the Central Subway/Third Street
Light Rail Phase 2 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (“Final SEIS/SEIR”) and found that the contents of said report and the
procedures through which the SEIS/SEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed. complied with the
California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA),
14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 31”). The Commission found the SEIS/SEIR was adequate,
accurate and objective, reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the
Commission, and approved the SEIS/SEIR for the Central Subway Project in compliance with CEQA, the
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. The Planning Department, Jonas Ionin, is the custodian of records,
located in the File for Case No. 1996.281E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.
Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, which material was made
available to the public and the Commission for the Commission’s review, consideration, and action. On
August 19, 2008, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency adopted the Project and adopted
findings under CEQA, including a statement of overriding considerations and a mitigation monitoring

SAN FRANCISCO - 2
PLANNING DEPARTIMIENT
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Motion 18806 . CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 ' 1731 Powell Street

and reporting program. This Commission has reviewed the findings, and adopts and incorporates them
herein by reference.

On January 31, 2013, the Department prepared and published an Addendum to the previously-certified
Final EIR which determined that the revisions to incorporate the proposed Project, would not cause and
new significant impacts not identified in the original Final SEIS/SEIR (Case No. 1996.281E).

On January 8, 2013, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (“Board”) introduced legislation to amend
Zoning Map HTO1 to reclassify the subject property from the 40-X Height and Bulk District to the 50-X .
Height and Bulk District, and to amend Zoning Map SU01 and the text of the Planning Code to establish
the “Central Subway Tunnel Boring Machine Extraction Site Special Use District” (SUD) on the property.
The proposed SUD would modify specific Planning Code regulations related to off-street parking, rear
yard, ground-floor ceiling heights, dwelling unit exposure, signage, allowing a restaurantAuse' at the
property, and other provisions of the Planning Code. Substitute legislation was introduced on January 29,
2013, which increase the height to 55-X and allowed a non-residential use over 4,000 square feet. '
Adoption of the SUD (as amended in the substitute legisla’tioh) would enable the construction of the
proposed Project in a manner similar to the configuration and program of uses envisioned by the
"previously-approved rehabilitation project, after the existing building is demolished to allow the
extraction of the boring machine utilized for the Central Subway project (Case No. 2007.1117C).

On February 14, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2013.0050C.

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No.
2013.0050C, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

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

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located on the southwest corner of the
intersection of Columbus Avenue and Powell Street, Assessor’s Block 0101, Lot 004. The property

is located within the North Beach NCD Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the 40-X
.Height and Bulk District, the North Beach Special Use District, and the North Beach Financial
Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict. The property

is historically known as the Palace and the Pagoda Theaters. The subject property is a corner lot,

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 3
PLANNING DEPARTIMENT : :
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Motion 18806 CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 1731 Powell Street

with approximately 40 feet of frontage on Columbus Avenue and 58 feet of frontage on Powell
Street. The existing building that is proposed for demolition has full lot coverage.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located at the intersection of
Powell Street and Columbus Avenue within the North Beach NCD and directly across the street
from Washington Square Park. The North Beach NCD is a generally linear district situated along
Columbus Avenue between Grant Avenue and Francisco Street. The District hosts a mixture of
commercial establishments, but is heavily oriented toward restaurants, including a number of
larger restaurants such as Original Joe's (measuring approximately 7,800 square feet), Park
Tavern (measuring approximately 7,200 square feet), and Fior D’ [talia (measuring approximately
6,000 square. feet). The surrounding area is mixed-use in character. A variety of commercial
establishments are located within ground floor storefronts in the vicinity, including restaurants,
financial institutions, apparel stores, and other types of retailers. Upper floors of buildings are
generally occupied by offices, residential units, or tourist-hotels. Other nearby uses include the

" Chuzrch of Saint Peter and Paul and the Saint Francis of Assisi Church.

4. Project Descriptibn. The applicant proposes to demolish the eﬁdsﬁng vacant movie theater
(formerly known “Palace” or “Pagoda” Theater), and construct a new five-story over basement
mixed-use building containing up to 18 dwelling units, a restaurant measuring approximately
4,700 square feet, and up to 27 off-street parking spaces. Following demolition of the existing
building, and prior to the construction of the new mixed-use building, the site would be utilized
for extraction of a tunnel boring machine associated with the Central Subway project.

A project was previously approved for the subject property (Case No. 2007.1117C; Motion No.
17797, adopted on January 8, 2009, and amended by Motion No. 18204, adopted on October 28,
2010), to rehabilitate the existing theater and convert the building to a similar program of uses as
the mixed-use building proposed by this application. '

5. Public Comment. To date, the Department has received six communications in support of the
project, and no letters in opposition. ‘

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

A. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height
prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. The proposed Project is located in the 40-X
Height and Bulk District, with a 40-foot height limit.

The Board has introduced legislation to reclassify the subject property from the existing 40-foot height
limit to a 55-foot height limit. This height reclassification is necessary to allow the construction of the
‘building to the height of the existing vacant movie theater, which exceeds the current height limit
applicable to the property. The newly-constructed building would not exceed the roof height or roof
profile of the existing theater building. The proposed SUD would also allow the reconstruction of the
blade sign fenture found on the existing theater. This blade sign would be exempt from the height limit
of the 55-X Height and Bulk District. '

AN FRANCISGO ' 4
PLANNING DEPARTVENT . .
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Notion 18806 . ' _ CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14,2013 1731 Powell Street

SANFR
PLAN

B. Bulk. Planning Code Section 270 limits the bulk of buildings and structures, and assigns

ANCISCO

maximum plan dimensions. The proposed Project is located in a 40-X Height and Bulk
district, with an “X” bulk controls.

Planning Code Section 270 does not regulate bulk dimensions for sites with “X” conirols.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Planning Code Section 124 limits the building square footage to 1.8
square feet of building area for every 1 square foot of lot area, or approximately 21,300 square
feet of building area for the subject site.

The FAR limits do not apply to dwellings or to other residential uses in NC Districts, nor do they
apply to non-accessory off-street parking. The Project includes a total of approximately 4,700 square
feet of ground floor commercial space, and is therefore well within the allowed FAR.

Open Space. Section 135 of the Planning Code requires a minimum of 60 square feet of
private open space for each residential unit or approximately 80 square feet of common open
space per unit within the North Beach NCD.

All of the 18 units will have access to private terraces that meet the Code requirements for private
useable open space. Each of the terraces will meet the minimum Code requirements for area, dimension,
and exposure to light and air.

Exposure. Section 140(a)(2) of the Planning Code requires each unit to-face directly onto a-
public street or an open area (whether an inner court or a space between separate buildings

on the same lot) which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal

dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor immediately above

it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor.

Several of the units toward the interior of the property do not face onto ar areq that meets the Aexposure
requirements of the Code. However, the interior units face onto inner courtyards to be inserted on the
north and south sides of the building. These courtyards measure 25-feet in every direction. The
proposed SUD would exempt the project from strict compliance with the dwelling unit exposure
requirements of Section 140.

Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal to 25 percent of
the lot depth to be provided at every residential level.

The Project proposes to construct a new building within the same general footprint and configuration
as the existing vacant theater, which covers the entire lot and does not provide a Code-complying rear
yard. The proposed SUD would exempt the project from strict compliance with the rear yard
requirements of Section 134. It should be noted that the subject block is generally occupied by
buildings with full-lot coverage, and does not exhibit a strong pattern of mid-block open space that is
intended by the rear yard requirements of the Code. The Project includes private terraces for each of
the dwelling units, creating ample exterior open space for the use of residents that might ordinarily be
satisfied by a Code-complying rear yard. In addition, the Project includes two courtyards situated

NING DEPARTMENT 5
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Motion 18806 CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 . ' ’ 1731 Powell Street_

toward the interior of the lot that create exposure to light and air for several of the dwelling units, in a
manner that is typical of the traditional dense development pattern of the North Beach neighborhood.

G. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Section 145.1 of the Planning Code

ANCISCO

requires that NC Districts containing specific uses have at least % the total width of the new
or altered structure at the commercial street frontage devoted to entrances to commercially
used space, windows or display space at the pedestrian eye-level. Such windows shall use
clear, un-tinted glass, except for decorative or architectural accent. Any decorative railings or
decorated grille work, other than wire mesh, which is placed in front or behind such
windows, shall be at least 75 percent open to perpendicular view and no more than six feet in
height above grade. Section 145.1(c)(4) requires that non-residential ground-floor uses within
NC Districts provide a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet.

The subject commercial space has approximately 100-feet of frontage on Columbus Avenue and Powell
Street with the majority devoted to either the retail entries or window space. The windows are clear
and unobstructed. The floor-to-floor heights within portions of the ground-floor restaurant space
measure approximately 10 feet, and do not strictly comply with the requirements of Section
145.1(c)(4). However, the ceiling heights must be limited in order for the overall structure to fit within
the height and roof profile of the existing vacant theater building. Therefore, the proposed SUD would
exempt the project from strict compliance with the ceiling height requirements of Section 145.1(c)(4).
The SUD would allow ceiling heights of 8.5 feet, and the project would comply with this requirement.

Parking. Section 151 of the Planning Code allows one off-street parking space for every two
residential units within the North Beach NCD, or up to .75 spaces per residential unit with
Conditional Use Authorization. Eating and drinking establishments are required to provide
one parking space for every 200 square feet of occupied floor area, where the occupied floor
area exceeds 5,000 square feet.

The occupied floor area of the proposed rvestaurant is less than 5,000 square feet; therefore the
restaurant use within the Project is not required to provide parking. The project includes 27 off-street
parking spaces, which exceeds the maximum permitted residential parking per Section 151. The
proposed SUD would exempt the subject property from the parking limitations of Section 151,
allowing up to 27 off-street parking spaces for the Project.

Bicycle Parking. Section 155.40f the Planning Code requires that one bicycle parking space
be provided for every two dwelling units.

The Project will provide secured storage for nine bicycles within the basement parking garage to serve
the 18 proposed dwelling units. . :

Shadow. Planning Code Section 295 generally does not permit new buildings over 40-feet in
height to cast new shadows on a property owned and opefated by the Recreation and Park
Commission. Section 295 does not apply to structures of the same height and in the same
location as structures in place on June 6, 1984.

SAN PR ’ 6
PLANNING DEPARTIIENT

964



Motion 18806' “CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 ‘ 1731 Powell Street

SAN FRANCISCO

The existing theater building to be demolished was constructed in 1908. The proposed project would be
constructed to match the existing height and roof profile of the existing theater, and would therefore
not create any new shadows on Recreation and Park Commission that did not exist on June 6, 1984.
Therefore, the Project is not subject to Section 295.

Inclusionary Affordable Housing. Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under
Planning Code Section 415.3, the current percentage requirements apply to projects that
consist of ten or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or
after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5, the Project must pay the
Affordable Housing Fee (“Fee”). This Fee is made payable to the Department of Building
Inspection (“DBI”) for use by the Mayor’s Office of Housing for the purpose of increasing
affordable housing citywide.

The Project Sponsor has submitted a ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415, to satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program through payment of the Fee, in_an amount to be established by the
Mayor’s Office of Housing at a rate equivalent to an off-site requirement of 20%. The project sponsor
has not selected an alternative to payment of the Fee.

Signage. Currently, there is not a developed sign program on file with the Planning
Department; however, the previously-approved project for the site included the
rehabilitation/reconstruction of the existing blade sign.

The height of the blade sign, which exceeds the roof height of the existing building, would not be
permitted by the existing sign regulations of Article 6. The Project Sponsor has indicated, as shown in
the proposed plans, that the new building will include a new blade sign that is comparable to the size
and character of the existing blade sign. The proposed SUD would exempt the blade sign from the
height limitation which applies to the property.

Loading. Section 152 requires off-street freight loading for uses above a certain size. Eating
and drinking establishments up to 10,000 square feet in gross floor area are not required to
provide off-street freight loading.

With a gross floor area of under 10,000 square feet, the Project is not required to provide off-street .
loading. There are nearby yellow zones that can be used for deliveries.

Formula Retail. Section 703.3 places notification requirements and other restrictions on
formula retail uses.

The Project is not considered to be a Formula Retail Use as defined by Section 703.3 of the Planning
Code. The proposed location would be a sister restaurant to the La Corneta Restaurant in the Mission.

Hours of Operation. Section 722.27 allows hours of operation from 6:00AM until 2:00AM as

of right and requires conditional use authorization to operate between the hours of 2:00AM
and 6:00AM. :

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 7
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Motion 18806 ' ' CASE NO. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 : . 1731 'Powell Street

The Project Sponsor is not requesting conditional use uuthorzzatzon to operate between the hours of
2:00AM and 6:00AM.

P. North Beach Special Use District/Restaurant Use. Section 780.3 (the North Beach SUD)
prohibits a restaurant from being located within a space that is currently or last occupied by a
Basic Neighborhood Sale or Serv1ce

The proposed SUD would exempt the project from this prohibition, allowing the proposed restaurant to
seek Conditional Use authorization. :

Q. Use Size. Sections 722 and 121.2(a) establishes size limits on nonresidential uses in all NCDs.
In the North Beach NCD, conditional use authorization is required for any nonresidential use

that exceeds 1,999 square feet. Section 121.2 also limits nonresidential uses to a maximum of
4,000 square feet within the North Beach NCD.

The Project Sponsor is requesting conditional iise authorization for the proposed restaurant, which
would measure approximately 4,700 square feet. The proposed SUD would raise the maximum 4,000
square-foot nonresidential use size limit to 5,000 square feet for the subject property, in order to
accommodate the proposed restaurant size.

7. Planning Code Section 303. Specifically, the Project requires Conditional Use Authorization per

© 211.1 to demolish an existing theater; per 722.42 to establish a restaurant use with a Type 47 ABC
License within the North Beach NCD; per 722.21 and 121.2 to allow a non-residential use
exceeding 2,000 square feet; and, per 121.1 to develop a lot greater than 5,000 square feet within
the North Beach NCD.

Section 303 of the Planning Code establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the pro]ect does comply
with said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The size of the proposed building is consistent with the existing building, and is in keeping with other
buildings on the block face. The proposed restaurant will not impact traffic or parking in the District
because it is not a destination restaurant. This will complement the mix of goods and services currently
gvailable in the district and contribute to the economic vitality of the neighborhood by demolishing an
existing building that has been vacant for nearly 20 years, and by locating services and dwelling units at a
location which is currently underutilized.

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

SAN FRANCISCO . . 8
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i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The proposed project is compatible in its overall massing, size, scale, and architectural features
with the neighborhood and its immediate neighbors. The volume of the Project will not exceed that

of the existing vacant theater building, which has existed as an element of the urban fabric in the
area for over 100 years.

ii. The acceséibih'ty and traffic pattefné for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The proposed restaurant is designed to meet the needs of the immediate neighborhood and should
not generate significant amounts of vehicular trips from the immediate neighborhood or citywide.
Residents of the project would be able to walk or use transit to satisfy daily convenience needs,
avoiding private automobile use which would generate excessive traffic.

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

The proposed use is subject to the standard conditions of approval for restaurants as shown in
"Exhibit A. These conditions specifically obligates the project sponsor to mitigate odor and noise
generated by the restaurant use.

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

The Department shall review all lighting and signs proposed for the new business in accordance
with the Conditions of Approval. The reconstruction of the blade sign found on the existing
building is consistent with the architectural theme of the proposed building, and will retain the
sign as an element of the historic urban fabric of the neighborhood.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the apphcable provisions of the Planning Code and
will not adversely affect the General Plan.

Project complies generally with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is

" consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. The proposed SUD and height
reclassification would address several areas of inconsistency between the Code and the Project, and would
enable the construction of the project in a manner similar to the previously-approved rehabilitation of the
theater building.

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the pﬁrpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. '

The proposed project is consistent with the purposes of The North Beach NCD in that the intended
restaurant use is located at the ground floor, and will provide a compatible convenience service for the .
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immediately surrounding neighborhoods during daytime hours. The addition of dwelling units will create
housing opportunities in a walkable, urban context that is well served by transit.

8. Planning Code Section 303(k) establishes criteria for the Plahning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for a change in use or a demolition of a movie theater Conditional Use
approval. On balance, the project does comply with said criteriain that:

A. Preservation of a movie theater use is no longer economically v1able and cannot effect a
reasonable economic return to the property owner.

The existing theater has been closed since 1994, and has been completely gutted of all features. To
rehabilitate and return the structure into an operating theater would require a substantial and
unreasonable investment.

B. The change in use or demolition of the movie theater use will not undermine the economic
diversity and vitality of the surrounding Neighborhood Commercial District.

As stated above, the existing theater has been closed since 1994. There are no other nez’ghborhood -serving
theaters within close proximity; however, the lack of an operating theater for nearly 20 years has not
impacted the diversity and vitality of the North Beach NCD.

C. The resulting project will preserve the architectural integrity of important historic features of
the movie theater use affected.

The existing theater has been completely gutted of all interior features. Aside from the projecting blade sign,
all other exterior historic character-defining features have been removed. The Project Sponsor proposes to
reconstruct the blade sign, which is the one architecturally significant element remuznmg from the historic
theater use.

9. Planning Code Section 121.1 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval for development of a lot exceeding 5,000
square feet within the North Beach NCD. On balance, the project does comply with said criteria
in that:

A. The mass and facade of the proposed structure are compatible with the existing scale of the
district.

The massing of the building is virtually identical to the existing theater building on the site. In
addition, it is compatible with many of the older buildings in the area, particularly the larger
commercial structures found on corner lots and fronting along Columbus Avenue,

B. The facade of the proposed structure is compatible with the design features of adjacént
facades that contribute to the positive visual quality of the district.

While contemporary, the project design incorporates visual elements of many of the Art Deco and
Moderne buildings in the vicinity. The facade is expressed as a rhythm of voids framed by strong
column elements, and further articulated through the use of richly detailed balconies. The project also
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includes a reconstructed blade sign which recalls the past theater use of the site and strengthens the
relationship to Art Deco motifs found in the areq.

10. Planning Code Section 121.2 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when |
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval for a non-residential use which exceed 2,000
square feet within the North Beach NCD. On balance, the project does comply with said criteria
in that: ‘

A, The intensity of activity in the district is not such that allowing the larger use will likely
to foreclose the location of other needed neighborhood-serving uses in the ares;

The proposed restaurant is not a destination eating establishment, but a neighborhood-serving facility.
While there are a number of restaurants within the North Beach NCD, the establishment of a Mexican
restaurant will help diversify the collection of eating establishments within the District. There are a number
of other larger existing restaurants in the area, including Original Joe’s (measuring approximately 7,800
square feet), Park Tavern (measuring approximately 7,200 square feet), and Fior D’ Italia (measuring
approximately 6,000 square feet). The presence of these larger establishments does not appear to preclude
opportunities for other needed neighborhood-serving uses in the area.

B. The proposed use will serve the neighborhood, in whole or in significant part, and the
nature of the use requires a larger size in order to function;

The proposed use is designed to meet the needs of the immediate neighborhood and visitors alike. The
building’s existing envelope has full lot coverage and the proposal is to accommodate the potential number
of customers generated from an area with a very high level of foot traffic.

C. The buildihg in which the use is to be located is designed in discrete elements which
respect the scale of development in the district;

The project design respect the overall character, massing, and scale of the district. It follows the Art Deco
and Moderne motifs found on other buildings within the neighborhood and its massing and scale is
identical to its previous use as a movie theater. The historic blade sign will be rehabilitated as part of the
proposal and will continue as a prominent visual landmark within the North Beach NCD.

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

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE

Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 1:

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

SAN FRANGISCO . 11
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Policy 1.1:

Encourage’ development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
_ consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that

cannot be mitigated.

The Project will replace an existing structure that has been vacant for nearly 20 years with a new structure
that is comparable to the scale and character of the existing vacant theater. The project will bring a
neighborhood-serving restaurant and new housing opportunities to a site that is currently underutilized.

Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet mlmmum, reasonable performance
standards.

The Project is located in an ideal location for a mixed-use structure. It is located within a thriving
commercial area that is well served by public transit and experiences a high level of foot traffic.

Policy 1.3:

_Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commerc1a1 and industrial
land use plan. -
The proposed ground-floor commercial space shall provide goods and services to the neighborhood and shall
provide resident employment opportunities to those in the community. Further, the Project Site is located
within a neighborhood commercial district and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use
plan.

OBJECTIVE 2:
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Policy 2.1:

Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City. '

The Project will increase the amount of commercial activity where a building shell has been unoccupied and
boarded up for nearly 20 years. The Project will enhance the diverse economic base of the City.

OBJECTIVE 6: .
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.1:

Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in
the city’s neighborhood comumercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity
among the districts. '

No existing commercial tenant would be displaced and the ?roject would not prevent the district from
achieving optimal diversity in the types of goods and services available in the neighborhood.

The following guidelines, in addition to others in this objective for neighborhood commercial

districts, should be employed in the development of overall district zoning controls as well as in
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the review of individual permit applications, which require case-by-case review and City
Planning Commission approval. Pertinent guidelines may be applied as conditions of approval of
individual permit applications. In'general, uses should be encouraged which meet the guidelines;
conversely, uses should be discouraged which do not.

Eating and Drinking Establishments

Eating and drinking establishments include bars, sit-down restaurants, fast food restaurants,

self-service restaurants, and take-out food. Associated uses, which can serve similér functions

and create similar land use impacts, include ice cream stores, bakeries and cookie stores
- Guidelines for eating and drinking establishments are needed to achieve the following purposes

. Regulate the distribution and proliferation of eating and drinking establishments,
especially in districts experiencing increased commercial activity;

. Control nuisances associated with their proliferation;

. * Preserve storefronts for other types of local-serving businesses; and

. Maintain a balanced mix of commercial goods and services. ~

. The regulation of eating and drinking establishments should con31der the following:

. Balance of retail sales and services;

. Current inventory and composition of eating and drinking establishments;

. Total occupied commercial linear frontage, relative to the total district frontage}

. Uses on surrounding properties;

. Available parking facilities, both existing and proposed;

. Existing traffic and parking congestion; and

. Potential impacts on the surrounding community.

There is a concern with the potential over-concentration of food-service establishments in North Beach. The
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan contains Guidelines for Specific Uses. For eating and
drinking establishments, the Guidelines state, “the balance of commercial uses may be threatened when
eating and drinking establishments occupy miore than 20% of the total occupied commercial frontage.”
However, the proposed restaurant would be located within a newly constructed building which replaces a
theater that has been vacant for over 20 years. Therefore, the restaurant will not displace an existing
business, or occupy an existing storefront which could otherwise be used for a neighborhood serving, non-
restaurant use. ' »

Policy 6.2:

Promote economically vital neighbothood commercial districts which foster small business
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to the economic and technological
innovation in the marketplace and society:

An independent entrepreneur is sponsoring the proposal. The proposed use is a neighborhood serving use,
and is not a Formula Retail use.

SAN FRANCISCO 13
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URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE AND A MEANS OR ORIENTATION.

Policy 1.1: :

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

The Project proposes a well-designed structure that captures the character and vitality of the North Beach

Neighborhood Commercial District, and the Washington Square Historic District in a contemporary idiom
* through its use of materials, massing, scale, and details similar to those adjacent buildings that characterize

the district. :

Policy 1.3:

Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the City
and its districts. ' _

The Project design expresses the character of the overall district; it is consistent with the historical pattern
of development and has been founi to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for infill constructzon
within a historic district, (Standard 9.)

OBJECTIVE 2:
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

Policy 2.4

Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote
the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development.
The subject building was not found to be a historic resource due to lack of integrity; however, the overall
massing and form of the former theater, including the historic blade sign, are important visual reminders of
the building’s historic use and are to be retained and rehabilitated as part of the proposal.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1

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

Policy 1.3
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.
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Policy 1.5
Coordinate regional and local transportation systems and provide for interline transit transfers.

The Project will allow the construction of the Project in a manner consistent with the previously-approved
rehabilitation of the theater, and will also facilitate construction of the Central Subway project. Prior to
construction of the new building, the existing building on the site will be demolished and the boring
machine utilized for the construction of the Central Subway project will be extracted at the site. Extracting
the boring machine through the site will avoid the need to extract within the Columbus Avenue right-of-
way, which would cause substantial disruption to pedestrian and vehicular movement in the areq.

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Along the Powell Street and Columbus Avenue frontages the project sponsor will activate the ground—ﬂoo%
of the building where pedestrians have passed by a dormant building.

HOUSING ELEMENT:
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1 -

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND
TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND.

Policy 1.1:

Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to downtown, in underutilized commercial
and industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing, and in neighborhood commercial
districts where higher density will not have harmful effects, especially if the higher density
provides a significant number of units that are affordable to lower income households.

Policy 1.3

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

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

The Project will add residential units to an area that is well-served by transit, services, and shopping
opportunities. The site is suited for dense, mixed-use development, where residents can commute and
satisfy convenience needs without frequent use of a private automobile. The Project Site is located within
walking distance of the Financial District, and is in an area with abundant transit options routes that
travel to the South of Market and Civic Center employment clusters.
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11. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that:

A. That exsting neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

The proposal would enhance the district by providing a restaurant and would be locally owned. It will
create more employment opportunities for the community. The proposed alterations are within the existing
building footprint. '

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

The existing dwelling units in the surrounding neighborhood would not be adversely affected. The proposed
project would activate the corner of Powell Street and Columbus Avenue by returning a building to lively
use after being shuttered for nearly 20 years.

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

The Project will comply with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program through the payment of
an in-liey fee. :

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

The site is well served by transit, and is located within a pedestrian-oriented context. Residents would be
able to walk or use transit to commute and to meet daily convenience needs. In addition, the project will
facilitate the Central Subway project by providing a site for the extraction of the boring machine used to
tunnel the subway alignment. Extracting the boring machine at this site would avoid the substantial
disruption to pedestrian and vehicular traffic that would result by extracting the boring machine within the
public right-of-way of Columbus Avenue.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The proposed restaurant would create
local ownership and employment opportunities.

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

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
. requirements of the City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to withstand
an earthquake.
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12.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The subject building was not found to be a historic resource due to lack of integrity; however, the overall
massing and form of the former theater, including the historic blade sign, are important visual reminders of
the building’s historic use and are reflected in the proposal.

' The Project design expresses the character of the overall Washington Sgquare Historic District; it is

consistent with the historical pattern of development and has been found to meet the Secretary of the

Interior’s Standards for infill construction within a historic district, (Standard 9.)

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

" The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does not have an

impact on open spaces. The project would not exceed the roof height or roof profile of the existing theater
building, and would therefore not cast new shadows on parks and open spaces.

The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and spécific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.
13. The Commission hereby fmds that approval of the Condmonal Use authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
SAM FRANGISCO 17
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2013.0050C subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated February 14, 2013, and stamped “EXHIBIT-B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. ' '

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18806. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pléce, San Francisco, CA 94102. '

Thereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on February 14, 2013.

Jonas P. Ionin
Acting Commission Secretary

. AYES: Fong, Antonini, Borden, Hillis
NAYS: . Moore, Sugaya

ABSENT: Wu

ADOPTED: February 14, 2013
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EXHIBIT A -

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow development of a lot greater than 5,000 square feet
(Section 121.1), non-residential uses greater than 2,000 square feet (Section 121.2), demolition of a movie
theater use (Section 221.1), and establishment of a restaurant use, including a Type 47 ABC License to -
provide beer, wine, and/or liquor in a Bona Fide Eating Place (Sections 722.44 and 790.142), for a project
to demolish the existing vacant movie theater (formerly known “Palace” or “Pagoda” Theater), and
construct a new five-story over basement mixed-use building containing up to 18 dwelling units, a
restaurant measuring approximately 4,700 square feet, and up to 27 off-street parking spaces, within the
North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District, the North Beach Special Use District, the North Beach
Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict, and the 40
Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated February'14, 2013, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2013.0050C and subject to conditions of approval
reviewed and approved by the Commission on February 14, 2013 under Motion No 18806. This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Comimission on February 14, 2013 under Motion No 18806.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

" The conditions of approval under the ‘Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18806 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. .

SEVERABILITY

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

. Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE '

1. Va11d1ty and Expiration. The authorization and r1ght vested by virtue of this action is valid for the
term of the Central Subway Tunnel Bonng Machine Extraction Site Special Use District {Planning Code
Section 249.70). A building permit from the Department of Building Inspection to construct the project
and/or commence the approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an
approval of the proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to
commence the approved use. The Planning Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation
of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been obtained prior to the expiration of the
Central Subway Tunnel Boring Machine Extraction Site Special Use District (Planning Code Section
249.70). Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and continued diligently to completion. If
the site or building permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire after the expiration of
' the Central Subway Tunnel Boring Machine Extraction Site Special Use District (Planning Code Section
249.70), then the Conditional Use authorization will be deemed null and void.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcemnent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wwuw.sf-

planning.org

2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only
where failure to issue a permit’ by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant
improvements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the issuance of
such permit(s). A

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

planning.org

3. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a height reclassification from: the

40-X Height and Bulk District to the 55-X Height and Bulk District, along with Zoning Text Amendment

to adopt the “Central Subway Tunnel Boringr Machine Extraction Site Special Use District” associated

with the project for the subject property. The conditions set forth below are additional conditions

required in connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed

on the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as determlned by the Zoning
Administrator, shall apply

This approval is contingent on, and will be of rio further force and effect until the date that the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors has approved by resolution approving a
lease by and between the property owner and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for use
of the site to remove tunnel boring machines used in the Central Subway Project.

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

planning.org:
DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

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

$AN FRANCISCO 20
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . .

978



Motion 18806 : CASE NC. 2013.0050CTZ
February 14, 2013 . . 1731 Powell Street

staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department prior to issuance. :
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wwuw.sf-

5. Building Height. The height of the project shall not exceed the height of the existing vacant theater
building, and the roofline of the project shall not exceed the roofline profile formed by the roof, parapet,
and other rooftop apputtenances, equipment, and all other solid features of the existing theater building.
Prior to demolition of the existing theater building, the Project Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the
Planning Department a detailed survey, including elevations and sections, which accurately dimension
the height of the ex1stmg theater building, mcludmg the heights of all rooftop features of the ex15tmg
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Cuase Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-
plunning.brg '

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

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

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

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

8. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to work
with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the design and
programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets the standards of the Better Streets
Plan and all applicable City standards. The Project Sponsor shall complete final design of all required
street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of first
architectural addenda, and shall complete construction of &ll required street improvements prior to
issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. ’

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

9. Signage. The Project Sponsor.shall develop a signage program for the Project which shall be subject to
review and approval by Planning Department staff before submitting any building permits for
construction of the Project. All subsequent sign permits shall conform to the approved signage program.
Once approved by the Department, the signage program/plan information shall be submitted and
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approved as part of the site Permit for the Project. All exterior signage shall be designed to complement,
not compete with, the existing architectural character and architectural features of the building.
" For information ubout compliance, contact the Case. Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-

planning.org

10: Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has

significant effects to San Francisco étreetscapes when improperly located. However, they may not have

any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning Department recommends

the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, in order of most to least desirable:’

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

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

3. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor facade facing a pubhc right-of-
way;

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

5. Publicright-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; ‘

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

7. Ons-site, in a ground floor facade (the least desirable location).

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

Use and Mapping (DPW BSM).should use this preference schedule for all new transformer vault

installation requests.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at 415-

554-5810, hitp://sfdpw.org

11. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building adjacent
to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or MTA. ‘
For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco Municipal
Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfimta.org '

12. Noise, Ambient. ' Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels.
Spécifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Map1, “Background Noise
Levels,” of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code, new
developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior occupiable areas
from Background Noise and comply with Title 24. ‘

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Heqlth Section, Department of Public Health at (415)
252-3800, : '
www.sfdph.org

13. Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall
incorporate acoust1ca1 insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise.
For information ‘about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www. sf_~

planning.org
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14. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shall
submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for every 20 feet
of street frontage along public or private streets bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction of 10
_feet or more of frontage requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be evenly spaced
along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or other street obstructions do not permit.
The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works
(DPW). In any case in- which DPW cannot grant approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-
way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the
public welfare, and where installation of such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of
this Section 428 may be modified or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary. :
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-

15. Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented from
escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to implement the
project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and manufacturer specifications on
the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the primary fagade of the building.

. For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-
" planning.org 4 : '

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

16. Car Share. No fewer than one (1) car share space shall be made available, at no cost, to a certified car
share organization for the purposes of providing car share services for its service subscribers.

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

. 17. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than nine (9) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces as
- required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.5. '

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

18. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Central Subway Tunnel Boring Machine Extraction Site Special Use.
District, the Project shall provide no more than 27 off-street parking spaces.

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

19. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department,
and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic congestion and
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

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

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

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

21. Transit Impact Development Fee. Pursuant to Piaxming Code Section 411 (formerly Chapter 38 of the
‘Administrative Code), the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Impact Developi‘nent Fee (TIDF) as
required by and based on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. Prior to the
issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide the Planning Director
with certification that the fee has been paid.

~ For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plannmg Depurtment at 415-558-6378, www.sf-

plannmg org

22. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program.
a. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 Pursuant to Planrung Code 415.5, the Project Sponsor must pay
an Affordable Housing Fee at a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the number of units in an
off-site project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Requirement for the A
principal project. The applicable peréentage for this project is twenty percent (20%).

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

planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org.

b. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual ("Procedures
Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is incorporated herein by reference, as
published and adopted by the Planrﬁng Comumission, and as required by Planning Code Section 415.
Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth
in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the Mayor's Office of
Housing (“MOH") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or Mayor's Office of
Housing's websites, including on the internet at: ; ‘

http://st-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument. aspx7document1d~445

As provided in the Inclusiondry Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is

the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale or rent.

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

planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org.

i.  The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit at the
DBI for use by MOH prior to the issuance of the first constriction document, with an option for
the Project Sponsor to defer a portion of the payment prior to issuance of the first certificate of
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occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be deposited into the Citywide
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fund in accordance with Section 107A.13.3 of the San Francisco
Building Code.

ii.  Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the Project

~ Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that records a copy of this

approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice of Special
Restriction to the Department and to MOH or its successor.

iii.”  If project applicant fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates of
occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director of
compliance. A Project Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code
Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development
project and to pursue any and all other remedies at law.

' MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

23. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

24. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should irﬁplementaﬁon of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by
‘the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Plamﬁng' Code and/or the specific conditions of
approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such
complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing'on the matter to consider
revocation of this authorization. ,
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org

OPERATION

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

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at 415-

554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org
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26. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. )
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 415-

695-2017, hitpl/sfdpw.org

27. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and operated
so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of the building and
fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the San Francisco Noise
Control Ordinance. ' ’
For information about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning, restaurant
ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact the Environmental Health
Section, Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org

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

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

28. Odor Control. While it is inevitable that-some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby residents
and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance with the approved
plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors from escaping the premises.
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baagmd.gov and Code Enforcement,
Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org

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

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

plunnmg org

. 30. Hours of Operation. The subject establishment is limited to the following hours of operation:
6:00a.m. to 2:00 a.m.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org
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~ ADDENDUM TO SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

- REPORT Reception:
415.558.6378
. ‘ 01 Fax:
Date: January 31, 2013 415.558.6400
Case No.: - 1996.0281E '

, Project Title: Central Subway r'a”m”g. ,
S - U nformation:
e Zonmv e —ew. . North Beach NCD (North Beach 415.558 5377
- : ' : Neighborhood Commercial District) Zomng District

. 40-X Height and Bulk District
T Block/Lot:=== - - 0101/004
Lot Size: 15,320 square feet (1731 Powell 5t)

Project Sponsor: - San Francisco Municipal Transpor’catlon Agency (SFMTA)
John Funghi ~ (415) 701-4299

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department

Staff Contact Sarah Jones — (415) 575-9034
Sarah.b jones@sfgov.org

INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Addendum addresses the Central Subway project, as described in the 2008 Phase 2 Central

- Subway Supplemental Environmental Tmpact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact

“Report (2008 SEIS/SEIR) certified by the Planning Commission on August 7,2008t

Cahforma Envuonmental Quahty Act (CEQA) allows for preparatlon of an addendum to a
certified EIR when a change to a project is proposed that woilld not result in new or

substantially more severe significant impacts. SFMTA has proposed a modification to the
Central Subway project that would 1) change the location at which the tunnel boring machines
(TBM) being used to excavate the subway tunnel are removed from the ground and 2) allow for
redevelopment of the proposed new TBM retrieval shaft site, after the retrieval process is
concluded. | ' ) |

As described in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR, as currently approved, the constryction tunmel for the

underground portion of the Central Subway would continue north from the Chinatown Station

1 Pederal Transit Adminitration and San Francisco Planning Department, Final Central Subway Supplemental

Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Enviromental Impact Report, August 7, 2008. This document is on file
and available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 1996.281E.
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(at Jackson and Stockton Streets) and extend under Columbus Avenue to a site north of Union

Street, where the TBM would be extracted via a ;etrieval shaft Jocated in the public ;ight—of-
" way. The proposal analyzed in this Addendum would relocate this retrieval site to a privately-
" owned parcel at 1731 Powell Streei (Assessor’s Block 101, Lot 004), approximately 100 feet -
northwest of the original TBM extraction location. (“modified project”). The modified project
would also involve redevelopment of the 1731 Powell: Street site, currently occupied by a
vacant, approximately 55-foot-tall structure formerly used as a theater (“Pagoda Theater”).

The Pagoda Theater Properfy is the site of an approved project (Planning Department Case File
No. 2007.1117) (the “Pagoda Theater project”) Which'wouid modify and convert the existing
' theater to a mixed-use building with 18 residential units and 'approﬁmaj’cely 4,700 square feet
(sf) of ground floor festadranf and retail-use. Five stories (40,875 sf) of developed space over
basement parking would be accoﬁxmoda’ced:within the exie’a'ng 56-foot high structure. The
Planning Department issued a Certificate of Determination for a Class 32 Categorical
Exemption for the  Pagoda Theater project on' January- 6, 2009, and the Planmng Commission -

adopted a conditional use authorization for the - project in Motion 17797 on Ianuary 8,2009. On
"October 28, 2010, the Planning Commission amended the Conditional Use Authorization, in
Motion Number 18204, to allow the project sponsor to change the method by which the project
sponsor complied with the City’s affordable housing requlrements

Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft site to 1731 Powell Street (hereinafter referred to.as the
" “project site”) as proposed in the modified project would require demolition of the Pagoda
- Theater buﬂdmg In-addition to TBM extraction at the project site, the modified project also
would include the construction of a, development subs’canﬁally similar to the Pagoda Theater
project. The new construction would include a building with substantially the same building
envelope and development SPGCLﬁC&thI‘lS as the Pagoda Theater project, with the exception of a

dlfferent conﬁgurahon of the ground floor commercial space as one 4,700 sf restaurant use.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

SFMTA is constructing the Central Subway, a light-rail line that will operate independently
from the Muni Market Street Metro as a mew 1.7-mile cross town connector. The Central
Subway is an extension of the existi.ng"5.1~mjle Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Transit
Program, which began service in April 2007.

~The Central Subway will extend from the existing station at Fourth and King Streets as a surface
~ line, transitioning to subway operation under the Interstate 80 Freeway, between Bryant and

Case No. 1996.281E ' . : ' Addendum to SEIR/SEIS

Third Street Light Rail/Centyal Subwmy ' ' ‘ . January 2013
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Harrison Streets. The alignment will pass undemeath the existing BART/Muni Market Street
tube, and continue north under-Stockton Street to the system terminus in Chinatown at
Stocktont and Jackson Streets. A double track, 200-foot tail track for storage will continue
beyond the Chinatown stafion platform. Four stations will be located along the 1.7-mile
alignment: ' '

° A surface station on Fourth Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets;
o The Yerba Buena/Moscone (subway) Station at 4th and Folsom streets;
s Union Square/Market Street Station on Stockton Street at Union Square (subway)

with a direct path linking to the Market Street Muni Metro and BART trains; and
. Chinatown Station at Stockton and Wéshington streets (subway).

North of the Chinatown Station, the project scojpe' includes continuation of the twin tunnel
excavation to the retrieval shaft site iIn North Beach. As descr';bed in this Addendum, SEMTA. is
currently proposing relocation of the approved TBM retrieval shaft site from Columbus Avenue
to the property at 1731 Powell Street, affecting only the northernmost terminus of the Phase 2
alignment. - o ‘ A

Central Subway EIS/EIR Timeline
Milestones in the environmental review of the Central Subway project are sumumarized below:

1998: The Third Streef.Light Rail Project Final Environmental Impact Study and Final Environmental
‘Impact Report (1998 FEIS/FEIR) is certified by the Plarming Commission.

1999: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issuesa Record of Decision (ROD) for Third
Street Light Rail Project. The San Francisco Public Transportation Commission (predecessor to
SFMTA) approves Third Street Light Rail Project.

Spring 2007: Third Street Light Rail opens for service.

October 17 2007-December 10, 2007: The Central Subway Draft SupplementalEnvironmental‘-
Impact Statemeﬁi/ Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, addressing Phase 2, is circulated for a
55-day public review as part of the California  Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes.

Case No. 1996.281E - - Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway Jmuary 2013
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February 19, 2008: SEMTA Board of Directors selects Central Subway Project Alternative 3B
with fhe North Beach Construction Variant as the Locally Preferred Alternative.

August 2008: Planning Comumission certifies the Final Supplemental EIS/EIR (2008 SEIS/SEIR).
" The SEMTA Board of Directors approves the 2008 SEI5/SEIR and (SEMTA Board Resolution 08-

150) and adopts the Pro;ect CEQA Findings, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reportmg Program
: (MMRP) and the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

September 16, 2008: On appeal Board of Supemsors upholds Planmng Comlmssmn s
certification of 2008 SEIS/SEIR '

November 2008: The FTA issues an ROD, granting full environmental clearance to theiproject
and direct'mg implementaﬁon of the MMRP. '

March 2012: Construction begms along ahgmnent from Interstate 80 to Umon Square to prepare

for tunnel bormg

December 4, 2012: SFMTA Board of Dnectors ms’rructs the. D1rector of SFMTA to talce actions
necessary for :(mplementatlon of TBM retrieval at 1731 Powell Street.

'SETTING

The projeclt site is located-on an irregularly-shaped block bounded by Powell Street oni the east,
Columbus Avenue on the northeast, Filbert Street on the north, Mason Street to the west, arid
Union Street to the south. The project site is located on the eastern portion of the block where

- Columbus Avenue and Powell Street intersect. Land uses ad)acent to the project site mclude a

one-story restaurant (”Pellegruu”) and surface parking on Lot 045 north of the site; a brick
parking, garage with second-story offices fronting on Filbert Street and abutting the rear of the
* project site (Lot 031); and 2-3 story residential over commercial buildings fronting on Powell
Street south of the site. All other properties on the project block are developed with 2-4 story
residential uses, including Lot 007 which abuts the western edge of the project site. Buildings of _
three or more stories are similar in height to the existing Pagoda Theater building, despi’ce the
differences ini the number of stories, due to the prevailing construction practices at the time they
were built.  Other blocks in the vicinity have a similar development pattern, with mixed
commercial and residential uses along Columbus Avenue and small scale multifamily
residential uses elsewhere. Washing’ton Square, an approximately 2.15-acre park, is located

across Powell Street and Columbus Avenue from: the project site.

Case No. 1996.281E , , , Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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The préject site, and other properties along Columbus Avenue, are zoned North Beach
Neighborhood Commercizﬂ, District: (NCD) and. are in a 40-X height and bulk district. The
project site is also within the North Beach Special Use District (SUD) and North Beach Limited
Financial SUD. The residential portions of the project block and other nearby blocks are in the
RM-2 (Residential Mixed etc.) zoning district. The project site is also within the North Beach

historic resource survey area and the Washington Square Historic District.

PROJECT SUMMARY

See Figures 1-12 for representahons of the project s1te proposed TBM retrieval shaft site, and
proposed 1731 Powell Street Mixed Use Building. ’

- The modified project would include the f-ollowmg components:

» Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft site 100 feet northwest of the approved location,
from the Columbus Avenue right-of-way between Powell and Union Street to the

project site;
» Demolition of the existing Pagoda Theater building on the project site; and

" o Consfruction of a 56-foot tall mixed-use residential/retail buﬂdiﬁg with 18 residential

units, up to 4,700 square feet of restaurant use, and 27 basement parking spaces.

The project compornents are described in further detail below.

-Casé No. 1996.281E ‘ Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway ‘ _ o © January 2013

. SAN }"RANC!SGO 9 8 9

PLANNING DEPARTMENT




3 CI'L’Y AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'
PLANNING.DEPARTMENT

1741 Powiell St, Projéot Litation Map:

~ Podingoh -} peAhd
S ‘\i:’iﬂ',-;ﬁ' l \/j TL; L———

ot Y R VX
San Mateo County 1
3

TR
s Washis

1 Jerod

20

. FIGURE 1: PROJECT LOCATION
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, January 2013
Not fo Seale

Case No. 1996.281E o : . Addendumto SEIR/SEIS

Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway - : : . January 2013

SAN FRANCISGO . 990
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .



ey et

Sl s TUE
oz s B
T Rr——.
ral ¥t I

IO KVHNS 1l QTN 10H
Qo Teddd? 5§ XM T

L KO WA ONDE s ]

PEXUNT )

S B N0 OE £ J0NE ©
. 3 *SsTOH
AN 3 kXIS SNl

TW RGO ST S

LSS (4
0 IR ¥4 ABA X 0L IOE Ry
My HYRECELS T4 IR0 200

TN WY THIAL
UM 3 DS
WeNaosddy SO Dnne
SO (T

B T8 SOk KOUNDRR
HOONA Y MNLD Tai
1nitRa3  foi {48}

Ir0 odE
TR W SOmI Tre/onl

O NS ¥avel £10 BN

A0 SICAIWR DR DL
Va7 EHRLN Y 4G XIOLKE

T I N O, BIOT |

o

1

“t

153LON

2

=
k: -3
Graavd 4300 ‘vl MouYASYE

-

4

AT

4 53 FaE\a,

¢ BapY™apebag \imialy

S5 wid DYy - ZUERE B0 4

FIGURE 2

PROPOSED TBM RETREIVAL SHAFT SITE

Source: SFMTA, January 2013

20
S
RS
A
Rl 2
T
SIS
22
‘B
w
by
=
A~
A
™~
3
=
=3
wy
=
Ry
5
&
|
=3
i
w2
i
Q.2
N o
24
[
TR
NoS
&)
O] &

991

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SAN FRANCISCO



Pualc -

POWELL DYREET

S AP AR A I OLH

OV: srcm’ \%%

PARKHG

ExST, RED CURB

RKIHA J4=TEH,
=, T

EXSTING TREE

e /

WASHIRGTON SOUARE PARK ’ ( .
%gmrwx . :

1 ESHEPLAN
§I«dnx~<

Case No., 1996.281E

FIGURE 3: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST SITE PLAN

Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway

S4N FRANGISGD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .

Source: SWS 1/7/13

992

Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
" January 2013



ML b

uegnelee s,

&
RESTAURANT
1 . : ) [xa]

LS 05 RIS LAOER
AT LRSS 58 WS,

PR T T

FIGURE 4: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST GROUND FLOOR PLAN
’ ' Source: SWS 1/7/13

Case No. 1996.281E . - Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway : : Jenuary 2013

SAN FRANGISCO 9 9 3

PLANNING DERPARTMENT



sotaTinERRE e .
\ sEiEmnraEs .

v G
\<'

BAYE HETLOTRABLE, PRV
SLAE DI

i

P

31

Case No. 1996.281E

FIGURE 5: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST SECOND LEVEL PLAN

Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT.

.

Source: SWS 1/7/13

10

994

Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
' January 2013



H o
= I_Iq

)1

L

®

740 1316
Powel] Siresl

QI3

{==)

FIGURE 6: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST THIRD LEVEL PLAN .
: Source: SWS 1/7/113

Case No. 1996.281E 11 - ) - Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
Third Strect Light Rail/Central Subway . January 2013
SKN FRANCISCO 995

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



N

i

1kt
£

O

! Powpll Sfrget !

N P e

N

FIGURE7: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST FOURTH LEVEL PLAN
: ’ Source: SWS 1/7/13

Case No. 1996.281E . 12‘ Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway January 2013

HAMNING DEPARTMENT : E 996



FIGURE 8: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST FIFTH LEVEL PLAN

Source: SWS 1/7/13
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Source: SWS 1/7/13
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- TBM Retrieval Shaft Relocation

- Currently, and as described in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR, the Central Subway Project includes TBM
retrieval within the Columbus Avenue right-of-way, between Union and Powell Streets. The
grade level at the current TBM extraction site on 'Columbus Avenue is at an elevation of
approxilnately 70 feet SE Datum. As currently planned, the bored tunmel will rise gradually
underground from 20 feet SF Datum to 30 feet SF Datum, with the depth change occurring over
a distance of approximately 130 feet. A concrete shaft with a 1,600 sf footprint (40 feet by 40
féet) would be constructed and TBM retrieval would occur 40 feet below grade level (30 feet SF
Datum). The retrieval shaft would essentially be a large concrete box, and would allow for
access to the TBM and removal of the TBM via a crane. A treated zone, measuring 20 feet by 40
feet and 40 feet in depth, would be Jocated immediately adjacent to the retrieval shaft at the
point where the TBM would enter, and would consist of injected grouted cblunms within the

. soil that create a stable ground water barrier at the interface of the tunnel with the retrieval

shaft. At the end of the TBM extraction pfocess, the retrieval shaft would be covered with a

hatch roof and the Coluimbus Avenue street surface would be restored. -

Under the modified project, the TBM extraction would occur a't'the 'pro]'ec’c site, rather than the ’
Columbus Avenue right-of-way. This change, involving an additional 100 feet of tunneling,
would entail excavation of 530 additional cubic yards of soil.

In the modified project, there would be no grade change for the tunnel work. The bottom of fhe
tunnel alignment would remain at an-elevation of approximately 20 feet SF Datum over the
length of the proposed extension. There is an EXLShIlg downward~slopmg grade over the lengfh -
of the proposed extended tunnel alignment, so at the point of retrieval the bottom of the tunnel
would be approximatéiy 40 feet below the grade level of 60 feet SF Datumy; in addition, the
retrieval shaft structure would extend approkiﬁxétely 25 feet further below ground, to -10 feet
SE Datum, 70 feet below grade level. A treated zone eqmvalent in size to the one currently

planned would be located adjacent to the retrieval shaft at the pomt where the TBM would
enter the shaft.

Construction and TBM retrieval equipment would be positioned on the project site, and may
also require use of an existing surface parking lot abutting the project site to the west. TBM
extraction activity would occur over a period of 15 months, including 4 months of building

demolition, 6 months of shaft construction, and 5 months of TBM removal and shaft‘closing.
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1731 Powell Street Mixed-Use Project

© A building permit (BPA 200908124636) for modifications t6 the existing building at the Pagoda
Theater project site was approved by the Planm'ng Department on November 2, 2012. The
Pagoda Theater project as approved would convert the 56- foot high vacant structure to a mlxed- '
" use building with 18 residential units, two retail commercnal' spaces - mcludmg an
approxunately 3,875 square foot restaurant and a 1,000. square foot retail space — and 27
:mdepelrdently accessible parking spaces in a below-grade garage. '

The proposed TBM retrieval would require demolition of the” Pagoda Theat’cer building,
eliminating the possibility of alteration of the ex:(shng buﬂdmg as approved Alfter the retrieval
work is completed the property owner would construct a rmxed—use buﬂdmg substanua]ly '
-similar to the approved project. In addlﬁon to the tunnel extension and TBM retrleval thls
Addendum considers the demolition and cons’cructxon of a new mixed-use burldmg with. up to
18 ‘residential - units, a 4,700 square foot restaurant and 27 mdependen’dy accessrble parkmg
spaces in a below-grade garage on the project site, following completion of the TBM retrieval.
" Total developed, usable space would be 40,875 sf. The TBM retrieval shaft would be converted
to storage for residential use. The height of the new building would be approximately 55 feet,
consistent with the height of the existing building. The roof line of the new bulldmg would be
consistent with the roof line of the existing building. The existing building has a blade sign on
its western facade; a blade sign with generally the same position and dimensions as the existing -
blade sign would be included in the new buﬂdmg design (see F1gures 10 and 11) ..

The emsung herght ]umt on the project site is 40 feet. Bullt pnor to the lmplementatlon of the
40-X height district, the current building, at approximately 55 feet, is a non-complying structure. -
Because the Pagoda Theater project involyed modification. of an existing, non-complying
structure, the existing building height could be retained. However, because the project as
proposed now involves demolition of the existing building and construction of a new building,
a Special Use District (SUD) is proposed as part of the modified project to allow construction to
, e'height of approﬁm&tely 55 feet.as measured under the Planning Code, maintaining the same
roof line at the same height as the existing bwldmg In addition, since the time of the approval
of the Pagoda Palace project, the Plamring Code has been amended several times in ways which
would otherwise impede the construction of the Pagoda Palace project, if the project were to
move forward under current code. The SUD would allow modifications to these otherwise
applicable Planning Code provisions related to off-street parking, rear yard, ground floor
ceiling heights, dwelling umit exposure, signage, establishment of a restaurant use, and

maximum non-residential use size.
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‘Approvals Required

The modified p_réject would require the following _approvaE: '
. C;)nfiiﬁona'l Use authorization (Planning Commission);
e Special Use District approval (Board of .Supervisors);

» THeight Reclassification from the 40-X Height and Bulk District to the 55-X Height and
Bulk District (Board of Superv1sors)

»  Authorization of lease of 1731 Powell Street and authorization of Central Subway tunnel
contract modification (SFMTA Board of Dlrectors) and

« Approval of a building permit for 1731 Powell Street buﬂdmg (Depaltment of Buﬂdmg
! Inspectlon) ‘

CEQA REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Based on the épplication submitted to the Planning Department by SEMTA (for the proposed
project), the Department must determine what level of environmental review is required to’
comply with CEQA. An Addendum may be prepared if (1) the proposed project is not
substantially revised so as to result in new significant impacts or a worsening of significant
impacts identified in the preﬁously certified EIR; (2) the background conditions under which
the Proposed project would be constructed have not changed substantively from those
conditions described in the previously certiﬁed EIR; and (3) new information of substantial
importénce has not surfaced (see California Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Section
15162 of the CEQA Guidelines for a detailed description of the conditions that trigger
preparation of a subsequeht BIR). The proposed project would not result in any new significant
impacts compared to those identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR for the Third Street: L1ght
Rail/Cenfral Subway project. Therefore, under Section 21081 and Section 15162 of the CEQA
Guidelines, a subsequent EIR does not need to be prepared. This Addendum conforms to the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 and discloses potential changes in ph‘fsmal

effects relating to pro;ecL modmca‘ions

As described above, when compared to the approved Central Subway project, the currently
proposed project would alter the location of the TBM retrieval shaft site by approximately 100

Case No. 1996.281E ‘ 19 : Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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- feetto the northwest, from the Columbus Avenue rlght-of—way to the pnvately—owned paxcel at
1731 Powell Street. The : project would. also alter the existing approvals for the conversion of the
. Pagoda Theater bmldmg from a theater to a mixed-use residential and commercial building,
instead providing for demolition of the éxisﬁng buﬂding and construction of a new mixed-use

project.

'The project -site and its surroundings have remained Targely the same as when they were
analyzed within the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. New significant effects or increases in the severity of
prevmusly identified 51gmﬁcant effects are not expected to result from the proposed project,
and a subsequent or supplemental EIR i 1s, ﬂlere.fore, not necessary. Accordingly, an Addendum
provides an appropriate level of CEQA analysis for the inodiﬁed projéct o

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
LAND USE, P‘LANS"'"KN‘D"ZO'NlNG'“

The existing buﬂdmg on the 15,320 square foot project site was used as a film and live
performance theater from its construction in 1908 until 1985. The project site is Jocated on the
southwest corner of Powell Street and Columbus Avenue across Columbus Avenue from
Washington Square. The surrounding North Beach neighborhood is characterized by a mix of
small commercial uses and single and. small-scale mulﬁfamﬂy residential uses, and has
.experienced relatively little new developmen’c.‘ Aside from the approved Pagoda Theater
éonversion, the North Beach Library project. one block northwest of the project site on
Columbus Avenue is the only ma]or new development pending in the area. Predommant :
bulldmg helghts are 2—-4 stories. ’

. The modifiegl pi'oject introduces a new component of the Central Subway project,
redevelopment of the project site with residential and commercial uses: The environmental
*  impacts of the uses proposed on the site were analyzed in a Class 32 Categorical Exemption for
the Pagoda Theater conversion project, issued on ]aﬁuary 6, 2009. In that determination, the -
Planning Department concluded that the addition of 18 units and 3,875 sf of restaurant use
would not create any significant impacts, including significant land use impacts, because the
proposed project would be consistent with the type of uses in the area and would not disrupt or
divide the existing communitjf. At the time that the Pagoda Theater project was considered for
‘ ’approvals, it was consistent with then-applicable Plamﬁiig Code requirements.

Cuse No. 1996.281E - Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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The proposed project includes the adoption of a special use district. With the adoption of the
SUD, the modified project would be consistent with the San Francisco Planning Code. There
“have been no major changes in the vicinity since that determination that would alter this
conclusion with regard to land use, and the proposed residential and restaurant uses,
residential density, and building height continue to be consistent with buildings and activities
in the surrounding neighborhood. Although comumercial uses would exceed those analyzed in
the categorical exemption by approximately 800 sf, the proposed building on the project site

would contain substantially the same uses as the previously approved Pagoda Theater project.

Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft site from Columbus Avenue to the project site would
reduce disruption of vehicular and pedestrian traffic on Columbus Avenue, potentially
reducing the less-than-significant effects on nelghbormg commercial and residential uses.
| Although no significant land use impact associated with this activity was identified in the 2008
SEIS/SEIR, the modified project would reduce any such impact on the viability of Columbus

Avenue commercial uses.

The modified project wdﬁld have Ies_s—ﬂian-signiﬁcant Tand use Impacts.

Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans

Planning Code

At approximately. 55 feet in height, the exisﬁng Pagoda Theater building is a nonconforming
structure within the 40-X Height and Bulk district. The building_ was constructed in 1908, prior
to the creation of the height and bulk district. Numerous buildings on the project block and m
the surrounding area similarly exceed the 40-foot height limit.

The approved Pagoda Theater project involved modification of the extant structure, allowing

for retention of the existing building height. The modified project involves demolition of the

buﬂdiﬁg to enable excavation and operation of the TBM retrieval shaft, and construction of a

new approximately 55-foot-high building. This new building is not consistent with the 40-X
Height and Bulk District. The modified project includes a proposed Central Subway Turmel

Boring Machine Extrac’non Site Special Use District (SUD) applying the plowsxons of the 55-X

Height and Bulk District to the site.

Case No. 1996.281E - o1 Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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The SUD also exempts the proposed néw building from recently amended Planning Code ‘
provisions that otherwise would preclude the construction of the existing entitled building -
program. In contrast with the existing zoning on the site, the SUD as proposed would allow:

» Use of the ground _ﬂ.o.or. commercial space as a restaurant;
 Nonresidential use eﬁ;ceeding 4,000 sf in eize;

« Provision of a maximum of 27 vehicle parking spaces;

»  Minimum eeﬂing height of 8.5 feet f.or ground floor nonresidential uses;
« Modification of the rear.yard.reqlﬁrements S | |

. Modﬁicaﬁon of the' dWeHing unit ex.pos,ure reqﬁire_inep’c; and

.« Exemption the pfoposed blade sign from heighflimitaﬁbnf

Other prov1s1ons of the SUD address ad_lmmstratlve and permitting reqmrements and would

not affect the physmal environment.

The SUD as proposed would allow construction of a building with the same overall
specifications as the approved Pagoda Theater project. Potential physical 'enviroﬁmental
impacts of the demolition, excavatton, and new construction that would be permltted under the
SUD are addressed in this Addendum

General Plan

The City’s General Plan, which provides general policies and objectives to guide land use: -
decisions, contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. General Plan
policies pertaining to other issues but not affecting the physical environment are not discussed .
in this document, but. will be considered by decision makers as part qf their decision whether to
approve or disapprove the preposed project. No substantial conflict with any environmental
objective or policy within the General Plan was identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR for the project.
Similarly, the proposed project would not result in subbtantlal conflict with any environmental
General Plan objective or policy. The issue of General Plan conformity will be reconsidered by‘
the Planning Commission during their deliberations over the proposed project. Any potential
conflicts with the General Plan identified as part of that process would not alter the physical and
envuonmegtal effects pf the plopqsed project. Further, the conclusions reached in the 2008
SEIS/SE]R that the original project would not conflict with relevant plans would remain
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applicable to the propose& project. Thus, the modified project would have similar Jess-than-
significant land use impacts, as was identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR.

VISUAL QUALITY

Equipment used for construction and operation of the TBM retrieval shaft will be visible from
the surrounding area, including Washington Square. Relocation of the TBM extraction site by
100 feet will riot substanﬁally change this ilﬁpact Moreover, the impact is temporary and was
not considered significant in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR; an improvemeht measure requiring screening .

of construction areas was included in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR (See Mitigation Measures p. 57).

The modified project would involve -redevelopmen’c of the Pagoda Theater site with a new
structure ‘equal in size to the existing vacant building. Because the new structure would not
exceed the existing structure in size, any change resulting from the modified project in views
from publicly-accessible vantage points would be minimal. The project site is not considered a
scenic resource, and construction of a new building on the site would not have a substantial,
demonstrable riegative effect on the visual character of the project site or its surroundings. The
project would be subject to restrictions on the use of reflective or mirrored glass, and night

lighting would be at a level consistent with the proposed uses and other lighting in the area.

The above analysis indicates that the modified project would not degrade the visual character of
this urbanized portion of San Francisco; would ot have a demonstrable adverse aésthetic
effect; and would not result in substantial light or glare. Therefore, the proposed modification to
the Central Subway project would not have significant aesthetic impacts.

CULTURAL RESOURCES |
Ascheological Resoul‘qeé

The Planning Department reviewed the Pagoda Theater project for impacts to CEQA-significant
archeological resources.? The existing basement slabs extend to-a depth of 7 to 15 feet below

grade, and the Pagoda Theater project involved a further 7 feet of excavation.

2 Archeological Response for 1735-1741 Powell Street, Memorandum from Den Lewis, Major Environmental
-Analysis, January 5, 2009. This document is on file and available forpublic review at the Platining Department,
1650 Mission Street, 4® Floor, s part of Case File No. 1996.281E and Case File No 2007.11178.
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| By the mid-1860s, the project site was occupied by San Francisco’s only Eastern Orthodox. -
church, . which was destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire. The site contains deposits
indicating 51gn1ﬁcant fill ep1sodes dating from prior to the construction of the Orthodox church,
and again from the time penod between 1906 and the construction of the theater in 1908. The
Department concluded that any historical remains were likely removed at the time that the
basement of the Pagoda Theater was constructed, and the Pagoda Theater Pro]ect would not
' affect CEQA—Slgmﬁcant archeological resources.’ -

According to the geotechmcal report prepared for the site, the project site soils may contain
alluvial deposits, which have a moderate sensitivity for prehistory remains. The Colma
Formation may also be present under the site, the uppér 3-5 feet ‘of which is considered sensitive

for prehistoric deposits of the Middle and Late Holocene era?’

While it is not expected that the redevelopment of the project site with the 1731 Powell Street
mixed-use buﬂding would result in any greater impact to CEQA~signiﬁcant archeological
l'etvOUICGb than the ragoua Theater PIOJQCF”’Ehe moumecrpw]ecrwomd IIIC_IE‘ab(:‘ the (J.EPIII of
excavation on the project site at the turmel and TBM retrieval shaft locations. If archeological
resources are present at greater depths than previously considered for the Pagoda Theater
proposal, they could be affected by construction of the tunnel, treated zone, and/or TBM
retrieval shaft. B -

Potential archeological resource impacts of the Central Subv‘vay project are described in Section
4.4,6.7, and 7.3.3 of the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. The analysm identified two known prehlstonc and five
known historic archeological sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Central
Subway aligrunent alternatives. Columbus Avenue and the TBM retrieval shaft site were
‘identified as potential historic archeological resource sites because the roadWay cut through -
multlple cify lots that were already develop ed at the time of roadway constructton in the 1870s,
and because of the early use of Washmgton Square as a pubhc space. As a project subject to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the project was subject to a
Programmatic Agreement (PA) and further mitigation as part of the 2008 SEIS/SEIR process.
Extension of the excavation to 1731 Powell Street as proposed would .require ‘further
consultation with SHPO to make mochﬁcatmns to the APE and develop an Archeological
Momtonng Plan for the newly affected area. '

3 Memorandum from Randall Dean, San Francisco Plaiming Department to Sarah Jones, San Francisco Planning
Department, January 18, 2013. This docurment is on file and available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 1996 281E. . )
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An archeological mitigation measure was applied to the Central Subway project, requiring
Jimited testing along the selected alignment, monitoring during construction in sections of the
alignment determined to have moderate to high sensitivity; for significant archeological
resources, compleﬁon of a technical report following asséssment,,and requirements associated
with discovery of any unexpected resources during construction (see Mitigation Measures, p.

57). This mitigation measure would continue to be implemented for the project as modified.

"The modified proj'ec‘r would not result in any new significant impacts or require mitigation
beyond that identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. ‘

Histbricézl Archifecfurdl Resources

TBM Retrieval Shaft Relocution

The 1731 Powell Street site is located within the Washington Square Historic District. The TBM
retrieval shaft would not result in any permanent physical change; therefore, with regard to the
TBM retrieval shaft compatibility with the surrounding district, impacts would be similar to the
approved projecf, would not affect the use or historic character .of Washington Square, and
would be temporary and less than significant. A

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR analyzed the impacts of project construction on historic buildings and
concluded that vibration from tunnel and station construction, and ground settlement near cut-
and-cover construction locaﬁo.ns,Acould result in minor architectural or structural damage.
Accordingly, construction mitigation measures were identified to reduce impacts to a less than
significant level, including vibration monitoring and adjustments in construction methods if
warranted to ensure that vibration remains below 0.12 inches/second peak particle vibration A
(PPV).2 '_[hlel mitigation measures were included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting
program (MMRP) adopted for the project (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57).

The TBM retrieval shaft relocation would increase the potential for construction activities to
affect the building at 721 Filbert Street, which abuts the project site to the west. 721 Filbert
Street is a two-story masonry garage building constructed in 1907. It is included in the UMB
(Unreinforced Masonry Building) Survey and was rated “1” (on a scale of -2 to 5, with 5 being
the most important) in the 1976 Architectural Survey. It is considered a potential historic

resource by the Planning Department and is a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. The

4 2008 SEIS/SEIR pp. 6-72-6-82.
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proposed retrieval shaft site is also adjacent to a potential historic resource at 1717-1719 Powell .
Street to the south of the project site, a three-story frame building constructed in 1914 with a
survey rating of “2” on the North Beach Survey and a National Register historic status code of
II6L-I’ ' '

Mitigation measures adopted for the Central Subway project to reduce cdz{strucf;ion vibration
mmpacts on historic buildings to less-than-significant levels would be applied to the extension of
the tunmel and construction of the TBM retrieval shaft. As with the approved project, impacts -
+ associated with historical architectural resources from the proposed TBM retrieval shaft

relocation would be less than 51gmf1cant with mitigation.

1731 Poiuell Redevelopment S

.Belc.:ause the Pagoda Theater project proposed éﬁbsfanﬁal alteration to the .I’agqga"Iheater
. Building, the Plarming Department required preparation of a Supplemental Information Form

for Historical Resource Evaluation’ and completed a Historic Resource Evaluati(_)_zl_l_{‘es;')onse'
(HIRER). The HRER concluded that the bujlciihg is located in the Washﬁxgton Square Historic
District, but due to rémoval of the marquee and all interior parﬁtion’s and finishes, and creation
of new openings on the primary building elevation, the building lacks the necessary integrity to
be considered eligible individually or as a contributor to the district for the California Register
of Historic Resources (CRHR). Therefore, no resource is present on the site. The determination
tﬁat the propoéed alteraﬁoné'wc')uld not have an adverse effect on the Washington Square -
Historic District was based on the Pagoda Theater project’s maintenance of the overall 'siz.e,

massing, and-arc}dtectural features such as the blade sign.

The modlﬁed project Would result in demolition of the Pagoda Theater building. This would
not result in a significant anact as the existing building is not a historical resource. The
Planning Department considered the effect of the proposed new mixed-use development on the __
Washirlgton Square Historic District, and concluded"ghat the modified project would be a

5 Page & Turnbull, Inc, Supplemental Information Form, Pagoda Theatre, 1731-1741 Powell Street, San Francisco CA, 14
June 2007. This document is on file and available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Streef,
Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.1117E and Case File No. 1996.281E.

¢ Historic Resource Evaluation Response prepared by Tim Frye, San Francisco Planning Department, December 74,
2008. This document is on file and available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, in Case File No. 2007.1117E and Case File No. 1996.281E.
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compatible infill development due to the repliéation of similar size, scale, and detailing, with

inclusion of the blade sign”

Summary

The adopted mi’cigatioﬁ measures for Central Subway construction impacts on cultural
resources would effectively. reduce impacts from the modified project to less that sign‘if.icant
The modified project would not result in significant impacts on cultural resources beyond those
addressed in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. ' ‘

TRANSPORTATION
TBM Refrieval Site Relocation

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR acknowledged that there would be temporary, less than significant traffic
and transit impacts on Columbus Avenue during construction and operation.of the TBM.
retrieval shaft. Columbus Avenue is a four-lane, two-way major arterial with multiple transit
lines and sidewalks and on-street parkmg on both sides of the streef. The modified pro]ect
would avoid these less than 51gmﬁcant impacts. ‘

As curently proposed under the modified project, the project site (and potentially the
neighboririg surface parking lot) would accommodate most work areas for TBM retrieval shaft
construction and 'o‘peration. However, periodic Jane and street closure of Powell Street between
Columbus Avenue and Union Street may be required. The tunnel conractor and SEMTA
would maintain all current and approved practices for traffic control and loading zone
relocation, and no new significant impacts would occur. It is expectéd that the transportation
impacts of TBM retrieval shaft relocation would be less substantial than those of the approved
project, as Powell Street in this location accommodates less traffic than Columbus Avenue, and

no relocation of overhead bus lines for the 30-Stockton bus would be required.

7 Historic Resource Evaluation Response (revised Part I) prepared by Rich Sucre, San Francisco Planning
Department, January 18, 2013. This document is on file and available for review at the Planning Departiment, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 1996.281E. '
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1731 Powell Street

This sectioni provides an updated assessment of the irip generation associated with the

_ proposed 1731 Powell Street redevelopment8

Trip generahon was conducted to estimate the total ‘rips from the 1731 Powell Street project
and assess the impact of the net new trips on' the surroundmg roadway network. Trip
generation calculations and assumptions were based on the 2002 San Francisco Transportation
Tmpact Anaiysjs Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) and assumed a daily trip
rate of 10 trips for eyéry residential uxﬁt, and 150 trips per 1,000 gross square feet of retail space.-
Trip generation calculations also assumed that 17.3 percent of the daily residential trips, and 9
- percent of the retail trips, would occur during the PM peak hour. Average vehicle occupancy
factors obtained from the SF Guidelines were applied to the auto mode split to obtain the vehicle -
trips due to the pfoposed project. Resultant vehicle trips are shown in Table 3 along with the -

B person trips for other modes of travel. Mode sp]it and vehicle occupancy infermation for ’che

obtamed from the 2000 Census‘for Census Tract 107. Table 1, below, summanzes expected tups.

_As shown in Table 1, the modified project would result in 17 peak hour vehicle trips and 21
peak hour transit trips atfributable to the redevelopment of 1731 Powell Street. - Seventeen
vehicle trips dlstnbu’ced to local intersections would not have the potential to contribute
subs’canﬁally to traffic levels, and the modified pro]ect would not create new 51g1uﬁcant f:rafﬁc

A,

zmpacts

The project site is served by eig'ht' MUNI lines with sto‘ps within two blocks of the site. The -
projected 21 peak hour transit trips would be distributed over those lines, and the pro]ect Would
not have the potential to i increase transit ndershlp beyond capacity levels :

8 San Prancisco Planning Department, Transportation Calcilations for 1741 Powell Street, January 15,.2013. These
calculations are on file and available for review at ‘rhe Plamuncr Department, 1650 Mission Sireet, Suite 400, in
Case File No. 1996.281E.

?  San Francisco Planning Depamnent,_Tmnsportuiian Dispact Analysis Guidelines for Envimnn%enttzl Review, October
2002. ‘This document is also known as SF Guidelines. ~
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TABLE1

TRIP GENERATION AND PARKING DEMAND -1731 POWELL STREET

ResxdentlalComponent CommerCIalComponent - . Total
Daily Peak Hour Daily Peak Hou‘r Dai]y. Peak H.our

Auto |

Person Trips 47 8 - 253 23, 300 31

Veh.icle trips 41 7 107 . 10 - 148 17
Transit 59 10 e | 11 178 21
Pedestian 67 2| e 22" | 313 34
Other. ', o 7 1 87 8 o 9
Parking Space Demand : 27 9 short term/3 long term | | 39
Loading trips .06 avéragel.D? peak i .05 averagé/.OB peak- {.1 1'averagel..13 peak

The proposed building would be accessed via a single driveway entrance/egress on Powell
Street, near the intersection with Columbus Avenue to the north. There is adequate space for
queuing of vehicles within the garage and vehicles entering the site would not be expected to

result in traffic flow impacts on Powell Street or Columbus Avenue.

The proposed project is expected to generate 34 peak-hour pedestrian trips. This increase in
pedestrian trips would not be substantial, and the project would not result in pedestrian
ilnpacté. Bicycle Route #11, a Class III Bicycle route, runs along Columbus Avenue but, because
the project’s dnveway would be located off the bicycle route on Powell Street conflicts between
vehicle and blcycle traffic would not be expected to'occur.

Parking

The proposed project includes 27 parking spaces. This ploposal is consistent with the amount
of parking approved for the site in 2009. One off-street loadmcr space would be provided in the
- underground garage; no off-street loading is requlred under Planning Code Section 155 for a

project of this size.
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Based on SF Guidelines estimates, the proposed project would generaté demand for 39 parking
spaces, resulting in a demand-based parking deficit of 12 spaces. San Francisco does not
consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment. Parking conditions
_are not sta.ﬁc as parkjng supply and demand variés over time. Hence, the availability .of
parking space is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change

 their modes and patterns of travel.

Parking deficits are considered to be :social effects, rather than ﬁnpacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treatéd

as significant impacts on the e11§7irdr1mént Environmental documents should, however,

address the secondary physmal lmpacts that could be triggered by & social impact. (CEQA L
* Guidelines § 15131(a).) The social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to hunt for

scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but there may be secondary physmal
environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, ~

safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco

"transportafion planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined
with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot)
and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits.
Any such resulting shifts to transit service in particular, would be i in keepmg with the City’s
”Tran51t First” policy.

The transportaﬁoﬁ aﬁalysié .accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and
looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assumjngr that all drivers
would attempt to find parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if
convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the éecondary effects of drivers searching for
parking is typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due’ to others who are aware of
constrained péfking conditions in a given area. Hence, any secondary environmental impacts -
which may result from a shortfall in"parking in the vicinity of the proposed projecf would be
minor, and the trafﬁlc‘assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well as in the
associated air quality, noise-and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably addresses potential

secondary effects.

The modified project would not result in any teﬁlporary or permanent new significant
transportation impacts not identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. ' '

N
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NOISE AND VIBRATION

TBM Retrieval Shaft Site Relocation

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR identified mitigation measures for the impacts of construction vibration on
historic buildings, and improvement measures to further reduce the less-than-significant
impacts of _éons‘cruction noise. With TBM .retrieval shaft relocation, noise from shaft
construction and operation would occur at closer proximity to sensitive recepfofs (residences)
surrounding the project site. Although residents surrounding the project site would experience
greater noise levels than under the approved project; the impacts would be similar to those
‘analyzed in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR for other residences proximate to the TBM retrieval shaft
location on Columbus Avenue or other aboveground construction areas for the Central Subway
project. TBM retrieval would use similar equi'pment, to construction actvities, and the
operation of the shaft would likewise have similar noise impacts as construction. The adopted
chstruction vibration mitigation measures and noise improvement measures would be applied
to the modified project (see Mitigation M_eaéures p- 57 and Improvement Measures p. 59), and
noise and vibration impacts from TBM retrieval shaft relocation would remain less than

- significant.

1731 Powell Street Mixed-Use Bu;’ldi’ng

Noise levels on Columbus Avenue exceed 75 Ldn (level day-night weighted decibeis} and are in
the rahge of 65-70 Ldn on Powell Street, Uﬁion Street,'and Eﬂbert Streef®, Thé addition of 18
units and 4,700 sf of restaurant use from redevelopment of the 1741 Powell Street site would not
create a sufficient increase in vehicle trips to result in substantial increases to existing noise
levels in the vicinity of the proje‘ct site. Other Aoperational noise, such as restaurant ventilation
systems, would be at Ievels:typicaﬂy present in an urban area. Operational and building
coﬁst_rucﬁon noise would be regulated under the City’s Noise Ordinarice (Article 29 of the
Police Code). '

The modified project would add sensitive receptors to the project site due to the residential
component of the project. The project site frontages on Columbus Avenue and Powell Street are
subject to noise levels in excess of the recommended noise levels for residential use identified in

the General Plan’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noisell; 4 small poriion

0 Sa'n Frandsco Planning Department Geograph.ic Information System, accessed January 22, 2013.
11 San Francisco Gem_aral Plan, Environmental Protection Element, Policy 11.1.
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of the project site closest to Columbus Avenue is subject to noise levels exceeding 75 Ldn, the

level at which noise analysis prior to building permit issuance is required i)er the mitigation

measures adopted for the 2009 Housing Element. The building would be subject to detailed
noise. analysis as part of the building permit process, and would be required to meet the
California Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulatmns, and no

’ significant impacts would occur from this component of the modified pro]ect

- AIR QUALITY

In accordance W1th the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are 1dent1f1ed '

for the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), parhculate matter

(PM), nitrogen dioxide (NOZ), sulfur dioxide (502) and lead. These -air pollutants are termed

criteria air pollutants because they are.regulated by developing specific public health- and
welfare-based criteria as the ba51s for settmg pemu331ble levels The Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) has established thresholds of s1gmf1cance to determme if 4
projects would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality .

- violatjon, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within -

the San Frahciéco Bay Area Air Basin. To assist lead agencies, the BAAQMD, in their CEQA Aijr.
Qua]ity Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criteria. If a proposed project meets the
screening criteria, then the pro]ect would result in Iess—than—s1gmﬁcant criteria-air pollutant

. impacts. A project that exceeds the screenmg criteria may requn“e a detailed air quahty

assessment to determine whether criteria’air pollutant emissions would .exceed 51gn1f1cance
thresholds. The proposed pro]ect would not exceed criteria air pollutant screening levels for

operauon or constmctlon

In addition fo criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants

(TACs). TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing

chronic (i.e., of long-duration) and acute (i.€., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human

“health, including carcinogenic effects. In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most

adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to
inventory and assess air pellution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quah’cy, termed “air pollution hot spots,” were
identified based on two health-protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of
emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million populahon, and/or (2)

cumulative PM25 concentrations greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter. Land use
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projects within these air pollution hot spots require special consideration to determine whether

the project’s activities _Would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant

concentrations.

The 1731 Powell Street project site is not within an air pollution hot spot. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to exposing

sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution.

Prior to the finalization of the current BAAQMD screening criteria, the 2008 SEIS/SEIR analyzed
- construction and operational emissions associated with .the Central Subway project and
concluded that dust and emission control measures would be incorporated into the project in
compliance. with BAAQMD requirements, and construction impacts would be less than
significant. As noted on page 6-113 of the SEIS/SEIR, the TBM retrieval shaft in proximity to
Washingtoﬁ Square would not result in substantial adverse impacts because “the exposed area
is relatively small and control measures are being included in the Project to reduce dust
emissions.” The proposed new location for the TBM retrieval shaft would be in closer
proximiity to the residences on the project block than the original location, but the project would
continue to be subjéct to required dust and emission control measures and no new significant

.impacts would occur.

Construction of both the TBM retrieval shaft construction and the proposed 1731 Powell Street

‘building would be subject to the Cénstrucﬁon Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08,

effective July 30, 2008). The Construction Dust Control Ordinance was adopted with the intent

of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition and: construction

work in order to protect the health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public

. nuisance complaints, and fo avoid.orders to stop work by the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI). ' ' '

The San Francisco Building Code Section 106A.3.2.6.3 requires a “no visible dust” requirement
with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generaféd during site preparation, demolition
and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-site
workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the
Departmen’t of Building Inspection (DBI).

The Building Code requires that all site preparaﬁoh work, demolition, or other construction
activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb
more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust.control measures
whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBL
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Below are the following regulations and procedures set forth in Section 106A 3.2.6.3 of the San
Francisco Building Code’s General Dust Control Requirements:

« - Water all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne.

Increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds. exceed 15 mile

per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of

the San Francisco Public Works Code. If not requlred reclaimed water should beused =~ .

whenever possible;

e Provide as much water as necessary to control dust (Without creating run- off) in an area
of land clearing, earth movement excavation, drillings, and other dust—genera’ang
activity;

e During excavation and dut—movmg actwmes, wet sweep or vacuum the streets,
sidewalks, paths, and m’cersecttons where ‘work is in progress at the end of the Workday,

. Cover any inactive (no dlsturbance for more than seven days) stockpﬂes greater than ten
cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materlals, backfill material, fmport material,
gravel, sand, road base, and soil with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylerie plastic. or
equivalent tarp and brace it down or use other eqmvalent soil stabilization techmques

and — T oo

e Use dust enclosures, curtains, arid dust collectors as necessary to control dust in the
excavation area. '

. Compliaﬁce with the San Francisco Building Code’s General Ditst Control Requiremenfs- would
ensure that the project’s fugitive dust impacts would be less than significant.

Article 38 was added to the San Francisco Health Code to require that all newly constructed -
buildings containing ten or more units within the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone perform
an Air Quality Assessment to determine whether the PM 2. 512 concentration at the project site
is greater than 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter (0.2 ug/m3).”® Sponsors of projects on sites where
the PM 2.5 concentratioﬁ exceeds the 0.2 ug/mS. action level are required to install ventilation
systenhs‘or otherwise redesign the project to reduce PM 2.5 concentrations for habitable areas of
~ dwelling units by a performénce standard of 80 percent. The Class 32 categorical exemption
prepared for the Pagoda Theater pfojeet indicates that the project site is not with the Potential

12PM 2.5 is a measure of smaller particles in the air thatare 2.5 microns or less in diameter. PM 10 (10 microns or greater in
diameter) has been the pollutant particulate level standard against which EPA has been measuring Clean Air Act compliance,
On the basis of niewer scientific findings, the Agency is considering regulations that will make PM 2.5 the new "standard”.

1% See Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 281-08, effective January 5, 2009.
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Roadway Expose Zone, md therefore the project would not expose new pro]ect residents to

substantial concentrations of air pollutants.i*

. The 1731 Powell Street project would result in further construction activities subsequént to the
closure of the TBM retrieval shaft. However, construction emissions would be temporary and
variable in nature and, because the project site is not within a hot spot would not be expected to
expose sensmve receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed project
would be subject to, and comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more than
five minutes, which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptors exposure to temporary
and variable TAC emissions; in addition, the project would be subject to applicable building
permit requirements at the time of building permit issuance and as stipulated by the
Department of Building Inspection. Therefore, construction period TAC emissions would result

in a less than significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels

of air pollution.

The modified project.would not result in new significant impacts related to air quality. -

GREENHOUSE GASES

Current requirements related to greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis were established in 2010,
'subsequen‘c to the certification of the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. Therefore, GHGs are discussed below

consistent with current procedur"es and requirements.

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as GHGs because they capture heat
radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the a’cmosphere, much like a greenhouse does..
The accumulation of GHG's has been implicated as the driving force for global climate change.

The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor.

While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere are naturally- occurring, carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20) are largely emitted from human
"activities, accelerating the rate at which these éompounds occur within earth’s atmosphere.
- Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by- ploduc s of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane

results from off-gassing associated with agrlculmral practices and landfills. Other GHGs

% San Francisco Planning Department Certificate of Determination, Exemption from Environmental Review, 1735-
1741 Powrell Street, January 6, 2009. This document is on file and available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007, 1117E and Case File No, 1996.281E.
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include hydrofluorocarbons, perﬂuorocafbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in
certain industrial processes. Greenhouse gases are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-

equivalent” measures (CO2E).5

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will
continue to confr_i'bute to global warming. Potential global 'Wanxﬁng impacts in California may-
. include, but are not ljndted to, loss in snow pack, sed Jevel rise, more extreme heat days per
year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and'more drought years. Secondary effects
are hkely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agrlcultu_re changes in disease vectors,

and changes in habitat and blodlversﬂry 16

The Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2006 Callforma produced about 484 mﬂhon
gross metric tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E), or about 535 miillion US. tons” The ARB found that
transportation is the source of 38 percent' of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity
_ generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 22 percent and industrial sources at 20 percent.
Corunercial and icajut:uucu fuel use {primarily for I’LE:E&UI[g)"dCE@m'L{cu for S-percent of GHG.
. emissions.’® In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor
vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) and the industrial and commercial sectors
are the two largest sources of GHG emissions, each éccounting for approximately 36% of the
Bay Area’s 95.8 MMTCOZE emitted in 2007.% Electricity generation accounts for approximately
16% of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions followed by re51dent1al fuel usage at 7%, off-road

equipment at 3% and agriculture at 1%.29

In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 32 (Callforma Health and Safety'
Code D1v151on 255, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also knowm as the Global Warming
Solutioris Act. AB 32 requires ARB to design and mlplemént emission limits, regulations, and. -

15 Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon . -
dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential,
% California Climate Change Portal. Frequently Asked Questions About Global Climate Change. Available online at:
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/fags.html hittp://www. dimatechange, ca. g ovlpubhcanons[fags htmi. Accessed
November 8, 2010.  °
7 California Air Resources Board (ARB), ”Cahforma Greenhouse Gas Invmtory for 2000 -2006 — by Category as Defined in the
Scopmtr Plan.” hitp:

3. pdf.httpi//www,arh.ca.gov/co/inventor /data/tables/ehe invento
1 bed.
19 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, Updated
Febmary 2010. Available on.hne at

Accessed Maxch 2, 2010.
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other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to

1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions).

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scophg Plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet
the 2020 GHG reduction limits. In order to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG
emissions By 30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 15
percent from today’s levels. The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons
of CO2E (MMTCO2E) (about 191 million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture,
forestry, and high global warming potential sectors, see Table 45, below. ARB has identified an
implementation timeline for the GHG reduction strategies int the Scoping Plan.?2 Some measures
may require new legislation to implement, some will require subsidies, some have already been

_.develo'ped, and some will require additional effort to evaluate and quantify. Additionally, some
emissions reductions strategies may require ‘their own envirorumental review under CEQA or
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). |

AB 32 also anticipates that local government actions will result in reduced GHG emissions. ARB
has identified a GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local governments
themselves and notes that successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments’
land use planning and urban growth decisions because local governments have primary
authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit Jand development to accominodate population

growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions.

The Scoping Plan relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the carbon
emission reductions anticipated from Jand use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align local land
use and transportation planning to further achieve the State’s GHG reduction goals. SB 375
requires regional transportation plans, developed by Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs), to incorporate a “sustainable commumities strafegy” in their regional transportation
plans (RTPs) that would achieve GHG emission reduction targets set by ARB. SB 375 also
includes provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit-
oriented development. SB 375 would be implemented over the next several years and the

Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 2013 RTP would be its first plan subject to SB 375.

2 California Air Resources Board, California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet, Available online at:

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping plan fs.pdfhttn//wwviarb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping plan fs.pdf. Accessed March 4,
2010. . . .

22 California Air Resources Board. AB 32 Scoping Plai. Available Online at: : )
http:/fwww.arb.ca.gov/ec/scopingplan/sp measures implementation- timeline.pdf hitp://www.arb.ca.gov/ce/scopingplan/sp m
easures implementation timeline.pdf. Accessed March 2, 2010.
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' Table 2. GHG Reductions from the AB 32 Scoping Plan Sectors™

- GHG Reductions (MMT

GHG Reduction Measures By Sector : COzE)
Transportation Sector 62.3
Electricity and Natural Gas . ’ - 49.7
Industry | ' - 1.4
Landfill Methane Control Measure (D«screte Early 1
Action) .. B - [ -
Forestry- ' . 5
High Global Warming Potential GHGs ' : 20.2
éddxtlonal Reductlons Needed ‘1o Achieve the GHG 34.4
ap :

" Total R 2

Other Reco_mmended Measures

High Recycling/ Zero Waste
+  Commercial Recycling ) o
«  Composting . _ ' g

- Evtendad Rroducer Dacnr\nelhlhhl

[ RN nded Producer Hespons e e e e e . -
e Environmentally Preferable Purchasmg
T : Total - 42.8-43.8

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) required thie Office of Planning and 'Reseérch (OPR) to amend the state
CEQA guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. In

response, OPR amended the CEQA guidelines to provide guidance for analyzing GHG

emissions. Among other changes to the CEQA Guldelmes, the amendments add a new section _
_to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guldehnes Appendlx G) to address ques’aons regarding the

project’s potenttal to emit GHGs. : .

BAAQMD is the primary agency responsfble for air quahty regula’aon in: the nine county San

Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). "As part-of their role in air quahty regulation,

BAAQMD has prepared the CEQA air quahty guidelines to assist lead agencies in evaluating
air quality impacts of projects and plans proposed in.the SFBAAB. The guidelines provide

| procedures for evaluating potential air quality impacts during the environmental review .

. process consistent with CEQA requirements. On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted new and
revised CEQA air quality thresholds of significance arid issued revised guidelines that
supersede the 1999 air quality guidelines. The 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines provide for
the first time CEQA thresholds of significance for greenhouseé gas emissions. OPR’s

Government Operations+ : ) .12 .
Agriculture- Methane-Capture at Large Dairies . . .. e e B N LTI e
Methane Gapture at Large Dairies - . ) 1 )
Additional GHG Reductlon Measures s e T
4 Water ' i : 4.8
Green Buildings , . . 26 ¢

*  Anaerobic Digestion . . - e e e

B Ibid.
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amendments to the CEQA Guidelines as well as BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Air Quality

Guidelines and thresholds of significance have been incorporated into this analysis accordingly.

The most common GHGs resultihg from human activity are CO2, CH4, and N20.2 State law
defines GHGs to also include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.
These lattet GHG compounds are usually emitted in industrial processes, and therefore not
applicable to the proposed project. Individual projects contributé to the cumulative effects of
climate change by directly of indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational .
- phases. Direct operational ‘emissions include GHG emissions from new vehicle frips and area
sources (natural gas combustion). h'mdirect emissions include emissions from electricity

providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions assocxated with . -

landfill operations.

The proposed projec;t would increase the activity onsite through 1) construction and operation
of the TBM refrieval shaft, and 2) demolition of the Pagoda Theater building and
redevelopment of the site with a mixed use .buﬂdmg.contaming 18 units and 4,700.sf of
restaurant use. The TBM retrieval and new development could result in an incremental
increase in overall energy and also water usage which generates indirect emissions from the
energy required to pump, treat and convey water. The demolition and construction could also
result In an increase in discarded landfill materials. Therefore, the proposed project. would
confribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle frips (mobile

sources) and operations associated with energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and
solid waste disposal. '

As discussed above, the BAAQMD has adopted CEQA thresholds of significance for projects
that emit GHGs, one of which is a determmatlon of Whether the proposed project is consistent
with a Quahﬁed Greenhouse Gas Reductton Strategy, as defined in the 2010 CEQA A1r Quality -
Guidelines. On August 12, 2010, the San Francisco Planning Department submitted a draft of
the City and County of San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions to the
BAAQMD.» This document presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs and

ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction

2 Govemor’s Office of Plarming znd Research. Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Charge fhrough
California Environmental Quality Aci (CEQA) Review. June 19, 2008. Available at the Office of Planning and Research's websiteat:
http://www.opr.ca.gov/cega/pdfsffune08-~cega.ndf. hitp://www.opr.ca.covicega/pdfsfiune08-cega.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2010.

_ P San Francisco Planning Department. Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco. 2010. The final document is
available online at: hittp://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1570.
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Strategy in corhpliance with the BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Air Quali’cy Guidelines and thresholds
" of significance. ' : .

San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy identifies a number of mandatory requirements and
incentives that have measurabiy reduced greenhouse gas emissions including, but not limited
_ to, increasing the energy efﬁciencjr of new and existing buildings, installation of solar panels on
building roofs, implementation of a green building strategy, adoption of a zero waste strategy, a
construction and demolition debris recovery ordmance a solar energy generation subsidy,
mcorporatlon of al’cema’ave fuel vehicles in the City's transportatlon fleet (including buses and
taxis) Ké@nd a mandatory composting ordinance. The strategy also identifies 42 spemﬁc

regulattons for new development that Would reduce a pro]ect’ s GHG emissions.

San Franc:isco s chmate ‘change goals as are identified in the 2008 Greenhouse Gas Reduction
, Orchnance as follows: } A R ' -
. By QOOS determine the City’s 1990_ GHG emissions, the base]jng level with reference to

Lmimem b o T D s .

whichtargetzeduetons ate set; - --- - -
e Reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent Belbw 1990 levels by 2017;
+  Reduce GHG emissions by 40 peréent below 1990 .lexlfels by 2025; and
¢ Reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

The Clty s 2017 and 2025 GHG reduction goals are more aggressive than the State’s GHG .
reduction goals as outlined in AB 32, and consistent with the State’s long-term (2050) GHG-
reduction goals. San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions identifies the
City’s actions to pursue cleaner energy, energy conservation, alternative transportation and
_ solid waste policies, and concludes that San Fra:icisc,;o’s policies have resulted in a reduction in-
‘greenthouse gas emissions below 1990 levels, meeting statewide AB 32 GHG reduction goals. As
reported' San Francisco’é 1990 GHG emissions were approximately 8.26 million metric tons
(MMT) CO2E and 2005 GHG emissions are estimated at 7.82 MMTCO2E, represen{jng arn
apprommately 53 percent reductlon in GHG emissions below 1990 levels

The BAAQMD reviewed San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
concluded that the strategy meets the criteria for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy as
_outlined in BAAQMD’s CEQA. Guidelines -(2010) and stated that San Francisco’s “aggressive
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GHG reduction targets and comprehensive strategies help the Bay Area move toward reaching

the State’s AB 32 goals, and also sexrve as a model from which other communities can learn.”2

Based on the BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Alr Quality Guideline_’zs,‘ projécts that are consistent with
San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions would result in a less than '
significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. Furthermore, because San Francisco's
strategy is consistent with AB 32 goals, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s strategy
would also not conflict with the State’s plan for reducing GHG emissions. As discussed in San
Francisco’s Strategieé to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, new development and
renovations/alterations for private. projects and municipal projects are required to comply with.
San Francisco’s ordinances that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Applicable requirements are

shown below in Table 3 (TBM retrieval) and Table 4 (1731 Powell Street mixed use building)

TABLE 3.

GHG REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO MODIFIED PRO]ECT ~TBM RETRIEVAL

technologies for equipment over
25 hp.

Regulation Requirement Project Discussion
' Compliance
Transportation sector

‘Clean Effective March 2009, all contracts '& Project Tunnel Contract Section 01 57 -
Construction for large (20+ day) City projects are | - complies 19 Part 1.06 requires |
Ordinance (San required fo: [ ' compliance with Admin, Code
Francisco «Fuel diesel vehicles with B20 Nét ] Section 6.25: Contractors shall
Administrative bicdiesel, and Applicable adopt clean construction

Code, Section °Use fagség;“;” eguitpmgntdthat L Project Does | practices including biodiesel fuel’

mee 1er £ slangaras )
6.25) or best available control Not Comply | and 5 emissions contrals.

Waste Reduction Sector

Resource The ordinance requires all X Project
Efficiency and demolition (and new construction) Complies Tunnel Contract Section 01 35 36
G Buildi jects Constructi

refzn uilding projects fo .p.repare a‘ onstruction [ ot Conformed June 8, 2011 ediion.
Ordinance (San and Demofition Debris Management )
Francisco Plan designed to recycle Applicable

Environment
Code, Chapter7)

construction and demolition
materials to the maximum extent
feasible, with a goal of 75%

1 Project Does
Not Comply

See sub section 1. 07.

3 Letter from Jean Rogg

available online at: http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1570

genkamp, BAAQMD to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Depariment. October 28, 2010. This letter is

Accessed November 12, 2010.

hitp:

www.sfplanning.orefindex aspx?page=1570.
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Discussion

19)

for disposal of that type of refuse.

-Not Comply

Regulation : Reqﬁirement Project.
Compliance
diversion. . .
The ordinance specifies requires for
all city buildings to provide
adequate recycling space i
Resource This ordinance establishes a goal Project
Conservation . for each City department to () Complies Tunnel Contract Section 01 35 36
Ordinance‘(San 4 maximize purchases of recycled Clnot Conformed June‘B, o011 editibn:. |
Francisco products and (ii} divert from -
‘ Eﬁvironment ‘ disposal as much solid waste as Applicable
Code, Chapter 5) | possible so that the City can meet™" [ Project.Does | ~
' S the state-mandated 50% division ~ |~ Not Comply
requirement. Each City departmént ’
shall prepare a Waste Assessment. _ N
The ordinance also requires the
Department of the Enwironment to
prepare a‘Resource-Conservaiion - -
Plan that facilitates waste reduction
and recycling. The ordinance
reqhires janitorial contracts to
consolidate recyclable materials for
pick up. Lastly, the ordinance
specifies purchasing requirements -
.| for paper products.
Maridatory The mandatory recycling and X Project . .
Recycling and compbsﬁpg ordinance requires all " Complies Tunnel Contract Section 01 35 36
Compésting ' persons in San Francisco to i Nét Conformed June 8, 2011 edition.
Ordinance (San separate their refuse info ;
Francisco } reéyclables, compostables'and Applicable . ’
Environment trash, and place each type of refuse | [ Project Does | See subsection 1.01E
Code, Chapter in a separate container designated '

Construction
Recycled Content
Ordinance (San
Francisco
Administrative
Code, Section
6.4)

Ordinance requires the use of
recycled content materal in public
works projects to the maximum
extent feasible and gives
preference to local manufacturers
and industry.

Project

I Net .
Applicable

Complies

{1 Projeci Does .
~ Not Comply

"Tunnel Contract Section 01 35 36

Conformed June 8, 2011 edition.

See subsection 1.08.

Environment/Conservation Sector
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Regulation

Requirement

Project . |

Compliance

Discussion

Tropical
" Hardwood and
Virgin Redwood
Ban (San
Francisco
Environment
Code, Chapter 8)

The ordinance prohibits City
departments from procuring, or
engaging in contracts that would
use the ordinance-listed tropical
hardwoods and virgin redwood.

§§1 Project
Complies

[ Not
Applicable

[ Project Does
Not Comply

1 Tunnel Contract General Provisions

GP 15,09 Section 802 with
references fo City Ordinance.

Regulation of
Diesel Backup
Generators (San
Francisco Health
Code, Article 30)

R‘equires:ﬂ~
All diesel generators to be

registered with the Department of
Public Health

All new diesel generatofs must be
equipped with the best available air
emissions control teéhnology.

[X], Project
Camplies

1 Not
Applicable

| [ Project Does

Not Comply

CCR Article 4.8 Section 2449
General Requirements for In-Use of
Road Diesel fueled fleets, ARB AB
1085, '
(http:/iwww.arb.ca.govimsprog/ordiesel/k
nowcenter.htmy)

TABLE 4.

GHG REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO MODIFIED PROJECT - 1731 POWELL

Section 166)

transit-oriented residential districts
are required to provide car share
parking spaces.

[1 Project Does
Not Comply

. REDEVELOPMENT
. o . Project } .
Regulation Requirements . Discussion
Compliance
Transportation Sector

Car Sharing New residential projects or X Project Project will have one car share
Requirements renovation of buildings being Complies parking space. ’
(San Francisco converted to residential uses within [ Not
Planning Code, ‘| most of the City’s mixed-use and Applicable

Energy Efficiency Sector

San Francisco Under the Green Point Rated X Project

Green Building system and in compliance with the Complies

Requirements for | Green Building Ordinance, all new [ Not

Energy Efficiency | residential buildings will be required Applicable -

(San Francisco to be at a minimum 15% more .

Case No. 1996.281E 13 Addendum to SEIR/SEZS
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', Prdject

Discussion

Code, Housing
Code, Chapter -
12A)

1. All showerheads have a
maximum flow of 2.5 gallons per
minute (gpm)

2. All showers have no more than
one showerhead per valve

3. All faucets and faucet aerators
have a maximum flow rate of 2.2

[l Project Does
Not Comply

Regulation’ Re uirements- )
eona ~eq Compliance
Building C - - -
) C:l dltng 1 ;)(c:ie, energy veff;lc!ent than T‘ltle ?4t | (I Project Does,
apter ) energy efficiency requirements. . Not Comply -
San Francisco . . N o -
Green Buildin Requires all new development or X Project Project site is greater-than 5000 sf,
. g redevelopment disturbing more - Complies and shall comply.
Requirements for than 5.000 p ¢ d
Stormwater .an ,000 square feet of groun E] Not
Management (San s'urface? fo mar?age storm\.lvatgr on- Applicable
Fransisco Buildin site using low impact design. . I -
¢ Projects subject to the Green [T Project Does
Code, Chapter o ) . Not C I
130) ' Building Ordinance Requirements otL.omply
or must c_:omp]y with either LEED® -
. Sustainable Sites Credits 6.1 and
San Francisco :
6.2, or with the City’s Stormwater
Stormwater - i g
Manaraman Management Ordinance and
O:dl;:r:cev(Publx;: stormwater design guidel?nég. N o W—
Works Code
Article 4.2)
. If meeting a GreenPoint Rated .
Indoor Water >Hng eenro X Project
. : Standard: .
Efficiency Complies
(San Franéisco Reduce overall use of potable [ Not i
Building Code, water within the btiilding by 20% for Applicable
Chapter 13C | showerheads, lavatories, kitchen [ Project Does
secfions faucets, wash fountains, water Not Comply
13C.5.103.1.2, closets and urinals. L . N
13C.4.103.2.2,13C C
"303.2)
Residential Water | Requires all residential properties X Project
Conservation (existing and new), prior to sale, to . Complies
4 Ordinance (San upgrade to the following minimum 0 N ot
Francisco Building | standards: .
: Applicable

Case No. 1996.281E

Third Street Light RaillCentral Subway

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Addendum fo SEIR/SEIS

1028

Jamuary 2013



.~

,Regulati.on A

Requirements

" Project
Compliance

Discussion

gpm

4. Alt Waler Closets (toilets) have a
maximum ré’ted water consumption
of 1.6 Qallons per flush (gpf)

5. All urinals have a maximum flow
rate of 1.0 gpf

8. All water leaks have been
repaired.

Although these requirements apply
fo existing buildings, compliaﬁce
must be completed through the
Department of Building Inspection,
for which a discretionary permit

(subject to CEQA) would be issued.

Residential Energy
Conservation
Ordinance (San .
Francisco Building
Code, San
Francisco Housing
Code, Chapter 12)

Requires all residential broperties
to .provide, prior o sale of property,
ceriain energy and water
conservation measures for their
buildings: attic insulation; weather-
stripping all doors leading from
heated {o unheated areas;
insulating hot water heaters and
insulating hot water pipes; iﬁstalling
low-flow showerheads; caulking
and sealing any openings or cracks
in the building’s exterior; insulating
accessible heating and cooling
ducts; installing low-flow water-tap
aerators; and installing or
retrofitting foilets to make them low-
flush. Apartment buildings and
hotels are also required to insulate

“steam and hot water pipes and

tanks, clean and tune their boilers,
repair boiler leaks, and instalt a
time-clock on the burner.

Although these requirements apply
fo-existing buildings, compliance
must be completed through the
Depariment of Building Inspection,

X Project
Complies

[ Not -
Applicable

[ Project Does
Not Comply
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Project

Regulation’ Requirements . Discussion
e . . Compliance | -
for which a discretionary permit
(subject to CEQA) would be issued.
Wa.s'te‘Reducﬁon Sei:;br
Mandatory A.il persons in San Francisco are X Project -Project will have waste chutes for
Recycling and .- required to separate their refuse Complies each separate waste . stream,
Composting "into recyclables, compostables and [ Not leading to a ‘trash collection area
Ordinance (San. trash, and place each type of _Applicable with- containers dedicated to gach

Francisco
Environment

refuse in a separate container
designated for disposal of that type

[1 Project Does

‘chute. -

demolition debris
recycling (San

] Project Dogs

Code, Chapter 19) | of refuse. Not Comply
and San Francisco E . ’ ' T
L Pursuant to Section 1304C.0.4 of
Green Building. . .- .
. the Green Building Ordinance, all
Requirements for ~ N .
i et (Cor new constrgctlon, renovation and wfs 0 )
SO TR alterations subject to the ordinance
Francisco are required to provide recyclin
Buiding Code, | qf ' dpt L yelng,
omposting and frash storage,
‘Chapter 13C) P . . . g
collection, and loading that is
convenient for all users of the
building. '
San Francisco Projects proposing demolitionare | X - Project
Green Building required to divert aft least 75% of Complies
Requirements for | the project’s construction and - [ Not -
consiruction and | demolition debris to recychpg. - Appli cab! e -

PLANNING DERFARTMENT

Francisco Building Not Comply
Code,.Chapter - -
13C)
San Francisco Requires that a person conducting | X Project
Constructionand | full demolition of an existing Complies
Demolition Debris styucture to submit a waste 1 No-t' ’
4 Recovery diversion plan to the Director of the Applicable
Ordinance (San Environment which provides for a T
Francisco minimum of 65% diversion from [ Project Does .
1 Environment landfill of construction and Not Comply.
Code, Chapter 14) | demolifion debris, including
materials source separated for
Case No. 1996.281E 4 Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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Project

(8an Francisco
Planning Code

Francisco's zoning districts to plant

on 24-inch box tree for every 20 [ Project Does

Regulation Requirements ] . Discussion
‘ . R Compliance
reuse or recycling.
Environment/Conservation Sector
Street Tree Planning Code Section 138.1 X Project
Planting reguires new construction, Complies -
Requirements for | significant alterations or relocation { ] Not
-New Construction | of buildings within many of San Applicable

(San Francisco
Building Code,
Chapter 13C)

combined or separate sewer

systems.

. Not Comply
Projects meeting a LEED®

standard must prepare an erosion
and sediment control plan (LEED®
prerequisite SSP1). '

Other local requirements méy apply
regardless of whether or not
LEED® is applied such as a
stormwater soil loss prevention
planora Stoﬁnwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

See the SFPUC Web site for more
information:

[] Project Does

Section 138.1) feet along the property street ~Not Comply
' : frontage.
Light Pollution For nonresidential projects, comply | X Project
Reduction (San with lighting power requirements in Complies
Francisco Building | CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. [T Not
Code, Chapter ‘I Requires that lighting be contained | - Applicable
13C5.106.8) within each source. No more than )
.01 horizontal lumen footcandlés 15 | L1 Project Does
feet beyond site, or meet LEED Not Comply
credit SSc8.
Construction Site | Construction Site Runoff Polluion | X Project Project is not subject to LEED but
- Runoff Pollution Prevention requirements depend’ Complies will have construction site runoff
Prevention for upon project size, occupancy, and [ Not poilution plan.
New-Construction | the location in areas served by Applicable

Case No. 1996.281E

Addendum to SEIR/SEIS

47

_Third Street Light Rail/Cerniral Subway January 2013
SAN FRANCISCO 1031
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Project

Regulation: Requirements . Discussion -
: ’ ) Compliance S
www.sfwater.org/CleanWater ’
Low-emitting If meeting a GreenPoint Rated. | X Project Project will meet Green Point rating .
Adhesives, Standard: : Complies . standards.
Sealants, and L ‘ : ] Not
Caulks (San Adhesives and sealants (VOCs) Applicable

Francisco Building | must meet SCAQMD Rule 1168.

Code, Chapters [1 Project Does

13C.5.103.1.9, : Not Comply

13C.5.103.4.2, ' P '

13C.5.103.3.2,

13C.5.103.2.2,

13C.504.2.1) . .

Low-emitiing For Small and Medium-sized " X Project Project will meet Green Point rating
materials (San Residential Buildings - Effective |  Complies | standards. o
Francisco Building | January 1, 2011 meet GreenPoint [ Not

Code, Chapters Rated designation with a minimum Applicable

13C.4. 103.2.2, of 75 points.

. 1 Project Does
For New High-Rise Residential Not Comply

Buildings - Effective January 1,
2011 meet LEED Silver Rating or
GreenPoint Rated designation with .
a minimum of 75 points.

For Aﬁeration_s fo residential

{ buildings submit documentation
regarding the use of low-emitting
materials.

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated
Standard:

Meet the GreenPoint Rated
Multifamily New Home Measures
for low—emifting adhesives and
sealants, paints and coatings, and

carpet systems,
Low-emitting If meeting a GreenPoint Rated X Project Project will meet Green Point rating
‘Paintsand - Standard: ) Complies standards.
Coatings (San . ’ ‘
'g ( o Interior wall and ceiling paints must [ Not
Francisco Building . .
Case No. 1996.281E Addendum to SEIR/SEIS
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Project

Regulation Requirements . Discussion
Compliance : :
Code, Chapters meetf <50 grams per liter VOCs Applicable
13C.5.103.1.9, regardless of sheen. VOC [ Project Does
13C.5.103.4.2, - Coatings must meet SCAQMD
3 Not Comply
13C.5.103.3.2, Rule 1113.
13C.5.103.2.2
13C.504.2.2
through 2.4)
Low—emi’mﬁg' If meeﬁﬁg a GreenPoint Rated X Project Projeét will meet Green Point rating
Flooring, including | Standard: Complies standards.
carpet (San. ‘ [ Not
Francisco Building | All carpet systems, carpet Applicable

Code, Chapters

cushions, carpet adhesives, and at

PLANNING DERPARTMENT

13C.5.103.1.9, least 50% of resilient flooring must L] Project Does
13C.5.103.4.2, be low-emitting. Not Comply
13C.5.103.3.2;

13C.5.103.2.2,
13C.504.3 and
13C.4.504.4)
Low-emitting If meeting a GreenPoint Rated X Project Project will meet Green Point rating
Composite Wood | Standard: Complies standards.
(San Francisco 7 Not
Building Code, Must meet applicable CARB Air Applicable ’
Chapters Toxics Control Measure ’
13C.5.103.1-9, formaldehyde limits for composite | L Project Does
13C.5.103.4.2, wood. ' Not Comply

13C.5.108.32,
13C.5.103.2.2 and.

13C.4.504.5)
Wood Burning Bans the installation of wood X Project There are no wood burning fire
‘Fireplace | buming fire places except for the Complies places in the project.
Ordinance (San | following: [T Not
Francisco Building o  Pellet-fueled wood heater Applicable
Code, Chapter 31, o  EPA approved wood

Section 3102.8) heater _ L] Project Does

. o Wood heater approved {:y Mot Comply
the Northern Sonoma Air
Pollution Control District .
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Depending on a proposed project’s size, use, and location, a- variety of controls are in place to
ensure that a proposed project would not impair the State’s ability to meet statewide GHG .
reduction targets outlined in AB 32, nor impact the City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s local
' GHG reduction targets. Given that (1) San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions specific to new construction and renovations of private developments
and municipal projects; (2) San Francisco’s sustainable po]iciés have resulted in the measured
success of reduced greenhouse gas emissions levels; (3) San Francisco has met and exceeded AB
32 greénhouse gas reduction goals for the year 2020; (4) current and probable future state and
local greenhouse gas reduction measures will continue to reduce a project’s contribution to -
climate change; and (5) San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions ﬁleet ,
BAAQMD’S requirernents for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, projects that are consistent
with San Francisco’s regulations would not contribute significantly to global climate change. ”
The proposed project would be ‘required to comply with these requirements, and was
determined fo be consistent with San Francisco’s' Strategies tfo Address Greenhouse. Gas
Emissions.”” As such, the modified project Wduld result in a less than significant impact with

respect to GHG emissions.

SHADOW

No significant shadow impacts weré identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. Relocation of the TBM
refrieval shaft site would not create any new shadow impacts compared to the approved

Central Subway project.

The éxisting Pagoda Theater building is located directly west of Washingten Square across
Columbus Avenue. The modified project proposes an SUD ‘on the project site increasing the
height limit from 40-X to 55-X, and Conditional Use approval for construction of a buﬂding up
to approximately 55 feet in height as measured by the Planning Code, with a roof line consistent
with the roof line of the existing building, and with a blade sign extending beyond the roof of
the building. Section 295 of the Planning Code describing height restrictions on structures |
_ shadowing property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission would
normally be applicable to the construction of any building exceeding 40 feet in height.
However, as specified the Conditional Use application, neither the roof nor the blade sign of the

¥ Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist. April, 2012. This document is on file in Case File No. 2011.1043E and available
for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400. .
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new building would exceed the height of the corresponding cémponent of the exjsting building. -
Section 295(a)(4) specifies that structures of the same height and in the same location as
- structures in place on June 6, 1984 are not subject to the provisions of Section 295. Moreover,
CEQA requires analysis of the environmental impacts resulting from physical changes to the
existing setting. The modified project -would not increase shadow on Waéhington Square
compared.to current conditions, and therefore there would be no impacts from shadow from

-approval of the modified project.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

TBM Retrieval Site Relocation

A geotechnical investigation for the Pagoda Theater Project was prepared on December 1,
200828 "The report found that the project site is underlain by fill consisting of medium dense
sand and stiff clay to a depth of up to 15 feet, below which is medium-very stiff sandy clay and
dense-very dense silty sand. It is expected that weathered sandstone of the Franciscan
formation may be found to a depth of 40-50 feet below ground surface (bgs), where the tunnel
would be constructed. Shallow groundwater at a depth of eight feet bgs was encountered.

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR recognized the potential for settlement of geologic materials during
construction of the Central Subway. Design-level geotechnical analysis conducted as part of
. the project considers the potential for -settlement and identifies construction methods to
minimize it as appropriate given the soil conditions in applicable locations along the alignment.
The 2008 SEIS/SEIR includes mitigation to minimize settlement through meonitoring of
movement and Sequential support for excavation as necessary (through use of ground
improvement tecluﬁqués such as jet grouting or underpinning) (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57).
This mitigation measure would be applicable to the proposed extension of the tunnel and

construction of the retrieval shaft, and no new significant impact would occur.

1731 Powell Street Mixed-Use Building

The geotechnitél report for the Pagoda Theater project recommended that the following

features be incorporated into the project design: use of a foundation that can withstand

» Treadwél & Rollo, Draft Geotechical Investigation, 1731-1741 Powell Street, La Corneta Palace, 1 December 2008, This
document is on file and available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case
File No. 2007.1117E and Case File No. 1996.281E.
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~hydrostatic uplift; waterproofing of below-grade walls and slabs; use of tiedown anchors;
underp&nning, shoring, waterproofing, dewatering, and monitoring during construction.. The
2008 SEIS/SEIR addresses dewatering in the topic of Hazardous Materials; accordingly,

dewatering is addressed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials discussion below.
Geotechnical issues are addressed through the Department of Building Inspection’s building

permit review process, and necessary measures are taken to ensure that the project meets all "~

applicable codes and requirements. The proposed 1731 Powell Street project would bé required
to undergo this review as part of the building permit process. Therefore, no significant 1mpacts
would occur from this aspect of the project and no mitigation is required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Article 20 of the San Francisco Municipal Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance) requires
over51ght by the Department of Public Health (DPH) for excavation on properties located

bayward of the 1851 high tide line —(the “Maher Zone”) The 2008 SEIS/SE]ZR ll'nI;OSEd~
requirements similar to the Arficle 20 provisions as mitigation for hazardous materials for those
sites affected by the Central Subway project that are not within the Maher Zone. The mitigation
requires establishment of a groundwater monitoring protocol to avoid exposure to groundwater
containing hazardous materials (p. 6-107). The project site is outside the Maher Zone, and .
therefore the mitigation es’cabljshed: through the 2008 SEIS/SEIR, includjng the requ;iréments
associated with dewatering, would be applicable to the tunnel exténsion and TBM retrieval
shaft construction (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57). No further mitigation is required.

, The 1731 Powell Street pfoject site is not included on any database of hazardous materials sites.
The site contained a leaking 'under'groun'd storage tank (LUST) containing fuel oil, which was
cleaned up and closed through the DPH Cleanup Program®

No new significant impacts with respect to hazardous materials would occur as a result of the

modified project.

» San Francisco Planning Department Geographic Information System, accessed on January 22, 2013.
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OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This section addresses the remaining topic areas for environmental review included. in San
Francisco’s Initial Study checklist. Modified project impacts would be minimal, as described
below.

Population. and Housing ' 3 ‘ ' -

'Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft would not result in any changé in impacts associated with

. populatibn and housing.

Redevelépment of the 1731 Powell Street site as proposed would result in construction of 18
new residential units, resulting in a population increase of approximately 42 persons based on
San Francisco’s average household size of 2.30 persons per household. No existing housing
would be removed, and the addition of 4,700 sf of commercial space (with an estimated: 13
employees) would not create a substantial demand for new housing. Development of 18 units |
at this site first received Planning Department authorization in 2009, indicating that the
incremental increase in population in the vicinity is consistent with projected growth. The

modified project would not result in new significant impacts related to population and housing.

Recreation

The project sité is located directly west of Washington Square, across Columbus Avenue, and is
less than two blocks (approximately 500 feet) south of Joe DiMaggio Playground. Other nearby
parks include Ina Coolbrith Park (1,600 feet to the southwest) and Woh Hei Yuen Park (1,800
feet to the south). Addition of 18 units on the project site would have a less-than-significant

impact on recreation, because it would not substantially increase demand for or use of
neighborhood parks or citywide facilities, such'as Golden Gate Park,‘ in a manner that would
cause substantial physical deterioration of these facilities. Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft

site would have similar less than significant impacts on Washington Square as the approved
project. '

Wind

- Relocation of the TBM exiraction site 100 feet to the northwest would not change the wind

impacts of the project, which were determined to be less than significant in the 2008 SEIR/SEIS.
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At 56 feet, the existing buﬂdmg on the project site is similar in size to mahy neighboring
structures. Redeveldpmen‘t at 1731 Powell Street as proposed in the modified project would
result in a building with substantially the same height and -massing as the existing structure on .
the project site. o ' -

Substantial increases in pedestrian-level winds can result from the construction of new building
of substantial height (generally exceeding 85-100 feet) protruding above surrounding bui[dmgs
No such height increase WOuldl occur under the modified project, and therefore thé modified
project' does not have the potential to create new significant impécts relative to wind not -
addressed in the 2008 SFIR/SEIS. o |

Utilities and Public Services

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR states that the TBM construction method would not require relocation of . .
utilities above TBM tunnels (p; 6-86). Diversion of utilities would -occur for construction of the
TBM retrieval shaft at the approved site on Columbus Avenue. The modified project would not
' result in any more utility diversion than the ‘épprove.d project, and may fequire less diversion as
the TBM shaft would be Iocated on private property rather than in the public right-of-way.

The addition of 18 units and 4,7 00 sf of restaurant use would be incremental infill development
in a location well served by existing urban utilities and public services (e.g. police, fire, libraries,
séhools.). This develdpmeﬁt has been foreseeable at this site since 2007 and was granted
auﬂﬁo;‘ization in.2009, and is within projected growth in the area. .

The modified project would not create any new significant impacts associated with utilities or

~ public services:
Biological Resources

According to the Tree Disclosure Form submitted by the 1741 Powell Street Property owner,
there are three existing street trees on the project site frontage and one additional street tree
would be required to meet current standards. Street trees may be used by riesting birds, which
are fully protected under Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5 and the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). As mitigation for any free removal or damage associated
- with the Central Subway project, ﬂie 2008 SEIS/SEIR requires that any street trees affected by
the project be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, and a certified arborist be present during TBM retrieval
shaft construction to avoid any tree roots (p- 6-99) (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57). There ate -
no adopted habitat conservation plans applicable to the project site, nor does the site include

any riparian habitat or other significant biological resources.

Case No. 1996.281F ~ Addendum to SEIR/SEIS

- 54 ;
Third Street Light Rail/Central Subway . A Jaruary 2013

gmmggcé DEPARTMEI;!T 1 0 3 8



In September 2011, the Board of Supervisors approved Planning Code Section 139, Standards for
Bird-Safe Buildings. The standards apply to buildings located within 300 feet of, and having a
direct line of sight to, an urban bird refuge. As an open space Jarger than 2 acres dominated by
vegetation, Washington Square is considered an urban bird refuge and the proposed 1731
Powell Street building would be subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section 139. Bird-

safe elements would be required to be incorporated into the building design, and no significant
impact would occur.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Central Subway project is subject to San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)

. requirements, which mandate preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWFPPP)
specifying 'constructioh,storm water management controls, and erosion and sediment control (p.
6-96-97). Construction of the TBM retrieval site in the proposed location would be subject to the
SWPPP. No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. The 1741 Powell -
Street building would not have the potential to result in significant impacts associated with
hydrology and water quality; issues associated with dewatering have been addressed above mn

the d1scussmns of geology and hazardous materials.

Mineral and Energy Resources

Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft would have no effect on energy use during project
construction or operation. There are no mineral resources within the area that would be

affected By extension of the TBM tunnel to the project site.

The proposed 1741 Powell Street project would meet current State and local codes concemiﬁg
_ energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, enforced by the
Department of Bﬁﬂding Inspection. Impacts to mineral and energy resources from the modified.
project would be less than significant. '

Agriculfural Resources

The modified project would have no impacts associated with agricultural resources. No such

resources are located on or in proximity to the project site.
GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Growth inducement under CEQA considers the ways in which proposed projects could foster
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or

indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Projects that are traditionally or most commonly
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considered growth inducing are those that would remove obstacles to population growth (for
example, a major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant may-allow more construction in its

service area, or a new freeway may allow growth at freeway exits).

Grow&l~mduch1g impacts of the Central Subway project were discussed in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR .

at 7-51, and found to be less than significant. The modified project would extend the Central " :

Subway ‘urmel an additional 100 feet beyond the approved terminus, and loca’ce the TBM -
retrieval shaft on private property rather than in the Columbus Avenue nght—of way. SFMTA
is seeking a limited-term lease from the. 1731 Powell Street property owner fo use the site for °
TBM retrieval, after which SEMTA would vacate the property and it would be available for
redevelopment. Like the approved pro]ect the modified pro]ect would not be expected to have
significant growth—mducmg impacts. -

. Asa separate project, SFMTA could consxder extension. of the Cen’fral Subway fu:cther norﬂ1
' and/or constructlon of a subway station in North Beach.. Neither the Columbus Avenue

additions to the system. Any such proposal is not part of the current effort andlwould be

subject to additional environmental review.

The proposed height reclassification and granting of approvals to allow construction of 18 units
and 4,700 squate feet of restaurant use would not enable substantial additional growth beyond

the amount of development already approved on the project site.

The modified projeet would not result in sigrﬁﬁcanfgrow&-ihdueing impacts.

MITlGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

This section presents those nutxgaﬁon measures that address significant envn:onmental impacts

_identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR that are relevant to the portion of the Central Subway project

“currently proposed for modification. It also includes relevant improvement measilres, which are
not necessary to avoid significant environmenfal impacts but were included in the 2008
SEIS/SEIR to further reduce impacts that were less than significant. As noted throughout this
document, the modified project would not result in any new significant impacts, compared to
those identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

C1zlfuml Resources -

M CNPRE-1a: Consistent with the SHPO MOA with the City, FTA, and SEMTA shall work with
a qualified archaeologlst to ensure that all state and federal regula’aons regarding cultural

resources and Native American concerns are eniorced.

MM CNPRE-1b: Limited subsurface testing in identified archaeologlcaﬂy sensifive areas shall

be conducted once an alignment has been selected.

MM CNPRE—lc: During construcﬁon, archaeological moni'ton'ng shall be conducted in those -
sections of the alignment'idenﬁﬁed in the completed HCASR and through pre-construction

testing as mo derately to highly sensitive for prehistoric and historic-era archaeological deposits.

MM CNPRE-1d: Upon completion of archaeologicél field investigations, a comprehensive
technical report shall be prepared for approval by the San Francisco Environmental Review
Officer that describes the archaeological findings and iﬁterpretaﬁons in accordance with state

and federal guidelines.

MM CNPRE-Ie: If unanticipated cultural deposits are found during subsurface construction,
soil disturbing activities in the vicinity of the find shall be halted until a qualified archaéologist
can assess the discovery and make recommendations.for evaluation and appropriate treatment

to the ERO fér'approval in‘keeping with adopted regulations and policies.

MM CNHARC-2A: Pre-drilling for pile installation in areas that would employ secant piles
with ground-supporting walls in the cut-and-cover areas would reduce the potential effects of
vibration. ‘

MM CNHARC-2b: Vibration monitoring of historic structures adjacent to tunnels and portals
will be specified in the constriction documents to ensure that historic properties do not sustain
damage during construction. Vibration impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant

level. If a mitigation monitoring plan provides the foHowmg

The confractor wﬁl be responsible for the protection of vibration-sensitive historic

building structures that are within 200 feet of any construction activity.

The maximum peak par_ticle vibration (PPV) veldcity level, in any direction, at any of

these historic structures should not exceed 0.12 inches/second for any length of time.
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The Contractor will be required to perform periodic vibration monitoring at the closest
structure to ground disturbing construction activities, such as tunneling and station

excavation, using approved seismographs.

If at any time the construction activity exceeds this level, that activity will immediately
_ be halted until such time as an alternative construction method can be identified that

would result in lower vibration Ievéls.

Geology and Soils

MM CNSET—la Provisions such as concrete dlaphragm walls to support the excavatton and -
instrumentation to monitor settlement and deforma’aon would be used to ensure that struc’cures

adjacent to tunnel ahgnments are no’c affected by excavations.

- MM CNSET—lb Tunnel constructlon methods that minimize ground movement such as .
pressure-faced TBMs, Sequential Excavatlon Method and ground improvement techmques

such as compensam)rrgrounng, ]Et grounng or unaerpnmmg willbe usedr ——

MM CNSET-lc: Rigorous geomechanical instrumentation would be used fo monitor
underground excavation and grouting or underpinning will be empldyed ‘to avoid
displacement of structures. ’

Hazardous Materials

MM CNHAZ—ia: Implementation of mitigation measures similar to ‘those required for
properties under the jurisdiction of Article 20: preparation of a Site History Report; Soil Quality
Investigation, including a Soils Analysis Report and a Site Mitigation Répofc (SMR); description
" of Environmental Conditions; Health and Safety Plan (HSP); Guidelines fof the'Management
and Disposal of Excavated Soils; and a- Certification Statement that confirms that no mitigation
is reqtljfed or the SMR would mitigate the risks to the environment of human health and safety.
This measure would ensure that the project impacts are mitigated .to a less-than-significant

. level.

Noise and Vibmtion

MM CNNV-la: The Contractor sha]l be requlred to perform penochc vibration monitoring
using approved seismographs at the historic structure closest to the construction activity. If the
construction activity exceeds a 0.12 inches/second level, the construction activity shall be
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1mmed1ately halted until an altemahve construction method that would 1esu1t in lower

vibration levels can be identified.

MM CNNV-1b: During construction, an acoustical consultant will be retained by the contractor
to prepare a more detailed construction noise and vibration analysis to address construction °
staging areas, tunnel- portals, cat-and-cover construction, and underground mining and

excavation operations.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

Visual Resources

IM CNVAES-1a: Construction staging areas and excavation sites in these areas may be

screened from view during construction to minimize potential visual impacts.
'Biological Resources

IM CNBIO-1a: Any street trees removed or damaged as part ‘of construction would be replaced
along the streetat a 1:1 ratio.

~ IM CNBIO 2a: A certified arborist would be presen’c as needed dulmg excavatlon of the

Columbus Avenue TBM retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots..

Noise and Vibration

IM CNNV-2a: The incorporation of noise control measlires would minimize noise impacts
during construction: noise control devices such as equipment mufflers, enclosures, and bartiers;
stage construction as far away from sensitive receptors as possﬂ:le maintain sound reducing .
devices and restrictions throughout construction period; replace noisy with quieter equipment;

‘schedule the noisiest construction activities to avoid sensitive times of the day.

The contractor will hire an acoustical consultant to oversee the implementation of the Noise
Control and Monitoring Plaris; prepare a Noise Control Plan; and comply with the nighttime

noise variance provisions.
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The consultant will conduct and report on periodic noise measurements to ensure compliance
with the Noise Monitoring Plan using up to date equipment certified to meet specified lower
noise level imits during nighttime hours. '

CEQA CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis and discussion presented in this document, no supplemental or
subsequent envitonmental analysis is needed pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162,
15163, and 15164. Tt is concluded that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in
the SEIS/SEIR, certified August 7, 2008 remain valid: The modified proposed project would not
cause new significant impacts not identified in the 2008 SEiS/SEIR or result in a substant'(.al
increase in the severity of previousiy identified significant impacts, and no new miﬁgéﬁén
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impécts. No ch:anges have occurred with

respect fo civcumstances surrounding the project that would cause significant environmental

. iﬁnpacts to which the modified project _Would coniribute considerably, and no new information
has become available that shows that the approved or modiﬁed:projec’c would cause significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental review is required beyond
this Addendum. ‘ ‘

" Date of Determination I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made

pursuant to State and Local requirements.

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

Cc:  Project Sponsor; Supervisor Chiu, Distriet 3; Distribution List; Bulletin Board
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'\ GENERALNOTES -} i . ;
" 1. “THIS MAP I5 THE SURVEY MAP RORTION OF A CONDOMINIUMPLAN AR DESCRIBEDIN

. GAUFORNIA GIVL OODE SECTIONS 4120 AND 4205, THIS CONDOMINIUH PROJEGT ISLMITED
"TOAMAXIKUM HUMBER OF NINETEEN {6) DWELLING UNTS AND ONE (1) COMHERCIAL UNTT

AU INGRESS(EB), EGHESS(ES). PATH(S) OF TRAVEL. FIREEMERGENCY EXIT{S) AND EXTING
- COMPONENTS, EXIT PATHWAY(S) AND P
ELEVATOR(S), AND COMMON USE ACCESSIBLE FEATURE(S] AN FACILITIES SLICHAS
RESTROOMS THAT THE BUILDING CODE REQUIRES FOR.COMMON USE SHALLBE HELD IN
*GOMMON. UNDMDED INTEREST, |

»

UNLESE SPECIFIED ACCNDOM!NIUM
HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION, mcLumNs TS CONDITIONS, COVENANT, ANI .
RESTRIGTIONS, THE HOMEOWNERS AGSOCIATION SHALL BE RESPONSISCE, W PERPETUT,
FORTHE MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT OF:

5} AALL-GENERAL USE COMMON AFEA IMPROVENENTS; AN

b} ALL FRONTING BIDEWALKS, ALL PERMITTED OR UNPEaMm'En PRIVATE .

- ENCAOACHMENTS AND PRIVATELY MAINTAINED STREET. TREES FRONTING THE
PROPERTY, AND ANY OTHER OBLIGATION IMPOSEIY OM PROPERTY wmms FRONTING
APUBLIC RIGHT-OR-WAY PURSUANTTO THe PUBLID WORKS CODE OR OTH
APPLICABLE MUNICIPAL GODES, -

N THE EVENT THE AREAS, lasrmﬂsu N (a)(b) ARE NOT PROPERLY. MAINTAINED, REPAIRED,
AND REPLACED AGCORDING Y0 THE CITY REGUIREMENTS, EACH HOMEOWMER GHALL BE
REBPONSIBLE TO THE EXTENT OF HIRHER PRDPORNDNATE CBLGATIONTOTHE .
HOMEOWNERE® ASSOCIATION FOR THE MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT OF
THOSE AREAS. FAILURE O UNDERTAKE SUCH UNINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT
MAY REEULT N CITY.ENFORGEMENT AND ABATEMENT AGTIONS AGAINGT THE
HOMEGWHER S ASSOGIATION ADIOR THE INDIVIDUAL HOMEWERS, WHIGH MAY INCLUDE,

¢ BUTNOT.BE LIVITED TO MPOSITION OF A LIER AGAINST THE HWEUWNERS PROPERTY.

e

-~

APPROVAL OF THIS MAP SHALL NOT BE DEEMED APFRUVAL OF THE DESIGN LOCATION,
SIZE; DENSITY OR USE OF ANY STRUCTURE{S) OR ANGILLARY AREAS OF THE PROPERTY

o™
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MONUMENT MAP 008; ON FILE

N OFFICE OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY SURVEYOR

42 PM 188, MAP FILED
JULY 12, 1888, OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY RECORDER

DOC-2014-1882252-00
RECORDED JUNE 5, 2014

HISTORIC BLOCK DIAGRAM:
A8 G101, 50 VARA BLOGK 164,
DATED MARCH 6, 1807 ON
FILE IN OFFICE OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY SURVEYOR

.RECQRD OF SURVEY NO, 7671

-MAP FILED OCTOBER 2, 2013
+ EE-MAPS. 113, OFFICE OF THE

CDUNTY RECORDER

HiSTOR!C BLOCK DIAGRAM:
AB 0118, 50 VARA BLOCK, 165,

. DATED JANUARY 65,1908 ON

FILE IN OFFICE OF THE CITY

- AND COUNTY SURVEYOR

. 37 CM 44, MAP FILED
.JULY 22, 1692, OFFICE OF THE

COUNTY RECORDER

-§4 CM 231, MAP FILED"
- NOVEMBER 17, 1867, OFFICE

OF THE (;OUI:(T’/ RECORDER
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- ASSOCIATED WITH STRUGTURES, NEW OR EXISTING, WHIGH HAVE NOT BEEN. REVIEWED or’
APPROVED BY APPROPRIATE CITY, AGENCIES NOR SHALL SUGH APPROVAL CONSTITUTE A*
WAIVER OF THE SUSDIVIDER'S OBLIGATION TO ABATE ANY OUTSTANDING MUNICIPAL CODE-. .
VIOLATIONS., ANY STRUCTURER CONSTRUCTED SUBSEQUENT- TG APPROVAL OF THIS FINAL
MAF SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL RELEVANT MUNICIPAL CODES, INGLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED
TOTHE PLANNING, HOUSING AND BUILDING CODES, IN EFFECT AT " THE TIME OF ANY

" APPLIGATION FOR neaulaab PERMITS,

8 BAYWINOOWS, FIHE ESCAPES AND DTHER ENCROACHMENTS ( i AN‘{ BHOWN MAE:;.EON

o1z - THAT EXIST, O THAT MAY BE CONSTRUGTED ) ONTO OF, OVER POWELL STREET

- COLUMBUS AVENUE ARE PERMITTED THROUGH AND ARE SUBJECT-TO THE RESTRICTIONS

- $ETFORTH IN THE BUILDING CODE AND PLANNING CODE DF THE CHTY AND COUNTY OF
FRANCISCU, THIS MAP DUES NQT.CONVEY ANY OWNERSHIP INTEREST IN SUCH
ENCRDACHM‘WTAREAS 10 THE CONDOM!NIUM UNIT, ONNER(S)

B[GNIF!GANT EHGROAGHMENTB 10 THE EXTENT THEY WERE VISIBLE AND OBSERVED, ARE
ITED HEREON, HOWEVER, IT1S ACKROWLEOGED THAT OTHER ENGROACHMENTS
FROM/ON'fD ADIOIRING PROFERT!ES MAY EXIST OR BE GONSTRUCTED. IT SHALL BE THE

~

RESPONS|BILITY, 30LELY CF THE PROPERTY- OWNERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE ANY ISSUES
THAT MAY ARISE FROM ANY ENCROACHMENTS WHETHER DEPICTED HEREON OR ROT, THIS

t MAP DOES HOT PURPORT.TO CONVEY ANY OWNEHSHIP INTEREST IN AN ENCROACHMENT

AREATO ANY PROPERTY OWNER.
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BRECIAL NOTES CONTINUED.

B, ALL MEASURED DISTANCEB ARE SHOWN HEREON IN FEET AND DECIMALS
THERECF. ALL OTHERS ARE SHOWN AS PER RECOROS AND NOTED AS SUCH.

6. THiS SUBDIVISION 8 SUBJECT TO THE TERHMS AND CONDITIONS CONTANED IN THE
DOCUMENT ENTITLED "NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE CITY FLANNING
CODE" RECORDED JULY 7, 2000 AS. DDG -2000-G767106-00 OFF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

7. TRIS SUBDIVISION IS SUBJECT T0 T}*;E TERM‘S.ANﬁ CONDITIONS CONTAINED IN THE
. DOGUMENT ENTITLED "NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE GITY PLANNING
CODE? RECORDED APRIL 07, 2009 AS DOC 2008-1744378-00 OF OFFICIAL RE(DRDS

8. THIS SUBDIVISION IS SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED N THE
DOCUMENT ENTIILED *NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE OITY PLANNING
CODE* RECORDED DEGEMBER 03, 2010 A3 DOC 2010-J093762.00 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS,

L9 TS SUBDIVIBIDN is SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED IN 1HE
UMENT ENTITLED "NOTICE OF EPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNIN
CODE® RECORDED FEBRUARY?Z 2018 AS DOC 2016-K205066-00 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS,

10, BABIS OF SURVEY 1S THE MONUMENT LINE ON MASON STREET FROM THE
INTERBECTIONS OF GREEN STREET TO FILBERT STREET AGSUMED NORTH
AB GHOWN O MONUMENT MAP NO, 008,

14, MONUMENT MARKS WITHIN THE SUBJEGT.BLOCK NOT SHOWN HEREON WERE
BEARCHED FOR, NOT FOUND {SFNF).

" SPECIALNOTES

0130 . CITY MONUMENT LINES PER MONUMENT MAP No, 006 DATED &/74 AND REVISED 5487

FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY. AND. COUNTY SURVEYOR. NO OTHER VERSION OF
_BUCH MONUMENT MAP SHALL BE LISED TO RETRACE THIS SURVEY,

2, THE SURVEY OF LOT 004 HEREON WAS ESTABLISHED BY A FIELD SURVEY. SUCH SURVEY
WAS BABED LUPON THAT CERTAIN DEED RECORDED JUNE 8, 2014 AS DOC-2014-1892352.00,
OFFIGIAL RECORDS AND IN.CONFORMANCE WiTH COMPELLING EVIDENCE OF DCCUPATION
AND FIELD DATA SUCH AS BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES,

ALL DIMENSIONS FROM THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION TO
MONUMENT LINES OF THE MONUMENT MAP REFERRED TO HEREON " ARE GIVEN
FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE OF ITS RETRACEMENT, SUCH INFORMATION SHALL NOT
BE UBED FOR ANY OTHER PURPDSES.

ALL DEFLECTION ANGLES HEREON ARE 0 O 46 DEGREES

UNLESS EXPREBSLY, GTHERWISE INDICATED.

FINAL MAP No. 9299

ANINETEEN (18) RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND ONE (1)
COMMERCIAL UNIT. MIXED USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT
" A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY
" DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED.
- . RECORDED ON JUNE 8,2014. .
AS DOC-2014-J892362-00, OFFICIAL-RECORD
BEING A PORTION OF 50 VARA BLOCK No. 154

=

CITY & COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO | RN . BTATE OF CAUFORNIA
SCALE A3 SHOWN - - APRIL 2018-

R EARR;(A{NP)ERCEA -~
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