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FILE NO. 180443 MOTION NO. 

[Final Map 9299 - 1731-1741 Powell Street] 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

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 Code, Section 101.1. 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9299", a 19 -residential unit and 

9 one commercial unit, mixed-use condominium project, located at 1731-1741 Powell Street, 

1 O being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0101, Lot No. 004, comprising three 

11 sheets, approved April 19, 2018, by Department of Public Works Order No. 187557 is hereby 

12 ap'proved and said map is adopted as an Official Final Map 9299; and, be it 

13 FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts as its own 

14 and incorporates by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings made by the 

15 Planning Department, by its letter dated June 14, 2017, that the proposed subdivision is 

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

17 Planning Code, Section 101.1; and, be it 

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

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

20 the Final Map and authorizes the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to execute the Clerk's 

21 Statement as set forth herein; and, be it 

22 FURTHER MOVED, That approval of this map is also conditioned upon compliance by 

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

24 amendments thereto. 

25 
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Bruce R. Storrs, PLS 

City and County Surveyor 
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Mohammed Nuru 

Director of Public Works 

Page2 



City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Public Works 

Mark Farrell, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

q ::: .... , . , , , ,- .. Office of the City and County Surveyor 
B r ;. "' n L L :~ t '; t L, 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

i),,MO Or ::;up::-ov1,~,'-1r,, SanFrancisco,Ca94103. 

S /i. /'J F P , \ /·1 C ,I ,'.'3 ''.:~ 6 '-· '' ::. (415) 554-5827 1* www.SFPublicWorks.org 

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 Fi_nal 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) paper 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 adopt this leg1slation. 

RECOMMENDED: APPROVED: 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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X Bruce R. Storrs 

Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce 

4/19/2018 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director, DPW 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

San Francisco Public Works 

4/19/2018 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Public.Works· Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Mark1=t Street, 3rd Floor· San Francisco, CA 94103 
sfpublicworks.org · tel 415-554-5810 • fax 415-554-6161 

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION 
Date: May 17, 2017 Project ID: 9299 

Project Type: 19 Residential Units and 1 Commercial Unit Mixed 
Department of City Planning 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Use New Construction Condominium Proiect 
A.ddress# · StreetName J;31ock 

1731 -1741 POWELL ST p101 
rentative Map Referral 

Attention: Mr. ScottF. Sanchez 

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

Sincerely, 

~~4-~ 
Adrian VerHagen, PLS;for. 

for, Bruce R. Storrs, P .L. S. 
City and County Surveyor 

ILot 
PD4 

, .f The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with 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 IO I. I based on the attached :findings. The subject referral is exempt from California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as 
categorically exempt Class: :iz ":.· ., CEQA Determination Datefci.~1:411_f __ :_ . .' • . · ;, based on the attached checklist. 

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

• · ; ':fhe subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with applicable 
provisions of the Planning Code due to the following reason( s ): 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

" r - -· ~·.• 

Planner's Name i_N_ic_ho_la_s_F_o_st_er~-~-----
for, Scott F. san'chez, Zoning Administrator 
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City and County of San Francisco 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

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: 

Block No. 0101 Lot No. 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 5th 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 
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City and County of San Francisco 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

CERTIFICATE SHOWING TAXES A LIEN, BUT NOT YETDUE 

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 the subdivision designated on the m·ap entitled is 

subject to the following City & County property taxes and SpecialAssessments 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 propos_ed Subdivision/Parcel 

Map: $28,629,683 

Established or estimated tax rate: 

Estimated taxes liened but not yet due: 

Amount of Assessments not yet due: 

1.2000% 

$343,557.00. 

$1,218.00 

These estimated taxes and special assessments have·been paid. 

David Augustine,_Tax Collector 

Dated this 5th 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 t"o· obtain 
another certificate. 

City Hall - Room 140 • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • San Francisco, CA 94102-4638 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

D Jobs.Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

0 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

D Other 

Planning Commission Motion 18806 
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2013 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

January 31, 2012 

2013.00SObTZ 
1731 Powell Street 
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 

Staff Contact: 

· 177 Post Street, Penthouse 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Kevin Guy- (415) 558-6163 

kevin.guy@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
{;A 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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 OFF-STREET PARKING SP ACES, WITHIN THE NORTH BEACH 

. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, THE NORTH BEACH SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, 
THE NORTH BEACH FINANCIAL SERVICE, LIMITED FINANCIAL SERVICEr AND BUSINESS OR 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE SUBDISTRICT, AND THE 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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·Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

PREAMBLE 

CASE NO. 2013.0050£TZ 
1731 Powell Street 

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.n 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. 2"013.0050C, collectively 
"Project"). 

On January 8, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Commission ("Commission") conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting 6n 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 approximate_ly 4,000 square feet, an additional ground-floor commercial space 
measuring approximately tOOO 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 Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Central Subway/Third Street 
Light Rail Phase 2 · Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Final Supplemental 
Environmen~al Impact Report ("Final SEIS/SEIR") and found that the contents of said report and the 

procedures through which the SEIS/SEIR was prepar~d, 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

CASE NO. 2013.0050.Q.TZ 
1731 Powell Street 

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

On January 31, 20i3, 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 HTOl 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 SUOl 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 restaurant use 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 legislation) 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. 2013.00SOC. 

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 
·2013.00SOC, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on the following 

findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
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 

. H~ight 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, 

$AN FRANCISCO . 
:PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 

961 



Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

CASE NO. 2013.0050fTZ 
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 A venue between Grant A venue 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' Italia (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 
Church of Saint Peter and Paul and the Saint Francis of Assisi Church. 

4. Project Description. The applicant proposes 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. 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 consistent 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. 

SAN FRANCISGO 

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 allQw the reconstruction of the 
blade· sign feature found on the existing theater. This blade sign would be exempt from the height limit 
of the 55-X Height and Bulk District. 

:PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

CASE NO. 2013.0050£TZ 
1731 Powell Street 

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

C. 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 211300 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. 

D. 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. 

E. Exposure. Section l40(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 an area that meets the exposure 
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. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

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 

'PLANNING OS:PARTIYIENT 5 
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Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

CASE NO. 2013.0050.Q.TZ 
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 Ccimmercial Districts. Section 145.1 of the Planning Code 
requires that NC Districts containing specific uses have at least 1h 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.l(c)(4) requires that non-residential ground-floor uses within 
NC Districts provide a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet. 

The subject mmmercial 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. 

H. Parking. Section 151 of the Planning Code allows one off-street parking space for every two 
residential units within the North Beach NCD, or tip 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 restaurant 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. 

I. Bicycle Parking. Section 155.4of 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. 

J. 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 operated 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. 

$AN Ff!ANCISOO 
'PLANNING DEPARTMEN'I' 6 
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Motion 18806 
February 14, 2013 

·CASE NO. 2013.0050.Q.TZ 
1731 Powell Street 

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. 

K. Inclusionary Affordable Housing. Program. Plam)ing 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 BP A) 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. 

L. 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. 

M. 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. 

N. 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. 

0. 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 hou_rs of 2:00AM 
and6:00AM. 
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The Project Sponsor is not requesting conditional use authorization 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 Service. 

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 
th_at 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 use authorization for the proposed restaurant, which 
would 1'!1-easure 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 sq,uare 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 project 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 
available 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: 
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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 accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

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 applicable 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 Cod~ 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 purpose 
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 Planning 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 ~ith said criteria in that: 

A. Preservation of a movie theater use is no longer .economicaliy viable 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 neighborhood-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 import~t 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 remaining 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 adjacent 
facades that contribute to the positive visual· quality of the district. 

$AN FRANCISCO . 

While contemporary, the project design incorporates visual elements of many of the Art Deco and 
Mo.derne 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 area. 

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 area; 

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 building 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 FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 11 

969 



Motion 18806 
February"14, 2013 

Policyl.1: 

CASE NO. 2013;0050£TZ 
1731 Powell Street 

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. 

Policyl.2: 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, 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. 

Policyl.3: 
. Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial 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 1HE 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 STRENG1HEN 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 commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts. 

No existing commercial tenant would be displaced and the project would not prevent the district from 
achieving optimal diversity in the types of goods and serv.ices 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 a,s 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 similar 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 consider 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 more 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 neighborhood 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. 
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EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE AND A MEANS OR ORIENTATION. 

Policy 1.1: 
Promote harmony in the visual relatio.nships 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 found to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for infill construction 
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 

OBJECTIVE1 

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 automobUe as the means of 
meeting San Francisco's transpor.tation 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 area. 

OBJECTIVE 24: 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 
Along the Powell Street and Columbus Avenue frontages the project sponsor will activate the ground-floor 
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.l(b' establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and 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-lieu 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 p(oposed 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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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 Square 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. 

12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(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 finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the sub:missions 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) 5_54-

5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

I hereby 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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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 (Section$ 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. 2013.00SOC 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 pr.pperty and not with a particular Project 
Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on 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. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for the ... 
term of the Central Subway Tunnel Boring 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 pr.oposed 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 Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf 
planning.org 

2. Extensio~. 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). 
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 Boring 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 determined by the Zoning 
Administrator, shall apply. 

This approval is contingent on, and will be of ri.o 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 Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the building 
design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to Department 
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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, www.sf-
pfanning.org · 

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 appurtenances, 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 existing theater building, including the heights of all rooftop features of the existing 

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

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 Planning approval of the building permit application. 
Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened so as 
not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 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 9t all required street improvements prio,r to 
issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department 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 about compliance, contact the Case. Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf
planning.org 

10, Transformer Vault. The locaHon of individual project PG&E Transfonper Vault installations has 
significant e.ffects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they rri.ay 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 l~ast 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 fai;ade 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 fai;ade facing a public right-of

way; 
4. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet, avoiding 

effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
5. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 

6. Public right-of~way, above ground, screened from view; and based -on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
7. On-site, in a ground floor fai;ade (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, http://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.sfmta:org 

12. Noise, Ambi~nt. Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels. 
Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Mapl, "Background Noise 
Levels," of the General Plan· that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code, new 
developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior occupiable areas 

from Background Noise and comply with Title 24. 
For information about compliance, contact" the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at ( 415) 

252-380"0, 

www.~fdph.org 

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,· www4-
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, www4-
planning.org 

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 fai;ade of the building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf 
planning.org 

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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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 Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, www.onestopSF.org 

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

with certification that the fee has been paid. . 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf 
planning.org 

22. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 
a. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 Pursuant to Planning Code 415.5, the Project $ponsor 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 
principal project. The applicable percentage for this project is twenty percent (20%). 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf
planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sfmoh.org. 

b. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program under Section 415 et seq. of ·the Pla:nrung 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 Planning Commission, and as required by Planning Code Section 415. 

Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth 
in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the Mayor's Office of 
Housing ("MOH") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or Mayor's Office of 
Housing's websites, including on the internet at: 

http://sf-planning:.org:/Modules/ShowDocument.asp'x? documentid=4451. 
As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is 
the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale 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, www4--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 construction 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 accm;dance with Section 107 A.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. Violatfon 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.~f-
planning.org 

24. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 

complaints from interested property owners, residents, ?r commercial lessees which are not resolved by 
the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of 
approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such 
complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider 
revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www4-
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, http://sfdpw.org 

27. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insu.lated 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 system$, 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, c?ntact _the Department of Building Inspection, 415-

558-6570, www.~fdbi.org 

For information about compliance with the amplified sound including music and television contact the Police 

Department at 415-553-0123; www.sfpolice.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), 1-800-334-0DOR (6367), www.baa~md.gov and Code Enforcement, 

Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www4-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 th1= 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 commi:imty liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if 
any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf 

plannint.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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STATEMENT/SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
. REPORT 

Date: 
Case No.: 

1650 Mission SI. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

. Projec:t Title: 
... zoning:· .. ~=-=~: .... -----·--·--------=- -··--· 

January 31, 2013 
1996.0281E 
Central Subway 
North Beach NCO (North Beach 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 -· ---- ------------. ···--

Block/Lot:-·-·- .... 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 

Lead Agency: 
Sta;H Contac.t 

Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0101/004 

. 15,320 square· feet (1731 Powell St) 
.. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 

J obn Funghi - ( 415) 701-4299 · 
San Francisco Planning Deparhnent 
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 Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact 
0 ·-· •· •. Report (2_008 SEIS/SEIR) ·certified by the Plari.ning Commission on August 7, 20081 .. 

...... . ; .. " ~..... . . . ·.. . 

. 'California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) allows for preparation of an addendum to a 
. . . 

certified Elli. when a change to a project _is proposed that would not result in new or 

substantially more severe significant impacts. SFMTA has proposed a modification to the 

C~tral Subway project that would 1) chang~ the location at which tl1.e tunnel boring machines 

(TBM) being used t~ 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 

coi1cl.uded. 

As described in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR, as currently approved, the constrqction tunnel for the 

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

1 Federal Transit Administration and San Francisco Planning Department, Final Central Subway Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, August 7, 2008. This docu.ment is on file 

and available for ~eview 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 _retrieval shaft located in the public _right-of

way. The proposal analyzed in this Addendum would relocate this retrieval site to a privately

owned parcel at 1731 Powell Street (Assessor's :Block 101, Lot 004), approxin1ately 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 property is the site of an approved project (Planning Department Case File 

No. 2007.1117) (the "Pagoda Theat_er project") vy-hich·would modify and con\;ert the existing 

theater to a rnixed-us.e builcling with iffresidential units and ·appro~ately 4,700 square feet 

(sf) of ground floor restaurant and retail-use. Five stories (40,875 -sf) of developed space over 

basement parking would be accommodat~d:within the existing 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 Planning Commission 

~dopted a conditional· use authorization for .the project~ Motion 17797 on January 8, 2009. On 
· October 28, 2010, the. Planning Commission amended the Conditi;n~l U~e 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 requirements. 

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 building .. _In.-addition- to TBM extra~tion at the project site, the modified project also 

would include the construction of a. development s~bstantially similar· to the Pagoda Theater . . . . 
project. The n,eW construction would include ~ building with substantially the same building . 

envelope and development specifications as the Pagoda Theater project, with the exception of a 
. . 

different configuration 6£ 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 ·new 1.7-mile cross town connector. The Central 

Subway is an extension ~f the existing·S.1-rrrile Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Transit 

Program, which began service in April 2007. 

. The Centrai Subway wµI extend from the existing station at Fourth and I<:ing Streets as a surface 
, 

line, transitioning to subway operation under the Interstate 80 Freeway, between Bryant and 
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Harrison Streets. The alignment will pass underneath the existing BART/Muni Market Street 

tube, and continue north under· Stockton Street to the system terminus in Chinatown at 

Stockton and Jackson Streets. A double tra·ck, 200-foot tail track for storage will continue 

beyond the Chinatown station platform. Four stations wiU be located along the 1.7-n:i.ile 

alignment: 

0 A surface station on Fourth Street betvveen Brannan ari.d Bryant Streets; 

The Yerba Buena/Moscone (subway) Station.at 4th and Folsom streets; 

" 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; an.cl 

• Chinatown Station at Stockton and Washington streets (subway). 

North of the Chinatown Station, the p:r~ject scope :includes confu1uation of the· twin tunnel 

excavation to the retrieval shaft site in North Beach. As described in this Addendum, SFMTA is 

currently· proposing relocation of the approved TBM retrieval shaft site from Columbus A venue 

to the property at 1731 Powell Street, affecting only the northernmost terminus of the Phase 2 

alignment 

Central Subway EIS/EtR. Timeline 

Milestones in the environmental revi:w of the Central Sub:way project are summarized below: 

1998: The T1iird Street Light Rail Project Final Environmental Impact Study and Final Environmental 

Impact Report (1998 FEIS/FEIR) is certified by the Planning Commission. 

1999: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issues ·a 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. 

Octob·er 17 2007~December 10, 2007: The Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/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. 
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February 19, 2008: SFMI'A Board of ·Directors selects Central Subway Project Alternative 3B 

with the North Beach Construction Variant as the Locally Preferred Alternative. 

Augus·t 2008: Plannmg Commission certifies the Final Supplemental EIS/EIR (2008 SEIS/SEIR) . 

. The SFMTA Board of Directors approves the 2008 SEIS/SEIR and (SFMTA Board ~esoh~tion 08-

150) and adopts the Project CEQA Findings, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

· (MMRP) and the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

September 16, 2008: On appeal, Board of Supervisors upholds Plamring Commission's 
. . . 

certification 0£2008 SEIS/SEIR. 

November: 2008: 'The FTA issues~ ROD, granting full enviro~ental clearance to the.project 
. . . . . . . 

and directing imple3?entation of the MMRP: 

March 2012: Construction begins alorig alignment from Interstate 80 to Union Square to prepare 

for tunnel boring. 

December 4, 2012: SFMI'A Board of Directors instructs the Director of SFMTA to take actions· 

necessary for impl~mentation of TBM retrieval at 1731 Powell Street. 

SE;TTING 

The project site is located·on an irregularly-shaped block bounded by Powell Street ori the east, 

Columbus Avenue on the northeast, Filbert Street on the north, Mason Street to the west; ari.d 

Union Street to the south. The project site is located on the eastern portio~ of the block where 

Columbus Avenue and Powell Str~et intersect. Land. uses adjacent to the project site include: a 

one-story restaurant ("Pellegrini") 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 frqnting 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 . 

thr~e or more stories are similar in height to the existing Pagoda Theater building, despite the 

differences in the ·number of stories, dui:! to the prevailing construction practices at the ti:i:ne they 

were built. · Other blocks in the vicinity have a similar development pattern, with mixed 

co.mmercial and residential uses along Columbus Avenue and small scale multifamily 

residential uses elsewhere. Washington Square, an approximately 2.15-aci:e park, is located. 

across Powell Street and Columbus A venue from the project site. 
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The project site, and other properties along Columbus A venue, are zoned North Bea.ch 

Neighborhood CommerciaJ District (NCD) and are in a 40-X height and bulk distrkt. 'Ihe 

project site is also witbh1 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 representations of the project site, proposed TBM retrieval shaft site,· and 

proposed 1731 Powell Street Mixed Use Building. 

TI1e modified project would include the following components: 

• Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft site_ 100 feet northwest of the approved location, 

from the Columbus Avenue right-of-way between Powell m.1.d Union Street to the 

project site; 

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

" Construction of a 56~foot tall mixed-use residential/retail building with 18 residehtial 

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

The project components are described in further detail below. 
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Source: San Francisco Planning Department, January 2013 
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Source: SWS 1/7/13 
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FIGURE 10:PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST EAST (COLUMBUS AVENUE) ELEVATION. 

Source: SWS 1/7/13 
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FIGURE 11: PROPOSED 1731 POWELL ST NORTH (FlLBERT STREET) ELEVATION 

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-way1 between Union and Powell Streets. The 

grade level at the current rBM extraction site on Columbus A venue is at an elevation of 

approximately 70 feet SF Datum. As. currently planned, the bored tunnel 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 

feet) would be constructed and TBM retrieval would occur 40 feet below grade level (30 feet SF 

Datum). The retrieval shaft woul~ 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, measu,ring 20 feet by 40 

feet and 40 feet in depth, would be located immediately adjacent to the retrieval shaft at the · 

point where the TBM would enter, and would consist of injected grouted columns 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 process, the retrieval shaft would be covered with a 

hatch roof and the Columbus A venue street surface would be restored. 

Under the modified project, the TBM extraction would occur at the project site; rather than the 

Columbus ~venue right-of-way. TI:ris change, .involving an additionai 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 the 

tunnel alignment would remain at an ele'l(ation of approximately 2.0 feet SF Datum over the 
. .. ....... -. 

length of the proposed extension. There is an existing downward-sloping grade over the lengfrt · 

of the proposed extended tunnel alignment, so at the point of retrieval the bottom of the tunnel 

would be approximately 40 feet. below the grade level° of 60 feet SF Datum; in addition, the 
. . . . 

retrieval shaft structure would extend approximately 25 feet further below ground, to -10 feet 

SF Datum, 70 feet below grade level. A treated zone equivalent in size to the one currently 

planned would be located adjacent to the retrieval shaft at the point 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 smface 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 TBMremovaland shaftclosing. 
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1731 PoweU Street Mixed-Use Project 

· A building permit (BP A 200908124636) for modification,s to the existing building at the Pagoda 

Theater project site was approved by th~ Pl~g DepartmeI1t on November 2; 2012. The 

Pagoda Theater project as approved wou1?, convert the 56~foot high va~ant structure to a mixed- · 

use building :-vith ·1s residential units, two ~tail . co~ercial' spaces - ::.. inciuding . an 

approximately 3,875 square foot restaurant an.d a 1,000. squ~re' foot retail space" - and 27 

: independently accessible parking spaces in a below-grade garage. 

The proposed TBM retrieval wou1d require demolition . of the. Pagoda Theater puilding,· 

eliminating the possibility of alteration.of the existing building as ~pproved. After the retrieval 

work is COIIlJ?leted, the property owner ~ould·~~~.s~ct a mixed-~e buildh1.g·s~bstantiilly ·._ 

·. sirnil<;tr to the approved project In addition to the tunnel extension and TBM retrieval, this 

Addend uni consider~ the demolition' and cons~~ti~n of a ~ew· rnixed-~se .bcii<l4ii.with ~p to 

18 ·residential-~ts, a 4,700 square foot re~taurant, 'and 27 indepeiidentiy accessible' parking 

spaces in ~- below-gr~de g':r:3-ge (?U the·proiE:c! . .?~~!. f<?ll~.&g co~p}f:~On <?!.,__~E: _T_!3M re~_eval. 

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 building would be 

consistent with the roof_ line of the existing· building. The ~~ting building has a ·blade sign on 

its western fa<;ade; a blade sign with generally the same position and dimensions as the existing . 

blade sign would be :included in the new building design (see Figures 10 ap.d 11). 

The existing height limit on the project site is 40 feet. . Built pri_or to the :implementation of the 

40-X height district, the current building, at approximately 55 feet, is a non-complying structure. · 

Bec~use 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 projed to allow construction to 

. a height of approximately 55 feet.as measured un_der the Plamring Code, maintaining the same 

roof line at the same height as the existing building. In addition, since the time of the approval 

of the Pagoda Palace projed, the Planning Code has been amended several times in ways which 

would otherwise impede the construction of the .Pagoda Palace project, }i the project were to 

move forward under current code. Tp.e SUD would allow modilica.tions to these otherwise 

applicable Planning Code provisions related to off-street parking, rear yard, ground floor 

ceiling heights, dwelling unit exposure, signage, establishment of a restaurant use, and .. 

maximum non-residential use size. 
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· Approvals Required 

TI1.e modified project would require the following approvals: 

• Conditional Use authorization (Plarming Co;mmission); 

'" . Special Use District approval (Board of Supervisors); 

" Height Reclassification from the 40-X Height and Bulk District to the 55-X Height and 

Bulk District (Board of Supervisors); 

" Authorization of lease of 1731 Powell Street and authorization of Central Subway tum1el 

contract modification (SFMTA Board of Directors); and 

• Approval of a building.permit for 1731 Powell Street building (Departinent of Building 

Inspection). 

CEQA REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Based on the application subrnitte_d _to the Planning Department by SFMTA (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 signilicant 

impacts identified in the previously certified EIR; (2) the background· conditions under which 

the proposed project would be constructed have not changed substantively from those 

conditions ~escribed in the previously certified EIR; and (3) new information of s~bstantial 

importance 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 subsequent.BIR). The proposed project would not result in any new sigrrificant 

impacts compared to those identified in the 200& SEIS/SEIR for the Third Street· Light 
·' Rail/Central 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 151c;i4 and disclose_s potential changes in physical 

effects relating to project modifications. 

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 
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feet to the northwest, from the Columbus Avenu~ right-of-way to the privately-owned parcel at 

1731 Powell Street. The project would -also_ alter the existing approvals for the conversion of the 

Pagoda Theater building from a theater to a mixed-use r(;!sidential and commercial buildmg, 

instead providing for demolition of the ~xisting building and construction of a new mixed-use 

project. 

The project. site and its surroundings have remained ·largely the same as when they were 

analyzed witlun the ·zoos. SEIS/SEIR. New significant effects or increases in the severity of 

previously identified significant effects are not expected to result from the proposed project, 

and a subsequent or supplemental EIR is, therefore, not nece_ssary. Accordingly, an Addendum. . . . . 

provides an appropriate level of CEQA analysis for the modified project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANAL YSlS 

LAND USE, PLANS~A:ND"ZONlNG-

The existing buildmg on the 15,320 square foot project site wa,s used as a film· and live 

performance theater from its construction in 1908 ·until 1985. The project site is .located on the 

southwest comer 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 srnall-sc:ale multifamily residential uses, and has 

. experienced relatively little new development. Aside from th:e approved Pagoda Theater

conversion, the North Beaqh Library project ~:me block northwest of the project site on 

Columbus ~venue is the only major new development pending in the area. Predominant. 

building heights are 2-4-stories. 

The modifie~ project introduces a new component of the Central Subway · project, 

redevelopme~t of the·project site with- residential and commercial uses_" The environmental 

impacts of the uses proposed on the site w1=re analyze~ in a Oass 32 Categorical Exemption £or 

the Pagoda Theater conversion project, issued on January ~' 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 w.ith the type of uses in the area and wou:1-d not disrupt or 

divide the existing community. At the time faat the Pagoda Theate.r project .was considered fo~ 

approvals, it was consistent with then-applicable Plarmh1.g Code requirements. 
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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 Sail. 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, ai1d building height continue to be consistent with buildings and activities 

ill. the surrounding neighborhood. Although corrunercial 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 neighboring 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 

A venue corrunercial uses. 

The modified project would have less-than-significant land use impacts. 

· Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans 

Planning Code 

At approximately. 55 feet ill. height, the existing 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 i:n 

the surrounding area snnilarly exceed the 40-foot height limit. 

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

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

buildili.g to enable excavation and operation of the TBM retrieval shaft, and consh·uction of a 

new approximately 55-focit-high building. This new building is not consistent with the 40-X 

Height and Bulk District. . The modified project includes a proposed Centxal Subway Turmel 

Boring Machine Extraction Site Special Use District (SUJ?), applying the provisions of the 55-X 

Height and Bulk District to the site. 
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... 

The SUD also exempts the proposed new building from rec.ently amended Planning Code 

provisions th.at 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 p.oor commercial space as a restaurant; 

• Nonresidential use exceeding 4,000 sf in size; 

• Provi.sion of a :maximum of 27 vehicle parking spaces; 

• Minimum ceiling height of 8.5 fe~t for ground.floor nonresidential uses; 

• Modification of the rear.yard.requirements -~--·-- --

• Modification of the dwelling unit expos.ure requir~inent; and 

• Exemption the :proposed blade sign from height limitation . 

Other provisions of the SUD address adm.inistratiye and permitting requirements and would 

not affect the physical environment. 

The SUD. as proposed would allow construction of a building with the sQ1D.e overall 

specifications as the approved Pagoda· Theater project. Potential physical ·environmental 

impacts of the demolition, excavation, and new ~onstruction that would be permitted':under the. 
. . 

SUD are addressed in this Addendum. 

General Plan 

The City's General Plan, which pro0,des general policies an~ objective? to guide land use: · 

decisions, contains some policies .that relate to physical environmental issues. . General Plan 

policies pertaining to other issues but riot affecting the physical environment are not discussed 

in this document, but.will be considered by decision makers as part of their decision whether to 
. . ' . 

approve or disapprove the proposed project. No substantial conflict with any environmental 

objective or policy within the General Plan was iden~ed in the 2008 SEIS/~EIR for the project. 

Similarly, the propo!,ed project would not result in substantial conflict with any environmental 

General Plan objective or policy. The issue of General Plan conformity will be reconsidered by 

the Planning Com.mission during their deliberations over tl1.e proposed project. Any potential 

conflicts with the General Plan identified as part of that process would not alter the physical and 

environmental effects of the proposed project. Further, the conclusions reached in the 2008 
. I • • 

SEIS/SEIB. that the original project would n.ot conflict with relevant plans would remain 

Case No. 1996.281E 

Third Street Light Rm~Centml Subway 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

22 
Addendum to SEIRISEJS 

January 2013 

1006· 



applicable to the proposed project. TI1Us, the modified project would have similar less-than.

significant land use impacts, as was identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. 

VISUAL ClUALITY 

Equipment used for construction and operation of the IBM retrieval shaft will be visible from 

the surrounding area, :including Washington Square. Relocation of the TBM extraction site by 

100 feet will 11ot substantially change this impact Moreover, the impact is temporary and was 

not considered significant in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR; an improvement measure requiring screening 

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

The modified project would involve redevelopment 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 ~xi.sting structure 1!1 size, ahy 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 fue site would not have a substantial, 

demonstrable negative eff~ct 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 not have a demonstrable. adverse aesthetic 

effect; and would not result in substantial light or gl_are. Therefore, the proposed modification to 

the Central Subway project would not have significant aesthetic impacts. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archeological Resour~es 

Th~ Planning Department reviewed the Pagoda Theater project for impacts to CEQA-signifo::ant 

a.rcheological resources.2 The existing basement slabs extend to .a depth of 7 to 15 feet below 

grade, a11.d the Pagoda Theater project involved a further 7 feet of excavation. 

2 Archeological Response for 1735-1741 Powell Street,. Memorandum fr.om Don Lewis, Major Environmental 
. Analysis, January 5, 2009. This document is on file and available for·public review at the Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 1996.281E and Case File No 2007.1117E. · 
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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 fue. The site contains deposits 

indicating significant .fill episodes dating from prior to the construction of the Orthodox church, 

and again from the time p·~riod between 1906 and th~·construction of.th~ the~te~ 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 th¢ Pagoda Theater project would not 

affect CEQA-significan~ archeological resources.' . 

According t9 · the geotechnical report preparec!, 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 upper 3-5 feet ·.of which is considered sensitive 

for prehistoric deposits of the Middle ao.~ L<;1t~ Holocene era 3 · 

While it is not expected that :fue redevelopment c;,f. the project site with the 1731 Powell Street 

mixed-use building would result in any greater impact to CEQA-significant archeological 

_resources th.an the Pagoda T'neai:er projed:,the modilied----project-would increase· the ·depih of 

excavation on the project site at the tunnel and 1'.13M retrieval shaft locations. If archeological 

resources are present at greater depths .than previously considered for the P.agoda Theater 

proposal, they could be affected by construction o~ the tunnel, treated zone, and/or TBM 

retrieval shaft. 

Potential archeological resource impacts of the Central Subway project are described ip. Section 

~.4, 6.7, and 7.3.3 of the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. The analysis identified two known p~e~toric and five 

known historic archeological sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Central 

Subway alignment alternatives. Columbus Avenue and· the TBM retrieval.shaft site were 

· identified as p9tential 11,istoric archeological resource sites because the roadway cut through 

multiple city lots that were already developed at the ti.me of roadway construction in the i87_0s, 

~d because of the e~ly use of Washington Square as a public 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 modifications to the APE cmd deveio1; an Archeological 

Monitoring Plan for the newly affected area. 

3 Memorandum from Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Department to Sarah Jones, San Francisco- Planning 
Department, J ar1.~ 18, 2013. Thls document is on file and available for review at the Planning Deparbnent, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 40D, in Case File No. 1996.281E. · 
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An archeological mitigation measure was applied to the Central Subway project, requmng 

limtted testing along the selected aligmnent, monitoring during construction in sections of the 

alignment determined to have moderate to high sensitivity for significant archeological 

resources, completion of a teclmical report following assessment, .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 project would not result in any new. significant impacts or require mitigation 

beyond that identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. 

Historical Architectural Resources 

TBM Retrieval Shaft Relocation 

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 project, would not affect the use or historic character . .of Washington Square, and 

wo-qld be temporary and less than significant. 

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 locations, could result iI1. 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 b_elow 0.12 inches/second peak particle vibration 

(PPV).4 Th~ mitigation measures were included in the mitigation m01:itoring and reporting 

program (lvfMRP) adopted for the project (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57). 

TI1e TBM retrieval shaft relocation wo~ld increase the potential for construction activities to 

affect the building at 721 Filbert Street, which abuts the project site tb the west. 721 Filbert 

Sb:eet is a two-story masonry garage building constructed in 1907. It is included u1 the U1vfB 

(Unremforced Masomy Building) Survey and was rated "l" (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, ~ three-story frame building constructed :in 1914 with a 

survey rating of "2" on the North Beach Survey and a National Register histo_ric status code of 

"61." 

l'v1itigation measures adopted for the Central Subway project to reduce construction vibration 

impacts on historic buHd:ings to less-than-signi£icant levels would be applied to the extension of 

the tunnel <;1Ild construction of the TBM .. retrieval shaft. As with the approved project, impacts 

associated with historical architectural resources from the proposed ~M retrieval shaft 

relocation would be less than significant with mitigation. 

1731 Powell Redevelopment 

. Because the Pagoda Theater project proposed su?stantial alteration to the Pagoda Theater 

. Building, the Plann:ing Department r~quired preparation 6£ a Supplemental Information Form 

for Historical Resource Evaluati.on5 .. an~ comp!eted a Historic Resource Evalu~!i.9-.~_B.:~sponse · 

(HRER).6 The HRER concluded that the build:ing is locat~d :in .the Wasrungton Square Historic 

District, but due to removal of the marquee and all :interior partitions and £:inishes, and creation 

of new openings on the primary build:ing elevation, the build:ing lacks the necessary :integrity ·to 

be considered eligible :individually or as a contributor to the district fot the California Register 

of Historic Reso.urces (CRHR). Therefore, no resource·is present on the site. The determ:ination 

that the proposed alterations .would not have an adverse effect on the Wash:ington Square· 

Historic District was . based on the Pagoda Theater project's ma:intenan.ce of :fue .. ov~rall .size, 

mass:ing, and·architectural features such as the blade sign. 

The modified project would result :in demolition of the Pagoda Theater building. This would 
~ . . . 

not result in a significant impact as the existing. build:ing is not a historical resource. . The 

Plann:ing Departmentconside;red the effect of the proposed new mixed-use development on the ... 

Washington Square Historic ~istrict, and concluded ~at the modified project would be a 

5 Page & Turnbull, Inc, Supplemental Information Fann, Pagoda Theatre, 1731-1741 PoweU Street, San Francisco CA, 14 
June 2007. 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. 

6 Historic Resource Evaluation Response prepared by Tim Frye, San Francisco Planning Department, December 24, 
2008. TI-us document is. on file and available for review at the Planning Deparbnent, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 
400, in Case File No. 2007.1117E and Case File No. 1996.28iE. 
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compatible i11iill development due to the replication of similar size, scale, and detailii1g, with 

iJ.1clusion of the blade sig:n..7 

Sun1.111ary 

The adopted mitigation measures for Central Subway construction impacts on cultural 

resources would effectively. reduce unpacts from the modified project to less that significant 

The modified project would not result in significant impacts on cultural resources beyond those 

addressed _in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. 

TRANSPORTATION 

TBM Retrieval Site Relocation 

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR acknowledged that there would be temporary, less than significant traffic 

and transit impacts on Coiumbus Avenue during constructi9n and operation of the TBM 

retrieval shaft. Columbus A venue is a four-lane_, two-way major arterial with multiple transit 

lines and sidewalks and on-street parking on both sides of the street. The modified project

would avoid these less than significant impacts. 

As currently proposed under the modified· project, the project site (and potentially the 

11eighboriri.g surface parking lot) would accommodate most work areas for TBM retrieval shaft 
. . . 

~onstruction and operation. However, periodic lane and street closure of Powell Street between 

Columbus Avenue and Union Street may be required .. The tunnel contractor and SFMTA 

would maintain all current and approved practices for traffic ~ontro~ and loading zone 

relocation, and no new significant impacts would occur. It is expected 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 II) prepared by Rich Sucre, San Francisco Planning 
Department, January 18, 2013. TI-Lis document is on file and availab1e for review at the Plarming D_eparhnent, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 1996.281E. · 
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1731 Powell Street 

This section: provides an updated assessment of the trip generation associated with the 

. proposed 1731 Powell Street redevelop_n;ient 8 

Trip generation was conducted to estimate the total _trips from the 1731 Powell Street project 

and assess the impact of_ the net new trips on· the surrounding road~ay network. Trip 

generation calculations and assumptions were based on the 2002 San Francisco Transportation 
•, . . 

Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) and assumed a daily trip 

rate of ·10 trips for every residential. unit, 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 Gµidelines were applied to the auto mode split to obtain the vehicle·-·=: .. 

trips due to the proposed project. Resuttant vehicle trips are shown in Table 3 along with the 

person trips. for other modes of travel. Mode split and vehicle occupancy information fo:t the 

prpposed prQ.jfct lan.d_U$~_Wg(, bas~d _onJhe 5-F Gui!Jelin?.s.9 Resi<Jgntii!l.mode_12pli_(ciqta were. 

obtained from the 2000 Census.for Census Tract 107. Table 1, below, summarizes expected trips . 

. As shown in Table 1, the modified project would result in 17 peak hour vehicle trips and 21 

peak hour. transit trips attributable to the redeveiopment of 1731 Powell Street · Seventeen 

vehicle trips distributed to local· intersections ~ould · not have the p9tential to_ contribute 

substantially to traffic levels, and the modified project would not create new significant traffic 

impacts. 

The project site is served by eight MUNI lines with stops within two blocks of the site. . The · 

projected 21 peak hour transit trips would be distributed over those lines, and the project wquld 

not have the potential to incr.ease transit ridership beyond c13-pacity Ie:vels. 

8 San Francisco Plaruung J:?epartrnent, Transportation Calculations for 1741 Powell Street, January 15,.2013. These 
calculations are on file and available for review at the Plann,ing Deparlment, 1650 lvfission Street, Suite 400, in 
Case File No. 1996.281E. 

9 $an_Francisco Planning Department,. Transportation Impact Analysis Guicl.elines for Environnumtal. Review, October 
2002. This document is also known as SF Guidelines. 
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TABLEl 

TRIP GENERATION AND PARKING DEMAND -1731 POWELL STREET 
. :.~ .. . ·. . : .. ... : ;,:.· . ' ·.:· ...... •'', 

.. .· .. : .. :• .. .. . . . . • .. 
:cci~~e;~jai ·co.n.:iri911~r;it 

.. .. 
.. R~_iid~~ti~I.C9~pb1:i'~~:t· Total .. · .. 

Daily Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour Dai)y Peak Hour 

Auto 

Person Trips 47 8 253 ·23 300 31 

Vehicle trips 41 7 107 10 148 17 

Transit 59 10 119 11 178 21 

Pedestrian 67 12 246 22: 313 34 

Other 7 1 87 8 94 9 

Parking Space Demand 27 9 short terrn/3 long term 39 

Loading trips .06 average/.07 peak :05 average/.06 peak· .11 average/.13 peak 

The proposed building would be accessed via a single driveway entrance/egress on Powell 

Street, near the intersection with Columbus A venue to the north. There is a~equate space for · 

queuing of vehicles within the garage and vehicles entering the. site would not be expected to 

result in traffic flow :impacts on P~well 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 resuH in pedestrian 

impacts. Bicycle Route #ll, a Class Ill Bicycle route, runs along Columbus Avenue but, because 

the project's driveway would be located off the bicycle route on Powell Street, conflicts between 

vehicle and bicycle traffic would not be expected to: occur. 

Parking 

The proposed project includes 27 parking spaces. Tbis proposal is consistent with the amount 

of parking approved for the site ·in 2009. One off-street loading space would be provided in the 

U11derground garage; no off-street loading is required under Plannir1.g Code Section 155 for a 

projec:t of this size. 
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·Based ~n SF Guidelines estimates, the proposed project would generate demand for $9 parking 

spaces, resulting in a demand-based parking deficit of 12 spaces. San Francisco does not 

consider p~king ·supply as part of the permanent· physical environment. Parking conditions 

are not static, as parking supply and demand .varies ·over tin:i.e. 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 impacts on the physical 

environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project's social impacts nee·d not be treated 

as significant impacts on the environment. Environmental documents should, however, 

addr~ss the secondary physical impa~ts that c01tld b~ triggered by a social impact. (CEQA · · . . . . . 

Guidelines§ 1513l(a).) the· soc~a]. inconvenience of parking deficits, s;~ ~shaving to hunt for_ 

. scarce parking spaces, is not an enviromp.ental impact, 'but _there may 'be secondary phy~ical 

environmental impacts, such as increas.ed traffic congestion ·at fotersections, air quality impacts, · 

safety impacts, or noj,se impacts c~used by congestion. In the experience of. San Fr~cisco 
. . ' 

. transportaffon planners, howevei,-llie absence 6Ta reaa_y_s_u_p_p...,-ly orpa:rkmg spaces, COJ?].bined 

with available a,lternatives 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 o~ travel, or change their overall travel habits. 

Any such resulting shifts to transit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City's 

"Transit First" policy. 

The transportation analysis .accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and 

. looking for a parking space in areas of limited park:ing supply, by assuming that all drivers 

would attempt to find parking at o:i: near the project site and then seek parking farther away ,if 

convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects· of_ drivers searching for 

parking is typkally offset by a ~eduction in vehicle trips due· to others who are aware of 

constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any secondary environmental impacts · . . . 

which may result from .a shortfall irl'parking· in the vicinity of the proposed project would be 

minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transport?,tion analysis, as well as_ in the 

associated air quality, noise· and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably addresses potential 

secondary eff~cts. 

The modified project would not result :in any temporary or permanent new significant 

transportation impacts not identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIB.. 
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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 bujldings, and . improvement measures to further reduce the less-than-significant 

impacts .of . construction noise. With TBM . retrieval shaft relocation, · noise from shaft 

construction and operation would occur at closer proximity to sensitive receptors (residences) 

surrounding the project site. Although residents surroi.mding 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 resid_ences proximate to the TBM retrieval s);i.aft 

location on Columbus Avenue or other aboveground construction areas for.the Central Subway 

project. TBM retrieval would use similar equipment. to construction activities, and the 

operation of the shaft would likewise have similar noise impacts as construction. The adopted 

construction vibration mitiga,tion measures and noise impr_ovement measures would be applied 

to the modified project (see Mitigation Measures 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 Building 

Noise levels on Columbus Avenue exceed 75 Ldn (level day-night weighted decibels) and are in 

the range of 65-70 Ldn on Powell Street, Union Street,'and Filbert Street10• The addition of 18 

uriits and 4,700 sf of restaurant use from redevelopment of the 17 41 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 p~oje:ct si~e. Other operational noise, such as restimrar:i.t ventilat;ion 

sy~tems, would be at levels· typically present in an urban area. Operational and building 

construction noise would be regulated under the City's Noise Ordinance (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 projec.t site frontages on Columbus Avenue and Pmvell 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 Noise11; a small portion 

. . 

10.San Francisco Planning Department Geographic Information System, accessed January 22, 2013. 
11 San Francisco Gener~ Plan, Environmental Protection Element, Policy 11.1. 
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0£ the project site closest to Columbus A venue is subject to noise levels exceeding 75 Ldn, the 

level at which noise analysis prior to building permit issuance is required per the mitigation 

measures adopted for the 2009 Hous:in.g Element. The building -yvould be subject to detailed 
. . . 

noise analysis as part of the building perrr:ut process, and would be _required to meet the 

California Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of tl1e California Code of Regulations, and no 
. . . - . 

significant impacts would occur from this component of the modified project . 

AIR QUALITY. 

In accordance with.the state .and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified· 

for the following six criteria air pollutants: o~one, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter 

(PM), nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are termed 

criteria air pollutants because they are. regulated by developing specific public healtli.-. · and 

welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissi°!Jle levels. The Bay Area Air Quality 
. ··- . . . . -~ -- - - ;-- ·- . . 

Management Distrid (BAAQMD) has established thresholds of significance to determine if 
. . 

projects would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality 

· violatj.on, or result in a cumulatively considerable -net increase in criteria air pollutants within · 

the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. To assist lead agencies, the BAAQMD, in their CEQA Air. 

Quality Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criteria. If a proposed project meets the 

screening criteri~ then the projec~ would ~esult in less-than-significant criteria -air pollutan,t . 

. impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality 

assessment to determine whethe~ criteria· air pollutant emissions would .exceed .significance 

thresholds. The proposed project would not exceed criteria air pollutant screening levels f~r 

operation or construction.· 

In addition ~o 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.e., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human 

· health, including carcinogenic effects. In an effort to . identify areas of. San Francisco mqst 

adversely .affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered · with the "SAAQMD to 

inventory and assess air ·pollution and exposures from mobile, stationa:r:y, and area sources 

witlun San Francisco. Areas ,vi.th poor air quality, termed "air pollutioii. hot spots," v.rere 

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 population, and/or (2) 
. . . 

cumulative PM2.!;i concentrations greater tl1an 10 micrograms per. cubic meter. Land use 
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projects within these air pollution hot spots requfre special consideration to determine whether 

the project's activities . would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant 

concentrations. 

'The 1731 Powell Sh·eet project site is not within an air pollution hot spot 111.erefore, the 

proposed project would result in a less than signi!icant 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 controi 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 

Washington 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." 111.e proposed new location for the TBM retrieval shaft would be in closer 

proximity to the residences on the project block than the original location, but the project would 

continue to be subject to required dust an~ 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 Construction 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 d~:ing· site preparation, demolition and construction 

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

nuisance complaint.s, and to avoid . orders to stop work by the Department of Builqing 

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 generated during site preparation, demolition 

and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-site 

workers, m.i.nim:ize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop ·work by the 

Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

11,e Building Code requires that .all site. preparation 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 conshuction· areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming afrbome. 
Increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind· speeds. exceed 15 mile 
per hour. Reclaimecl water must be us.ed if required by Article 21, Section liOO et seq. of 
the San Francfsco Public Works Code. If not requfred~ reclaimed water should be used. . .. 
whenever possible; 

• Provide as much wat~r as necessary to control dust (without creating run-~££) in an area 
of land clearing, earth movement, excavation, drillings, and other dust-generating 
activity; 

• During excavation and dirt-moving activities, wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks,_ pat:ru:;, and intersections wliere'-work is in progress at th~-end' ofihe ·workday; 

• Cover any inactive (no disturbance for more than sey:en days) stockpil~~ greater than ten 
cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated rnater!als, backfill material, import ~aterial, 
gravel, sand, road base, and soil with a 10 mil (0.01 .inc;h) polyethylene plastic. or 
equivalent tarp and brace it down or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques; 
and --------

• Use dust enclosures, _curtains, artd dust collectors as necessary to control dust in .the 
excavation area. 

Compliance with the San Francisco Building Code's General Dust Control Requirements 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 perfo~ 

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).13_Sponsors of projects on sites_ where 

the PM '.2.5 c~ncentration exceeds the 0.2 ug/m3 action level are required to install ventilation 

systems or otherwise redes1~ the project to reduce PM 2.5 concentrations for habitable areas of 

dwelling units by a performance standard of 80 percent. The Class 32 categorical exemption 

prepared for the Pagoda Theater project indicates that the project site is.not with the Potential 

12 PM 2.5 is a measure of smaller particles in the air that are 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 newer scientific findings, the Agency is considering regulations that will ma..."ke PM 2.5 the new "standard". 

13 See !3oard of Supervisors Ordinance No. 281-08, effective January 5, 20Q9. · 
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Roadway Expose Zone, ar,d therefore the project would not expose new project residents to 

substantial concentrations of air pollutants.14 

The 1731 Powell Street project would result i11 further construction activities subsequent to the 

closure of the TBM retrieval shaft. However, construction ei:nissions would be temporary and 

variable in ~ature and, because the project site isnot withm a hot ~pot, would not be expected to 

expose sensitive 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 :rrunui:es, which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptors exposure to temporary 

and variable TAC emissions; b:t 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 relate~ to air quality. 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

Current requirements related to greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis were established in 2010, 

· subsequent to the certification of the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. Therefore, GHGs are discussed below 

consistent with current procedures and requirements. 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as GHGs because they capture heat 

radiated from the sun ,;1s it is .reflected back. into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does .. 

The accumulation of GHG' s has be~n 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 compounds occur v.rithin earth's atmosphere . 

. Emissions. of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane 

results from off-gassing associated v,ii:h agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs 

g San Francisco Plaru1ing Department Certificate of Determination, Exemption from Environmental Review, 1735-

1741 Pov,.rell Street, January 6, 2009. Tilis 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, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in 

certain industrial processes. Greenhouse gases are typically reported in "carbon dioxide- · 

equivalent'.' measures (C02E).I5 

There is intemanonal sciei:rtific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will 

~ontinue to con~bute t~ global warming. P_ot~nti.al global war:ming impacts .in California_ may· 

include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per 

year, more high ozone days; more large forest fu~s, and·more drought years. Second,ny effects 

are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, 

and changes in habitat and biodive!sity.16 

···-- ... ~ ~-~-- -- . 

The Afr Resources Board (ARB) estimated fuat in 2006 California produced about 484 million 
. . 

gross metric tons of C02E (MMTC02E),. or ahout 535niillion U.S. tons.17 The ARB found fuat 

transportation is fue 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. 

Con-ur1ere:ial and reside.nUal .fuel use (p.r.l.inarily for hea:i:ing)-aeecitli'ti:ed .for 9-pe:reent of GB:G 

. emissions.18 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 accounting for approximately 36% of fue 

Bay Area's 95.8 MMTC02E emitted in 2007.19 Electricity generation accounts for approximately 

16% of the :Say Area's CHG emissions followed by residential fuel usage at 7%, off-road 
I . 

ec:i.uipment at 3% and agri~ture at 1 %.20 

In 2006, the California legislature passed-Assembly Bill No. 32 (California Health and Saiety· 

Code Divisicm 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),- also known as fue Global Warming 

Solutions Act. AB 32 requires ARB ~o design and implement emission limits, regulations, and 

1s 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 

16 California Climate Change Portal Frequently Asked Questions About Giobal Climate Change. Available online at 
http://www.climatechange.ca.g-ov/publications/faqs.html.http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/faqs.html. Accessed 
November 8, 2010. · · 

17 Cali.t:omia Air Resources Board (ARB), "California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2006- by Category as Defined ii; the. 
Scoping Plai,." http://www.arb.ca.g-ov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg- inventorv scopingplan 2009-03-
13.pdf.http://-wvvw.arb.ca.g-ov/cc/inventory/dataJtables/g-hg- invent01:y scouine:plan 2009-03-13.udf. Accessed !vfarch 2,.2010. 

18 Ibid. 

19 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base. Year 2007, Updated: 
February 2010. Available online at 
http://www.baaqmd-.e:ov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Emission%20Inventory/reg-jonalinventory2007" 2 10.ashx. 
htto://v,.rww.baaqmd.g-mr/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Researd1/Emission%20Inventorv/ree:ionalinventorv2007 2 10.ashx. 
Accessed March 2, 2010. 

20Jbid. 
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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 ep_1issions). 

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scoping 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.21 TI1e Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons 

of C02E (MMTC02E) (about 191 million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture, 

forestry, and high global wanning potential sectors, see Table 5, below. ARB has identified an 

implementation timeline for the GHG reduction strategies in the Scoping Plan.22 Some measures 

_m.ay require new legislation to implement, some will require subsidies, some have already been 

developed, :and some will require additional effort to evaluate and quantify. Additionally, some 

emissions r'eductions strategies may require their own environmental review under CEQA or 

the National Envirollilental 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 govenunen~ 

themselves and notes that successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments' 

land use planning and u:i;ban growth decisions because local governments have primary 

authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit land development to acco:m:i:nodate population 

growth and the changing needs of their jurisdicti_ons. 

The Scoping Plan relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the carbon 

emission reductions anticipated from land 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 communities strategy" 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. 

21 California Air Resources Board, California's Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at 

http;//www.arb.ca.gov/cc/focts/scooing olan fs:odf.htt~:l/www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping olan fs.pdf. Accessed March 4, 
2010. . . 

22 California Air Resources Board. AB 32 Scoping Plan. A vaila.ble Online at: 
http://wwvv.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/sp measures implementation· timeline.pdf.http:Uwww.arb.ca.gov/cciscoping:plan/sp ~ 
easures implementation timeline.pdf. Accessed March 2, 2010. 
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Table 2. GHG Reductions from the AB 32 Scoping Pla.n Sectors23
' 

GHG Re_duction Measures By Sector 
. GH<;; Reductions (MMT 

C02E) 
Transportation Sector 62.3 
Electricity and Natural Gas 49.7 
Industry 1.4 
Landfill Methane Control Measure (Discrete Early ··-. 1 Action) ···-·- .. .. ·-· -. . 
Forestry 5 
High Global Warming Potential GHGs 20.2 
Additional Reductions Needed to Achieve the GHG 34.4 
Cap -

· Total 174 

Other Recommended Measures 
.. 

. , . . 

Government Operations, 1-2 
Agriculture- Meth_ane·Capture at Large Dairies_ .. -· ' -- .... _._..., 1 . -· .. . ........ ,.. . -~ . 

-·--
Methane Capture at Large Dairies . 1 
Additfonal GHG Reduction Measures . . ·-·. -·· ·- - . 

Water 4.8 
Green Buildings 26 
High Recycling/ Zero Waste . Commercial Recycling . Composting 

9 . Anaerobic Digestion - --· 

-- . t=vfonrtorl Drnri11cof Oocpn~eihil;i'f. _ . - ·- .. -. Environmentallv Preferable Purchasing 
T_otal 42.8-43.8 .. 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) required the Office of Planning and .Research, (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 Guidelines, the amendments aq.d a new section . 

. to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA G~deliries Appendix G) to address questions regardmg the .. 

project's -potential to emit GHGs. 

BAAQMD is the primary agency responsible for air quality regu:lation in- the nine county San 

Francisco Bay Area· Air B·asin: (SFBAAB): ·As part· of their role . in air quality regulation,· 

BAAQMD has pr~pared the CEQA air quality guidelines to assist lead agencies in evaluating 

air quality impacts of projects and plans proposed in. the SFBAAB. The guidelines _pro~ide 

procedures for· evaluating potential air quality impacts during the environmental _review . 

. process consistent with CEQA req~ements. 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. Jhe 2010 CEQA Air Quality. Guidelines provide for 

the . first time CEQA thresholds of significance for greenhouse · gas enu~sions. OPR' s 

23 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 tbis analysis accordingly. 

The most common GHGs resultii.1g from human activity are CO2, CH4, and N20.24 State law 

defines GHGs to also include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons ai1.d sulfur hexafluoride_ 

These latte:t GHG compounds are usually emitted ii.1. industrial processes, ari.d therefore not 

applicable to the proposed project. Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of 

climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational . 

phases_ Direct operational ·emissions include GHG emissi9ns from new vehicle trips and area 

sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions ii.1.clude emissions from electricity 

providers, energy requu-ed to pump, treat, and convey water, a11d emissions associated with. 

landfill operations: 

The proposed project would increase tl1.e activity onsite through 1) construction and operation 

of the TBM retrieval shaft, and 2) demolition of tl1.e Pagoda Theater quildii.1.g and 

redevelopment of the site with a mixed use _building containing 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 

contribute to annual long-term increases ii.1. GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (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 o~ :which ~ a_ determination of whethe~ the propo_sed project is consistent 

with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Re·duction·Strategy, as defined in tl1.e 2010 CEQA Au-. Quality · 

Guidelines. On August 12, 2010, tll.e San Francisco Planning Department submitted a draft of 

the City an.d County of San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions to tl1.e 

BAAQMD.25 This document presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs and 

ordinai1.ces that collectively represent San Francisco's Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

"4 Govemor' s Office of Plannbg and Research. Technical Advisory- CEQA. ad Cl.:ii:a.le Change: Addressing Clim,,te Cb.mge through 
California famironmental Qwiliiy Act (CEQA) R1:view. Tune 19, 2008. Avaih.ble at the Office of Planning and Research's website-at: 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/ju11e08-ceqa.pdf. http://www.opr.ca.gov1ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2010 . 

. 25 San Francisco Planning Department. Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Fra.ncisco. 2010. 11,e final document is 
available on.line at: http://www.sfplanning.org/in.dex.aspx?page=1570. 
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Strategy :in compliance with the BAAQMD' s 2Ql0 CEQA Air Quality Guide~~s and thresholds 

of significance. 

San Francisco's GHG reduction strategy identifies a number of mandatory .requirements and 

incentives that have measurably reduced greenhouse gas emissions including, but not limited 

to~ :increas:ing the energy efficiency 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 

construc~on and demoli~.on debris recovery ordin~ce, a solar energy generation subsidy, 

:incorporation of alternative fuel vehicles :in the City's transportation fleet (includ:ing ·buses and 
. . . . . . 

taxis}~~"f-~· a mandatory compostin~ .ordinance. ~e ~trategy also ida:itifies. 42 specific 

regulations. for new development that would reduce a project's GHG emissions~ 

San Francisco's climate ·change goals as are identified in the 2008. G:ree:nhouse Gas Reduction 

Ordinance as follows: 

• · By 2.008, determ:ine the City's 1990. GHG emissions, the baselir1!:!. ley_el with reference to 
wh.ie.1.~ -target-reduffiOrLS are set; · - - -

• Reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017; 

• Reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and 

• Reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The City'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 E~tssions identifies.the 

.City's ~ctions to pursue cleaner energy, energy conservation, alt~rnative transportation and 

. solid waste policies, and concludes that San Francisco's policies have. resulted :in a reduction .:in

. greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 levels, meeting statewide AB 32 GHG reduction goals. AB 

reported, .San Francisco's 1990 GHG emissions were approximately 8.26 million metric tons 

(MMT) C02E and 2005 GHG emissions are estimated at 7.82 MMTC02E, representing an 
approximately 5.3 percent reduction :in GHG emissions below 1990 levels. 

111.e BAAQJYID 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 compr~hensive strategies help the Bay Area move toward reaching 

the State's AB 32 goals, and also serve as a model from which other coromuni~ies can. learn."26 

Based on the BAAQMD's 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, proje.cts 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 con;;istent 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 Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, new development . and 

renovations/alterations for private projects ai1.d 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 Stre~t mi.x;ed use building.) 

TABLE 3. 

GHG REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO MODIFIED PROJECT-TBM RETRIEVAL 

Regulation Requirement Project Discussion 

Compliance 

Transportation sector 

Clean Effective March ·2009, all contracts [gJ Project Tunnel Contract Section 01 57 

Construction for large (20+ day) City projects are · Complies 19 Part 1.06 requires 

Ordinance (San required to: 
0Not 

compliance with Admin, Code 

Francisco •Fuel diesel vehicles with 820 Section 6.25: Contractors shall 

Administrative biodiesel, and Applicable 
adopt clean construction 

Code, Section •Use construction equiJ?ment that D Project Does practices including biodiesel fuel 

6.25) 
meet USEPA Tier 2 standards Not Comply and 5 emissions controls. or best available control 
technologies for equipment over 
25 hp. 

Waste Reduction Sector 

Resource The ordinance requires all t8J Project 
Efficiency and demolition (and new construction) Complies Tunnel Contract Section Di 35 36 
Green Building projects to prepare a Construction 

0 Not Conformed June 8, 2011 edition. 
Ordinance ($an and Demolition Debris Management 

Francisco Plan designed to recycle 
Applicable 

Environment construction and demoiition D Project Does See sub section 1.07. 

I Code, Chapter7) materials to the maximum extent Not Comply 

feasible, with a goal of 75% 

2, Letter from Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Plam1ing Department October 28, 2010. TI1is letter is 

available online at http:Uwww.sfolannim:.or~/indeX.aspx?Page=1570.http://www.sfulamlin2:.org/index.aspx?page=l570. 
Accessed November 12, 2010. 
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Regufation 

Resource 

Conservation 

Ordinance. (San 

Francisco 

Environment 

Code, Chapter 5) 

Maridatory 

Recycling and 

Composting 

Ordinance (San 

Francisco 

Environment 

Code, Chapter 

19) 

Construction 

Recycled Content 

Ordinance (San 

Francisco 

Administrativ.e 

Code, Section 

6.4) 

Case No. 1996.281E 

· Requirement 

diversion. 

The ordinance specifies requires for 

all city buildings to provide 

adequate recycling space 

This ordinance establishes a goal 

for each City department to (i) 

maximize purchases of recycled 

products and (ii) divert f~om 

disposal as much solid waste as 

Project. 
Compliance 

t8] Project 

Complies 

D Not 

Applicable 

possible so that the City can meet'"' · ·D Project.Does 

the state-mandated 50% division .. ·· ·· Not Comply 

requirement. Each City department 

shall prepare a Waste Assessment. 

The.ordinance also requires the 

Department of the Environment to 

prepare a -Resource-eunsenra.iion 

Plan that fa·cilitates waste reduct/on 

and.recycling. The ordinance 

requires janitorial contracts to 

c9nsolidate recyclable materials for 

pick.up. Lastly, the ordinance 

specifies purchasing requirements 

for paper products. 

The mandatory recycling and 

composting ordinance requfres all 

persons in San Francisco to 

separate their refuse into 

recyclables, compostables · and 

trash, and place each· type of refuse 

in a separate container designated 

for disposal of that type of refuse. 

Ordinance requires the use of 

recycled content material in public 

works projects t6 the maximum 

extent feasible and gives 

preference to local manufacturers 

and industry. 

t8] Project 

Complies. 

0Not 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

· Not Comply 

t8l Project 

Complies· 

D Not 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

Environment!Conservation Sector 
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Regulation Requfrement Project . Discussion 

Compliance 

Tropical The ordinance prohibits City !Zl Project Tunnel Contract General Provisions 

· Hardwood and departments from procuring, or Complies GP 15.09 Section 802 with 
Virgin Redwood engaging in contracts that would 

0Not 
references lo City Ordinance. 

Ban (San use the ordinance-listed tropical 

Francisco hardwoods and virgin redwood. 
Applicable 

Environment D Project Does 

Code, Chapter 8) Not Comply 

Regulation of Requires:·• t8;i_ Project 
Diesel Backup All diesel generators to be Complies 

CCR Article 4.8 Section 2449 

Generators (San registered with the Department of 
General Requirements for In-Use of 

D Not Road Diesel fue.led fleets, ARB AB Francisco Health Public Health 
Code, Article 30) 

Applicable 1085. 
AU new diesel generators must be D Project Does (http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/k 
equipped with the best available air 

Not Comply nowcenter.htm) 
emissions control technology. 

TABLE.4. 

GHG REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO MODIFIED PROJECT - 1731 POWELL 

REDEVELOPMENT 

Regulation Requirements 
Project 

Compliance 

Transportation Sector 

Car Sharing New residential projects or x Proj~ct 

Requirements renovation of buildings being Complies 

(San Francisco converted to residential uses within 
0 Not 

Planning Code, most of the City's mixed-use and Applicable 
Section 166) transit-oriented residential districts 

are required to provide car share D Project Does 

parking spaces. Not.Comply 

EiiergyEfficiency Sector 

San Francisco Under the Green Point Rated X Project 

Green Building system and in compliance with the Complies 

Requiremerits for Green Building Or-dinance, all new 
0Not 

Energy Efficiency residential buildings will be required Applicable 
11 (San Francisco to be at a minimum 15% more . 
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Regulation 

. Building Code, 

Chapter 13C) 

San Francisco 

Green Building 

Requirements for 

Stormwater 

!\/lanagement (San 

Francisco Building 

Code, Chapter 

13C) 

Or 

San Francisco 

Stormwater 

- ~ .. 4anagement 

Ordinance (Public 

Works Code 

Article 4.2) 

lndooi-Water 

Efficiency 

(San Francisco 

Building Code, 

Chapter 13C 

sections 

13C.5.103.1 .2, 

13C.4.103.2.2, 13C 

·.303.2.) 

Residential Water 

Conservation 

Ordinance (San 

Francisco Building 

Code, Housing 

Code, Chapter · 

12A) 

Case No. 1996.2$1E 

B.equirements 

energy .efficient than Title 24 

energy efficiency requirements. 

Requires all new development or 

redevelopment disturbing more · 

than 5,000 square feet of ground 

surface to manage stormwater on

site using low impact design. 

Projects subject to the Green · · 

Building Ordinance Requirements 

must comply with either LEED® 

Sustainable Sites Credits 6.1 and 

6.2, or with the City's Stormwater 

Management Ordinance and 

stormwater design guidelines. 

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated 

Standard: 

Reduce overall use of potable 

water within the building by 20% for 

showerheads, lavatories, kitchen 

faucets, wash fountains, water 

closets and urinals. 

Requires all residential properties 

(existing and new), prfor to sale, to 

upgrade to the following minimum 

standards: 

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 
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D Not 
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DNot 
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D Project Does 

Not Comply 

X Project 

Complies 

D Not 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 
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. Regulation Requirements 
· Project 

Compliance 

gpm 

4. All Water Closets (toilets) have a 

maximum rated water consumption 

of 1.6 gallons per flush (gpf) 

5. All urinals have a maximum flow 

rate of 1.0 gpf 

6. All water leaks have been 

repaired. 

Although these requirements apply 

to existing buildings, compliance 

must be completed through the 

Department of Building Inspection, 

for which a discretionary permit 
.. 

(subject to CEQA) would be issued. · 

Residential Energy Requires all res.id~ntial properties X Project 

ConseNation to provide, prior to sale of property, Complies 

Ordinance (San . certain energy and water 
DNot · 

Francisco Building conservation measures for their 
Applicable 

Code, San buildings: attic insulation; weather-

Francisco Housing stripping all doors leading from D Project Does 

Code, Chapter 12) heated to unheated areas; Not Comply 

insula'ting hot water heaters and 

insulating hot water pipes; installing 

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 toilets to make them low-

flush. Apartment buildings and 

hotels are also required to in
1
sulate 

steam and hot water pipes and 

tanks, clean and tune their boilers, 

repair boiler leaks, and install a 

time-clock on the burner. 

Although these requirements apply 

to-existing buildings, compliance 

must be completed through the 

Department of Building Inspection, 
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Regulation·. Requirements 

for which a discretionary permit 

(subject to CEQA) would be issued. 

· Project 
Compliance · 

Waste Reduction Sector 

A.ii persons in San Francisco are 

required to separate their refuse 

'into recycl;,bles, compostables and 

trash, and place each type of 

refuse in a separate confainer 

designated for disposal of that type 

of refuse. 

Pursuant to Section 1304C.0.4 of 

the Green Building Ordinance, all 

X Project 

Complies 

0Not 

-Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

Mandatory 

Recycling and .. 

Composting 

Ordinance (San. 

Francisco 

Environment 

Code, Chapter 19) 

and San Francisco 

Green Building. 

Requirements for 

·Francisco 

Building Code, 

new constructfon, renovation and . .,,): .. ~·:·: ... ·.· ... 

-alterations subject to the ordinance ··-
·--.....:-

· Chapter 13C) 

San Francisco 

Green Building 

Requirements for 

construction an9 

demolition debris 

recycling (San 

Francisco Building 

Code, Chapter 

13G) 

San Francisco 

Construction and 

Demolition Debris 

Recovery 

Ordinance (San 

Francisco 

Environment 

Code, Chapter 14) 

Case No. 1996.281E 

are required to provide recycling, 

composting and trash storage, 

collection, and loading that is 

convenient for all users of the 

building. 

.. 

Projects propo·sing · demolition are 

requlred to divert at least 75% of 

the project's construction and · 

demolitic;m debris to recycling. 

-, 

Requires that a person conducting 

full demolition of an exis.ting 

structure to submit a waste 

diversion plan to the Director of the 

Environment which provides for a 

minimum of65% diversion from 

landfill of construction and 

demofi~ion debris, including 

materials source separated for 

46 
T71ird Street Light Ra.iVCentral Subway 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

X · Project 

Complies 

0Not 
- Applicable 

.. 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

X Project 

Complies 

0Not 

Applicable 

0 Project Does 

Not Comply. 

1030 

Discussion. 

· Project will have waste chutes for 

each separate waste . stream, 

lea~i~~ to a 'trash collection area 

with· containers dedicated to each 

chute. 
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Regulation Requirements 
Project 

Compliance 

reuse or recycling. 

Environment/Conservation Sector 

Street Tree Planning Code Section 138.1 X Project 

Planting requires new construction, Complies 

Requirements for significant alterations or relocation 0Not 
New Construction of buildings within many of San Applicable 
(San Francisco Francisco's zoning districts to plant 

Planning Code on 24-inch box tree for every 20 D Project Does 

Section 138.1) feet along the property street Not Comply 

frontage. 

Light Pollution Fo·r nonresidential projects, comply X Project 

Reduction (San with lighting power requirements in Complies 

Francisco Building CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. 
0Not 

Code, Chapter Requires that lighting be contained . Applicable 
13C5.106.8) within each source. No more than 

.01 horizontal lumen footcandles 15 D Project Does 

feet beyond site, or meet LEED Not Comply 

credit SSc8. 

Construction Site Construction Site Runoff Pollution .X Project 

Runoff Pollution Prevention requirements depend· Complies 

Prevention for upon project sizE!, occupancy, and 
0Not 

New -Construction the location in areas served by Applicable 
.combined or separate sewer 

(San Francisco systems. D Project Does 

Building Code, Not Comply 

Chapter 13C) . 
Projects meeting a LEED® 

standard must prepare an erosion 

and sediment control plan (LEED® 

prerequisite SSP1). 

Other local requirements may apply 

regardless of whether or not 

LEED® is applied such as a 

stormwater soil ·loss prevention 

plan or a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

See the SFPUC Web site for more 

information: 
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: Project 
Regulation Requirements 

Compliance 

www.sfwater.org/CleanWater 

Low-emitting If meeting a ~ref:"nPoint Rated . X Project 

Adhesives, Standard: Complie~ 

Sealants, and 0Not 
Caulks (San Adhesives and sealants (VOCs) Applicable 
Francisco Building must meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. 

Code, Chapters D Project Does 

13C.5.103.1.9, Not Comply 

13C.5.103.4.2, 
.. . ... 

13C.5.103.3.2, 

13C.5.103.2.2, 

i 3C.504.2.1) 

Low-emitting For Small and Medium-sized X Project 

materials (San Residential Buildings - Effectiy~---'- -· 
Complies 
----

Francisco Building January 1, 2011 meet GreenPoint 

t:;;ode, Chapters Rated designation with a minimum 

13C.4. 103.2.2, of 75 points. 

For New High-Rise Residential 

B·uildings - Effective January 1, 

2011 meet LEED SilvE:r Rating or 

GreenPoint Rated designation with . 

a minimum of 75 points. 

For Alterations to 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-emitting adhesives and 

sealants, paints and coatings, and 

carpet systems, 

Low-emitting If meeting a GreenPoint Rated 

· Paints and Standard: 

Coatings (San 
Interior wall and ceiling paints must 

Francisco Building 
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Project will meet Green Point rating 

standards. --------- --

.. 

.. 

.. 
.. 

-

Project will meet Green Point rating 

standards. 

Addendum to SEIRISEIS 
January 2013 



Regulation 

Code, Chapters 

13C.5.103.1.9, 

13C.5.103.4.2, 

13C.5.103.3 .. 2, 

13C.5.103.2.2 

13C.504.2.2 

through_2.4) 

Low-emitting ' 

Flooring, inc!·uding 

carpet (San. 

Francisco Building 

Code, Chapters 

13C.5.103.1.9, 

13C.5.103.4.2, 

13C.5.103.3.2; 

13C.5.103.2.2, 

13C.504.3 and 

13C.4.504.4) 

Low-emitting 

Composite Wood 

(San Francisco · 

Building Code, 

Chapters 

13C.5.103.1.9, 

13C.5.103.4.2, 

13C.5.103.3.2, 

13C.5.103.2.2 and. 

13C.4.504.5) 

Requirements 

meet <50 grams per liter VO Cs 

regardless of sheen. voe 
Coatings must meet SCAQMD 

Rule 1113. 

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated 

Standard: 

All carpet systems, carpet 

cushions, carpet adhesives, and at 

least 50% of resilient flooring must 

be low-emitting. 

If meeting a Green Point Rated 

Standard: 

Must meet applicable CARS Air 

Toxics Control Measure 

formaldehyde limits for composite 

wood. 

Bans the installation of wood 

burning fire pla~es except for the 

following: 

Project 

Compliance 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

X Project 

Complies 

D Not 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

X Project 

Complies 

-0 Not 

Applicable 

D Project Does 

Not Comply 

X Project 

Complies 

D Not 

Wood Burning 

'Fireplace 

Ordinance (San 

Francisco Building 

Code, Chapter 3i, 

Section 3102.B) 

o Pellet-fueled wood heater Applicable 
o EPA approved wood 

heater D Project Does 

Case No. 1996.281E 

o Wood heater _approved by 
the 1'1orthem 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 tha,t a proposed project would not :impair the State's ability to meet st<;1.tewide GHG . 

reduction targets outlined.in AB. 32, nor impact the City's ability to meet San.Francisco's local 

· GHG re.du~tion targets.· Given that (1) San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce 

greE;nhouse gas emissions specific to new construction an.cl renovations of private developments 

and municipal projects; (2) Sm;t Francisco's sustainable policies have resulted in the measured 

success of reduced greenho11pe gas emissions levels; (3) San Francisco has met and exceeded AB 

32 greenhouse gas reduction goals for the year 2020; (4) current and probable future state and 

local greephouse gas reduction measures· will continue to reduce a project's contributicin to . .. 

climate change; and (5) San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions meet 

BAAQMD' s requirements for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, projects that are consistent 

with San Francisco's regulations would not contribute significantly to global climate change. 

111.e proposc'.d project would be required to comply with thes_e requirements, ~d was 

determined to be consistent with San Francisco's · Strategies to Address Greenhouse . Gas 

Emissions.27 As such, the modified proiect would result in a less than sismificant impact with . . . . . . . .... .,. . . ..,,,:. ·:- .,.._ .. 

respect .to CHG emissions. 

SHADOW 

No significant shadow :impacts were identified in .the 2008 SEIS/SEIR. Relocation of the TBM 

retrieval. shaft site would. not create any new shadow impacts compared to the approved 

Central Subway project. 

The existing Pagoda Theater building is located directly west of Washington Square. across 

Columbus A venue. The modified project proposes· an SUD · 6n the project site increasing the 

height limit from 40-X to 55-X, and Conditional Use approval for construction of a building 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 an·d 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 6£ the 

v 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 Stre~t, Suite 400. · 
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new building would exceed the height of the corresponding component of the existing building. 

Section 295(a)(4) specifies that structures of tbe same height and in the same location as 

. structures in plate on June 61 1984 are not subject to the provisions of Section 295. Moreover, 

CEQA requires analysis of the environmental impacts resulting from physical changes to tbe 

existing setting. 111e modified project .would not :increase shadow on Wasbington Square 

compared to current conditions1 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 Theate:r project was prepared on December 1, 

2008.28 • The report found that the project site is underlain by fill consisting of inedium 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 tbat weathered sartdstone 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 · settlernent and identifies construction methods to 

:minimize it as appropriate given the soil conditions in applicable locations along the aligrtment. 

The 2008 SEIS/SEIR includes mitigation to minimize settlement through monitoring of 

movement and sequential support for excavation as necessary (through use of ground 

improvement techniques such as jet grouting orunderpinning) (see Mitigation Measures1 p. 57). 

This mitigation measure would be applicable to the proposed extension of the tunnel and 

construction of the retrieval shaft1 and no new significant impact would occur. 

1731 Powell Street Mixed-Use Building 

The geotechnJ'.'tal report for the Pagoda Theater project recorrunended that the following 

featu.res be incorporated into the project design: use of a foundation that can 'Nithstand 

26 Treadwell & Rollo, Draft Geotechnical Investigation, 1731-1741 Powell Street, La Cometa Palace, l December 2008. 11,is 

document is on file and available for review at the Plan,."1.ing 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; 

underpmn:ing, shoring, waterproofing, dewatering, an~ monitoring during construction .. The 

. 2008 SEIS/SEIR addresses dewatering in the topic of Hazardo1:1s Materials; accordingly, 

dewatering is addressed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials discussion below. 

Geotechnical issues are addressed through the Deparbnent of Building Inspection's building 

permit review process, and necessary measures are taken to ensure that the project_ meets all _ 

applicable cod_es and requiremen~s. The proposed 1731 Powell Street project would be required 

to undergo this review as part of the building permit process. _Therefore, no significant impacts 

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 

_oversight by_ the __ ~~-~~e~! of !ub~-Heal~J_D_P~ _ ~o_r_ ~xcavation ~n p~ope=~~s _2~~~te_d . 
bayward of the i851 high tide line (the ·"Maher Zone"). The 2008 SEIS/SEIR imposed 

requirements similar t~ the Article ~O provisions as mitiga:tj.on for hazardous materials for those 

sites affected by the Central Subway project that are not within the Maher Zcine. The mitigation 

re9.uires establishment of a groundwater monitoring protocol to avoid exposure to groundwater . 

containing haz_ardous materials (p. 6-107). The project site is outside the Maher Zone, and 

therefore fue mitigation established. through the 2008 SEIS/SEIR, including the requirements 

associated with dewatering, would be applicable to the tunnel extension and TBM retrieval 

shaft construction (see Mitigation Measures, p. 57). No further mitigation is required. . . 

The 1731 Powell Stre~t project site is not incluµed on .any database of hazardous materials sites. 

The site. contained a leaking .underground storage tank (LUS'!') containing fuel oil, which was 

cleaned up and closed tb;rough the J?PB Cleanup Program.29 . 

No new significant impacts·with respect to hazardous mat~rials would occur as a result of the 

modified project. 

29 San Francisco Planning Department <:;eographic Information System, accessed on January 22, 2013. 
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OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This section addresses tbe remaining topic areas for environmental review included. in San 

Francisco's Initial Study checklist. Modified project impacts would be minimal, as described 

below. 

Popuh~tion and Housing 

· Relocation of the TBM retrieval shaft would not result :in any change in impacts associated with 

population and housing. 

Redevelopment of the 1731 Powell Street site as proposed would result in constrl].ction 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 

w.ould 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 Deparhnent authorization in 2009, indicating that the 

incremental increase in populatior~ .in the vicinity is consistent with projected growth. The 

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

Recreation 

111e project site is located directly west of Wasbingtoh Square, ~cross Cohimbus Avenue, and is 

less than two blocks (approxirr).ately 500 feet) south of Joe DiMaggio Playground. Other nearby 

parks include Ina Coolbrith Park (1,600 feet to the southwest) and Woh Rei Yuen _Park (1,800 

feet to th~ 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, sucl1:as Golden Gate Park, in a manner that would 

cause substantial physical deterioration of these facilities. Relocation of tl1e TBM retrieval shaft 

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

project. 

Wind 

Relocation of the TBM extraction site 100 feet to the nortlnvest would not change the wind 

:impacts of the project, Which were determined to be less than significai1.t in the 2008 SEIR/SEIS. 
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At 56 feet, the existing buil~g-· on· the project site is .similar in size to many neighb~ring 

structures. Redevelopment at 1731 Powell Street as proposed in the modified project would 

result in a building with substantiaU.y the same l\eight and massing as the existing structure on 

the project site. 

Substantial increases in pedesttjan-level winds can result from the construction of new building 

of .substantial height (generally exceeding .85-100 feet) protruding above surrounding buildfu.gs. 

No such height increase would occw; under the modified· project, and therefore the modified 

project does not have the potential to create new significant :impacts relative to wind not . 

addressed in the 2008 SEIR/SEIS .. 

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 A venue. The modified project would not 

result in any :mo~e·utility div~rsiori.-than the approved project,. and may require less diver.~ion as 

the TBM shaft would be located on private property rather than.in the public right-of-way. 

The addition of 18 units and 4,700 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, 
. . . 

schools). This development has been foreseeable at this sit~ since 200.7 and was granted 

authorization 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 s~bmitted by 1:1:le 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 .nesting birds, which 

are fully protected under Fish and Game Code. Sections 3503 and 3503.5 and the federal 

Migratory B:ii-cl Trealy Act (MBTA). As mitigation for any b:ee removal.or damage associated 

.with the Central Subway project, ~e 2008 SEIS/SEIR requires that any street trees affected by 

the project be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, and a certified arborfat be present dming TBM retrieval 

shaft construction to avoid any tree roots (p. 6-99) (see Mitigation Measmes, p. 57). ·There are . · 

no adopted·habitat conservation plans applicable .to the project site, nor does the site include 

ai1.y riparian habitat or other siisruficant biological resources. 
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In September 2011, the Board of Supervisors approved Planning Code Section 139, Standards for 

Bird-Safe Build:ings. 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 larger than 2 acres dominated by 

vegetation, Washington Square is considere0- 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 wou~d occur. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

11,e Central Subvy-ay project is subject· to Sa1.1. Francisco Pul;>lic Utilities· Conunission (SFPUC) 

. requirements, which mandate preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

specifying constructionstorm 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 tb.e potential to result in significant impacts associated with 

l~ydrology and water quality; issues ass.ociated with dewater:ing have been addressed above in 

the discussions 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 w.ould be 

affected by extension of the.TBM tunnel to the prqject site. 

The proposed 1741 Powell Street project would meet current State and local codes concerning 

energy consumption, including '])tle 24 of the California Code of Regulations, enforced by the 

Departmen; of B~ding Inspection. Impacts to mineral and energy resources from the modified 

project would be less than significant. 

Agricultural Resources 

The modified project would have no impacts associated ·with agricultural resources. No sucl1 

resources are located on or in proxunity to the project site. 

GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

Growth ii.tducement under CEQA considers the ways in which proposed projects could foster 

economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either· directly or 

u1directly, 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, ~ major expansion of a wastewater trE;aiment plant may·all?w more construction in its 

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

Growth-inducing impacts of the Central Subway project were discussed :in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR 

at 7-51, .8:Ild found to be less than sig~ficant. The modified project would extend. the Central · · 

Subway tunnel an additional mo feet beyond the approved terminus, and 'locate the TBM 

retrieval shaft on private prop.erty rather than in the Columbus Avenue right-of-way. 'SFMIA 

is seeking a limited-term lease from the .. 17~1 Pow~ll Street property owner to use the site for · 

TBM retrieval, after which. SFMIA. would vacate the property and it would be available for 

redevelopment. Like .the approved project, the modified project would not be expected to have 

significant growth-inducing rrn:pacts. 

As a separate project, SFMTA could consider ~xtensio~ of the Central Subway fu.rther north. . . . . . 

and/or .construction· of a subway statio~ 'in North Beach .. Neither the Columbus Avenue 

rei.rieval shafi. sile-no1· i.he proposed 1731 Powell--Su·eel:-sii.e-wottld-prec-lu:cl.-e:· ei[he.e of lhese 

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

subject to additional environmental review: 

The proposed height reclassification and granting o{approv~ls to allow constru.ction of 18 units 

and 4,700 square feet of restaurant use would not enable substantial additional growt:1:1.'beyond 

the amount of development already approved on the project site. · 

The modified project would not result in significant'growth-iri.ducing impacts. 

MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

This section presents those mitigation measures that address significant environmental impacts 

. identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEJR that are relevant to the portion of the Central Su?way project 

· currently proposed for modification. It also includes relevant improvement measures, which are 

not necessary to avoid significant enviroru:nenfal impacts .but were :included in the 2008 

SEIS/SEJR 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 

Cultural Resources 

M CNPRE-la: Consistent with the SHPO MOA with the City, FTA, and SFMTA shall work with 

a qualified archae9logist to ensure that all state and federal regulations regarding cultural 

resources and Native American concerns are enforced. 

MM CNPRE-lb: Limited subsurface testing :in identified archaeologically sensiti:Ve areas shall 

be conducted once an aligiunent has been selected. 

MM CNPRE-lc: During construction, archaeological mon~toring shall be conducted :in those 

sections of the alignment· identified in the completed HCASR and through pre-construction 

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

MM CNPRE-ld: Upon completion of archaeological field :investigations, a comprehensive 

technical report shall be prepared for approval by the San Francisco Environmental Review -· .,,... 

Officer that describes the archaeological findings and interpretations in accordance with state 

and federal guidelines. 

MM CNPRE-le: If unanticipated cultural deposits are found during subsurface construction, 

soil disturbing activities in the vicinity of the find .shall be halted until a qualified archaeologist 

can assess the discovery and make recommendations.for evaluation and appropriate treatment 

to the ERO for 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 construction documents to ensure that historic properties do not sustain 

damage during construction. Vibration :irnpacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 

level. If a mitigation monitorix1.g plan provides the following: 

The con:I.Tactor will be responsible for the protection of vibration-sensitive historic 

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

111.e maximum peak particle vibration (PPV) velocity level, :in any direction, at any of 

these historic structures sh9uld not exceed 0.12 inches/sec011.d 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 constructicm activities, such as tunneling and station 

excavation, using approved seismographs. 

If at any time the construction activity exceeds_ tl1is levet that.activity will immediately 

lie halted until such time as an alternative construction method can .be identified that 

would result in lower vibration levels. 

Geology and Soils 

MM CNSET-la: Provisions such as concrete diaphragm walls to support the excavation and 
. . . . - . . 

instrumentation to monitor settlement and deformation would be used to· ensure that structures . . 

adjacent to tunnel alignments me not affected by e?(cavations. 

MM CNSET-lb: Tunnel construction methods that m:mimize ground ·movem~nt,. such q.5 

pressure-faced TBMs, Sequential Exca:'ation Method,. and ground improvement _tec~ques 

such a:s-compensatiorrgrouting, jet grouting or underpinning wiiI-b-e used:- --

MM CNSE!-lc: Rigorous geoll).echanical instrumentation would be used to monitor 

underground excavation and grouting or underpinning will be employed 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 Report_ (SMR); description 

of Environmental Conditions; Health and Safety Plan (HSP); Guidelines for the· Management 

and Disposal of Excavated Soils; and a· ·certification Statement that confirms that no mitigation 

is req~ed 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 Vibration 

l\1M CNNV-la: The Contractor shall be required .to perfor,m periodic 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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immediately halted until an alternative constn,1-ction method· that would result in lower 

vibration levels can be identified. 

MM CNNV-lb: During construction, an acoustical consultant will be retained by the contractor 

to prepare a more detailed consh·uction noise and vibration analysis to address construction · 

staging areas, tunnel portals, cut-and-cover construction, and underground mining and 

excavation operations. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Visual Resources 

IM CNV AES-la: Construction staging areas and excavation sites in these areas may be 

screened from view_ dur:in.g construction to minimize potential visual impacts. 

Biological Resources 

IM CNBI0-1a: Any street trees removed or damaged as part.of construction would be replaced 

along the street at a 1:1 ratio . 

... IM CNBI0-2a: A certified arborist would be present as needed d:irring excavation of the 

Columbus A venue TBM retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots .. 

N oisf!. an.d Vibration 

IM CNNV-2a: The incorporation of noise control measures would minimize noise impacts 

during construction: noise control devices such as equipment mufflers, enclosures, and bartie;rs; 
. . 

stage co:ri.st:ruction as far away from sensitive _recept9rs ~s possible; maintain soun~ reducing . 

devices ~d 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 ai1.d Monitoring Plans; 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 lli::oits during nighttime hours. 

CEO.A CONCLUSION 

Based on ·the analysis and discussion presented in this document, no supplemental or 

·subsequent environmental analysis is needed pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162, 

15163, and 15164. It is concluded tlJ,at the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in 

the SEIS/SEIR, certified August 7, 2008 remain valid: 1he modified proposed project would not 

cause new significant impacts not identified in the 2008 SEIS/SEIR or result in a substantial. 

increase in the severity of previously identified significant irnpac~~ and no new mitigation 

measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with 

respect to· cii:01m.sh:mce,s surrounding (b~mj.P.r.t th<1t wm1lq r.cimP. sign..ifica,nt.E::iwit.<Ii:im~ntal_ 

impacts to which the modified project would ·contribute considerably, and no new information . . . . . 

has become available that shows that the approved or modified.project would cause significant 

environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental enviro~ental review is required beyond 

this Addendum . 

.. ~~23/,2d/J. 
" 7 !· . 

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

. .,;,_\p~suant to State and Local requirements. 

BiY-.Wycko 

Environmental Review Officer 

Cc: Project Sponsor; Supervisor Chiu,.Distriet 3; Distribution List; Bulletin Board 
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O'/,JNER'S STATEMENT 

,·.THE'UNOERS\GNED '6\NNeR(B) 1s,A~eTHE ONLY PAR1¥{1Es) HAVING RECORD TITLE INTEREST 
NECESSARV TO CONSENT TO THE PREPARATION AHO FILING.OF nus MAP COMPRISING 'THREE 
t3) SHEETS, BY~-. . .A A'TURE(Bj HERlrrO /f,NE.HEREBY-CONSENfTO Tt;lE PREPARATIOI\I ' 
AND.RECORD,1,lfONJ)f: SA\_1\1.tAP AS SHO\NN Wlll·UH Ti-IE Dl6TINCTIVE·BOROER LINE,, • • • • , , r ' 

.. BENeF1clARY::·:· Me~h~ni~~ka',·a Callfo~J~- Sl~e·c~~~~r~ bank1 ·· 

.· .. ·~---. ·a.ndlt~-.saoreandaaBlgns.. . ~·.·.··.··~· 
PR;NT~DI/(, f..llT2- . ~R;frTNAME: . .·· •. 

PRiN1'cAPAc1rv, ex« v,1#'.i"tll'). ~= 
OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

A NOTARY PUBLIC OR OTH.ER OFFICER COMPLETlNG'.THIB CERTIFICATE VERIFIES.ONLY THE 
IDENTITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL WHO BIGNeo.'rl-fE DOCUMENT:TO W'HICH THIS CERTIFICATE IS 
ATTACtiED ANO NOT THE TRU:rf-lFULNEBS, ACCURACY, OR VALIDllY OF THAT DOCUMENT, 

STATE OE CALIFORNIA · · · 1 ... ·),: 
COUNTYOF $1,t,I' Jlij#MM& UJ... . . I.· . . 

oN..1'•n~ le#~ JGtf• ~.~~,,,;ME,·.e-, •• ,A, 1:&o~ 
AN~c1·_PERS~NALLY.!;,~P~ED·· ..:,11c1.: -~~-·J -· · 
'v\'HO.P.RO~D TO ME·ON THE:B;ASJS OF.:-~ATISF~GTORY EVIDENCE 
TO BE THE PERSON{S) '/iHOSE tJAME(S} 'IS./ ARE.~UBSCRIBED TO,THe: vyiTHJN INSTRUMENT AND 

:~~g~~gG~PX~1~tf:~~g{;~~itf~~~~i~~~R1~::~~<~;~~;J:~uMeNl'. 
Tl-IE PERSON(S);:oR·-THE.ENTITY. UPON BEH~F OF•\11/HICH niE PERSON(S) ACTED,.EXECUTED 

.'THE INSTRUMENT. ·: "" . .. . • . 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENAL1Y. OF PERJURY UNDER THE LAWS bF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
TH~TT!"{E.FOREG~ING PARAG~H IS :mue ANO.CORf\ECT. 

\.o\'JTNEBS MY 

SIG~T~: 

(Nom: SEAL OPTIONAL: 1{FOLLOW1NG INFORMA110N 1s COMPLETED). 

NOTARY PUBLIC, BTATEOF CACO>.lMISSION Ho; J;/' Q1D(.. 

w COMMISSION EX~!R~~: ~I ~; ~~ ;: ~-, ~ o . . ~ 
COUNTY OF PRINCIPAi.: PLACE OF.-'BUSINESS::· S'd;pt . ~llfiUIO 

i' "'"' ;.\""'""""': ., 

BENEFICIARY'S ACKNOVV!..EpGM.'=Nl' . 

A NOTARY PUBLIC OR OTHER OFFICER COMPLETING nus CEATIF1CATE VERIFIES OHLY THE. 
IDEMTln' OF THE INDIVIDUAL VvHO SIGNED THE DOCUMENT TO INHICH THIS CERTIFICATE IS 
ATTACHED AHO NDTTHE TRIJ11-IFUL~ES6, ACCURACY, OR VALIDITY OFlltAT DOCUMEtrr. 

~t~~~AU~-r~-j;,1-·--~·=tp,~--'---.......JI 

OH JJ>.tl .... ao I~ BE~ORE ME, "'" .. ·J>fM( 
A NOTARY PUBLIC, PERSONALL)' .APPEARED _,-,=ctilo!...JWM.J.TI!,""-.--------

WHO PROVED.TO ME ON THE BASIS· OF SATISFACTORY. EVIDENCE 
TO BE n-!e PERSON{$} 'NHOSE N1'ME(S) JS f ARE SUBSCRIBED TO TI-iE WITHIN INSTRUMENT AND 
AOKNOVV!.EOGED TO.ME TI-IAT HE/ SHE/THEY EXECUTE011-IE SAME IN HIS/ HER/THEIR 
AUTHORIZED CAPACITY{IES) ANO THAT BY HIS/ HERITHElR S!GNATURE(S) ON !HE INSTRUMENT 
THE PEABON{S), OR THE ENTITY UPON BEHALF OF WHICH THE PERSON(S) ACTED, EXECUTED 
THE !NSTfWMEN:°·, . 

I CERTIFY. UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE lA~ OFTHE'STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
THAT'THE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH ISTRUEANO.CORREG'r, . . 

S!GNATURE....(~:!;J:;:ii:::::......,.~.,:._, 

(Note: SEAL.QPTIONAL IF ~OLLOv\'ING.INf:ORMATION IS COMPLETEO) 

. NOTARY.PUBl.'.t~. BTATEo'F~ACOMMlsSto~~o;·· a·,!l,,~"'I 
·MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: .,,, .. \-ii> .. ao ao ' 
couNTY oF PRINmPAL PLAceoF aus1N~•ac· .. ,..,..,. eol>. ·. r.outtl'/ 

I , 
@ 

IW10<>IN·· 1 
lk!UfyPUbllo•Clitlomll 

"Alll!ltcllCOUl"lfl' ' 

"·"""""'"'" : : M~ fo~II! Ei,_~1(J~~ !~~.!!!. 

CID' ANO COUN1Y BUR:YEYOR'S STATEMENT 

1 HEREBY STATE THAT I HAve· EXAM11-1Eo Tl-!I~ MAP, THATTHE,sueo1v1s10N As sHo~ 1s 
SUSSTANTIALL V THE SAME AS l'f APPEARED OH THE TENTATIVE MAP, IF ANY, ANO ANY 
APPROVED AL TERATIONS•THEREOF; THAT ALL PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA SUBDMSION 
MAf> Ac:r AND ANY LDC~ ORDINANCEB·APPLJCABLE ATlHE TIME OF-THE.AJ:>P.ROVAL OF.THE 
TENTATIVE MAP,· HAVE-BEEN COMPL!EDWTI-1; ANO THAT I AM.SATISFlEOTHISW.P. IS 
TECHNICALLY_ CORRECT, . 

( AND poUHTY SURVEYOR 

~ ;J,,1!:..AANCISCO 

~Y:~ ~ ~A~: 8?/2.J<- 7..~ z__o,.,g 
BRUCE R. STORRS LS. 6014 

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT· 

. THIS MAP WAS ~REP.AREO BY ME OR UNDER WN DIREclloN'ANO IS BA.Seo UpoN A FIELD 
SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE suao1VJSION MAP ACT AND 
LOCALOROIHANCEATTHEREQUESi'OF . JOEL CAMPOS , ON . AUGUSTjo, zoOe • 
I HEREBY STATE THAT·ALL THE MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER.AND OCCUPV'THE 

,i='OSITIONS INDICATED OR 11-IATTHEY'VJILL BE B~T IN THOSE f'OSITIONS BEFORE 
DECEMBER 31 2017 ; AND THAT Tr!E MONUMENTS ARE, ·OR WILL Bl; '.SUFFICIENT TO 

EHABLE.11-!E·SURVEY·TO BE RETRACED; AND THAT THIS FINAL MAP SUBSTANTIALL V 
CONFORMS TO THE CONomoNALLY APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP. . 

(S!G~EO) (DATE SIGNED) (· /o./8 

P,~ _(SEAL).' 

BARRY A. PIERCE L.s, es1s 
. · ~ Li".ENSE EXPIRES ~EPTEMBER 30, 2~.19 

. RECORDER'S STATEMENT 

FILEDTH1S __ DAY.OF 20.:_.Ar _._M.INeooK 
_. ___ OF.:CONDOMl~IUM MAPS.'AT PAGE , ATTHE'REQUEST OF 

BARRY' PJERCE 

SIGNED 

CpUNTY RECORDER 
CITY AND COUN1Y or SAN FRANCISCO 

FINAL. k.lAP No. 9299 
A NINETEEN (1~) RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND ONE(1) 

COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED USE CONDOMINIUMPROJECT 
. A'SUBDIVISION OFTHATREALPROPER1Y 

DESCRIBED.IN THAT CERTAIN DEED 
RECORDED ON JUNE 9, 2014 · 

.. AS DOC-2014..J892352-DO, OFFICIAL RECORD 
BE)NC3'A PORTION OF.60 VARA BLOCK No. 164 

CITY & CO~NT'( OF SAN FRANCISCO STATE. OF CALIFORNIA 
;..f'l'Cll. 2016 

• BARRY A: PIERCE .. 
T~N6AMERICAN E~G!NEERS A ~SSOCIATES . , SHEET l OF J 

,1,PN: 0101-00.+, ADDRESSr 1731-\741 Powal STRE:ET 
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CLERK'S STAJEMENT 

11 ANGELA. CALV!Llo, CLERK OF lHE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE c1TV AND couN:rr'· 
qF,SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CAllFbRNlA. HEREBY STATETrl_AT6AlO BOARD OF. 
SUPERVISORS BY ITS MOTION.NO,. . . ADOPTED 

"~.F~IH-AL-MA=P~N-,.-,
2
_
9
_9".-----~-20_APPROVEO THIS MAP ENTITL.EO. 

IN TESTIMONY\\'HEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO.S_UBSCRIBEO MY·HANO AND CAUSED THE SEAL 
OF THE OfflCE T~ BE AF~IXED, · · 

1 

BY:~--~--- DATE: __ ~---~ 

CLERK oF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
·crrt ,t,.No COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA . - . 

TAX STATEMEt:{T. 

I, ANGELA OAl.VILLD, CLERK OF THE SOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY ANO COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO,. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY STATE TrlATTHE SUBDIVIDER HAS 
FILED A STATEMENT FROM THE.TREASURl:R'ANDTAXCOLLECTOR OF. THE CITY ANO COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANC1SCO,,SHOWINGTHATACCORDING TO THE RECOROSOFHISORHER · 
OFFICE THERE ARE NO LIENS AGAINST THIS·SUBDIVISION OR AHY PART THEREOF FOR 
UNPAID STATE, COUN1Y, MUNICIPAL OR LOcAL 'TAXES, OR SPECIALASSESBMENTB 
CdLLECTED AS TAXES, . ' . 

O~Teo_· ___ DAYOF 20_ 

CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCIS.CO 
STATE.OF CALIFORNIA 

~ 

THISMAPISAPPROVEDIHIS i9TH DAYOF /tr,ri/ 20/K. 
BYORDERNo. /iJ557 r -

BY: i>ATE: __ ~----

MOHAMMEO NURU 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC INORKS ANO AOVISO"Y AGENCY 
Cl1Y AND COUmY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

APPROVED AS.TO FORM 

DENNIS J, HERRERA, CITY ATTORNEY 

BY.,._---------------
DEPI.ITY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

BOARO OF SUpERVJSOR'S APPROVAL 

ON · 20_, THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISOR'S OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
APl'ROVED ANO PASS EC MOTION No. , A COPY OF 'NHICH IS ON 
Flµ IN THE OFACEOF THE BOARD OF SUP.ERVl.SOR'S IN FILE No .. _-------

··-----·--·---------·---·--- - . -·- -·-- -

FINALMAP No. 9299 
A NINETEEN (19) RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND ONE (1) 

COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 
A SUBDIVISION Of THAT REAL PROPE:RTY 

DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DE:ED 
RE:CORDED ON JUNE 9; 2014 

AS DOC-2014-.1892352-00, OFFICIAL RECORD 
BEING A PORTION OF 50 VARA BLOCK No. 154 

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FAANCISCO STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
APRIL 2018 

liARRY A. PIERCE 
TRANsAMERICAN ENGINEERS & ASSOOIA.TES 

~EET·20F'J 
APN: 0101-004, ADDRESS: 1731-17+1 POWELL SlREET 
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REFERENCES 

R1 MONUMENT MAP ooa; ON FILE 
IN OFACE OF'THE CIT( ANO 
COUNTY·SURVEYOR 

R2 42 PM 1BB. MAP FILED 
JULY12;1ase, OfFICEOF 
.THE .COUNTY RECORDER 

R3 OOC~2014.J892352--00 
RECORDED JUNE e, 2014 

R4 HISTORIC BLOCK b!AGRAM: 
AB 0101, SO VAAA BLOCK 16-4, 
D/'!TED MARCH B, 1907 ON 
Fl LE IN OFFICE'OF THE CITY 
AND COUNTY SURVEYOR 

RS RECORD OF.SURVEY NO. 7671 
MAP FILED OCTOBER 21 2013 

, ·EE·MAPS 113, OFFICE.OF THE 
COUNTY RECORDER 

Ra·· HISTORIC BLOCK DIAGRAM: 
AB 011B, .60VARA BLOCK 11'i5, 

. DATED JANUARY 5,'1D09 ON 
FILE IN OFFtCE OF THE CITY 
AND COUN7X" SURVEYOR 

R7 37 CM44,"MAPALED. 
.JULY 22, 19921 OFFICE OFiTHE 
COUNlY RECORDER 

-RS -64CM231,MAPFILED' 
. NOVEMBER 171 1997, OFFICE 
OF THE ~OUJ;'TY RECORDER 

' . . 

RO,WELlSTREET (WIDTH VARIES) 

Lan 
.:wr,ARtA. "",, 11,847± _SQ.FT. 

(H)Fl';/i STO/IY .. , 
COHCRITE BUILDING 

WTIIBASEl,IENT 

A.PN OJOi-004 
JUN£ 91 20H 

(ooc-201-1-JBa2Js2-oo) 
££.MAPS 1/3 RS 

.... ,. 
~I .,..! 

·tt; . :::i:··. : APN OIOT-005 
~·· ~. (D0C-!i9-d'5&878-00) 
lo., .• 'S£P7CJiBE1f 15, /999 

a:·. 
"11-":'1,· 
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1. 'THIS MAP IS THE SURVEY MAP PORTION OF A. CONDOMINIUM PLm AS DESCRIBED !N . ·. 
, OAUFORNIA CIVIL OOOE SECTICINS 4120 AND ~2B5, lHlS ca4DC+il!NIUM PROJECT IBL1MITED 
TO A MAXIMUM NUMBER Of NINETEEN (HI) DWEWNG UNITS ANO ON!: {1) coMMER91.A.LuNrr. 

1TH(S) OF TRAVELiFl~MERGENCY EXlT(SJ,ll,10 EXIT.ING 
INO PASSAGEWAY(S}, SfAIRWAY(S), COR.Rl!JOR(S), 
ACCESSIBLE FEATURE{$) AND FACILITIES SUCH AS 
:OQE REQUIRES FOR.COMMON USE SHfo.LLBE HELO IN 

·COMMON UNDIVIDED lf'i!EREST, . , 

3, UNLEs& SJ:IECiFlED OTHERWISE !M lHE GOVERNING DOCUMENTS OF A COODOMINJUM 
HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCII\TloN, INCLUDING ITS CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, .AAO 
RESTRICTIONS, lHE HOMEOWNERSASSOCJATION StW.1 BE RESPoNSlBl.E, IN PERPETUITY, 
FORJHE MAINTENANCE. REPAIR, ANO REPlACEMENT OF: . 
a) ;Ali. GENERAL USE COMMON AREA IMPROVEMENTS; I.ND 
b) ALL FRDNTING BJDEWAI.KS, All PERMITTED OR UNPERMITTED PRl'IATE 

ENCROACHMENJ'S A.No PRIVAiELY MAINTAINED STREET;TREES FRONTING THE 
PROPERTY, >.No mv OTHl:R OBLIGATION IMPOSEO ON PRCf'ERn' CfflNERS FRONTING 

~L~:ar~GftJNi~,1.v;~~~~ANT,TO lltE PUBLIOWORKSpODEQR OTHER· 

4, IN THE EYfNT1HE AREAS·JoENT!FIED IN (3){hJ AAE. HOT PROPERLY ~INTAINEO, REPAIRED, 
AND REPl.ACED ACCORDING TO THE CITY REalJIREMENTS,,EACH HOMEOWNER 6HALLBE ' 
RESPONSIBLE TO TI-IE.EXTENT OF HIBIHER l'ROPORT!ONATE OBIJGAllON TO 1HE 
HOMEOWNERS' AS~OCIATION FOR THEMNNTENANCE1 REPAIR.AND REPLACEMENT OF 
THOSE AREAS. FAA.URE TO UNDERTAKE SUCH M,\INTENI\NCE; REPAIR, ANO REPLACEMENT 
MAV RESULT IN CITY ENFORCEMENT AND ABATEMENT ACT10NSAGAINSTTHE 
HOMEOWNERS' ASSOG!AT!oN ANO/OR TliE INO!VIDUALHOMEOWNERS, WHICH MA'flNClUOE, 
BUT NOT.BE LIMtTED TO IMP9SrTIOM OF~ LIEN AGAl~.STTHEHOMEc:M'NER'SPROPERTY. 

Oil 
-- .. ·--A' 

.-------·-- __ _;tJ!CIPALCCOE· . 
VIOLATIONS., ANY STRUCTURES CONSTRUCTED suaseOOENiro APPROVAL OF THIS FINAL 
MAP SHALL COMPLY WIT!{ALLRELEVANT.MUNIC!PAL CODES,-!NCLUD!NG BUTNITTLIMITED 
TO THE P~NING,.HO~SING AND BUILDING CODES, IN EFFECT ATIBETIME OF MN 

· ONE STOf?Y PORTTOH 

.· ON 

8 f':: 
~ "' I AB 

~ 'i!io[,) J § --~· - ij ;::1 0111 
.!. AB ~ ~'fil' ~ ll:/ 

APPUCA TION FOR REOUIR.EO PERMITS, ' . 

8. ~Y~NOOWS, FIR~ ESCAPES AHO OTHER ENCROAcHMENTS ( IF Aff{ SHOWN HEREON.' 
THAT EX1ST,"OR TH!\T MAY SE CONSTRUCTED) ONTO OR OVE~ POWEl..l 61REEf ANO 

SITE DETAIL 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

2~~ ;;;;;;i' 
1 Inch~ 20 reel 

NOTE: 

THEiROPOSEO ASSl:.SSOR PARCEL 
NUMBERS 'SHOWN H~EON ARE FOR 
.INFORMATIONAL USE.ONLY ANO SHOULD 
NOT BE. RELIED UPON FOR ANY'Oil-lER . 
PURPOSE. 

··UNITNO, 

101COMML 

201-205-

301-306 

401 -406 

601-602 

PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S 
PARCEL NUMBER (APN} 

010(.051 

0101 • 052· THRU 068 

0101 - 061 THAU, oaf 

0101-063 THRU OBS 

·0101 :.oee THRU OTO 

1§ 0119 !lt; ~ "".= . -~ lt 
ac "'* :' ~:ti l;;o - ~ ~ /l-5#; r-v~ti~a Sn~~ ~ ~- · :~~ ~ 

oN ,,f UN£ 

LJNl'; 

APN 0101-ooi 
(~oc-;_5gt{j-KJ~1J9fs~OO) 

LEGEND 

• --- - - -- PROPERTY LINE 

.t-MrAS 

-- • ·• - · • -- MONUMENT LINE , 
RJGHTOFWAY LINE 
ADJACENT PARCEL LINES 

:.....::...:.:.~-· -·. _._~· BUILDING LINE 
• .f, MARK MONUMENT MI\P 

® SET NAIL & 1t.2~TAG LS 6975 
L SFNF L CUT PER R7 
+ SFNF NAIL & TAO PER RB 

.ABBREVIATIONS 

AB ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 
APN ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER 
CM CONDoMINIUM MAP 
CLR CLEAR 
DOC DOCUMENT 
LS LAND SURVEYOR 
MEAS MEASURED 
ML MONUMENT LINE 
(N) NEW 
OV OVER 
SFNF SEARCHED FOR, NOT FOUND 
SQ, FT, SQUARE FEET 

CONTR.OL DIAGRAM 
GRAPHIC SCALE 

100 11 !11 100 2ua ~-----=-------l 1 Inch."' 100 reet 

BpEClAL NOJES COOTil;JUEO 

5, ),LL MEASURED DISTANCES AAE SHOWN HEREON lN FEE.T AND DECIMALS 
THEREOF. All OTHERS AREsHOWH Af> PER RECORDS AND.NOTED M SUCH 

&. THIS SUBDIVISION IS SUBJECT TO nlE TERMS AND cooomONs CONTAINED !NlliE 
OOCUMENT anmED 'NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTR!CT!DNS UNDER THE CITY J'W,ININO 
cooe'.RECOROED JUlY7, 2000ASDOC 2000-G7971~ Of: OFFJCIALRECORDS. 

7. THIS SUBDMS!ON IS SUBJECT TO THE TEFIM's"mo CONDmONS CONTAINED INTHE 
DOCUMENT ENTITlED 'NOTICE OF ,SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE CITY Pl.ANNING 
COD8' RECORDED APRIL 0!, 2009A9 DOC 2009-1744379-00 Of OFF[CIAL~COOOS, 

8. ll·IJS SUBDMS10N !S SUBJECTTO rne TERMSANci CONDITIONS CONTAINED IIHHE 
DOCUMENT ENTntED 'NOTICE OF SPEC1ALRESTRICT!0NS UNDER lHE O!TY PLANNING 
CODE' RECORDED DECEMBER OJ, 2010A9 DOC 2010.J093762-00 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS, 

.. i. THIS SUBOMBIDN lS SUBJECT TO THE TEJ:1MSAND CONDITIONS CONTAINED !N THE 
DOCUMENT ENTlltED 'NOTICE OF SPECIALRESTRICTIONB UNDER 11-IE PLANNING 
CODE" RECORDED FEBRUARY 22, 2018 AS DOC 201B,K205968-00 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS, 

10. BA8!S or SURVEY JS THE MONUMENT LINE ON W.SON STREET FROM n-tE: 
1HTERSECTl0NS OF GREEN STREET TO FJLSEITTSTREET ASSUMED NORTH 
AS SHOWN ON MONUMENT MAP NO, 00B. 

11. MONUMENT MARKS wmtlN THE SUBJECT.BLOC!( HOT SrlOWN HEREON WERE 
SEARCHED FOR, NOT FOUND_ (SFNF). 

, CCX.UMBUSAVENUEARE PERMfTTE)THROUGH AND ARESUSJECTT01HE RESTRICTIONS 
SET FORlli .n.1 THE BUtLD!NG CODE AND PLANNl~G CODE OF THE Cln' AHO COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO. ·THIS MAP DOES NQt, CONVE'.f ~'(OWNERSI-UP !~ST IN SUCH 
ENCROACH.MEHT ~EAS TO THE ~OOM!~IW~UNl"f.CM'NER(S). 

7, SIGNIFICANT EHCROACHMENTS, 10 THE EXfENTTHEV WER!: V1SIBLE#IO 08SER'IED,ARE 
NOTED HEREON.' HoWEVER, rT IS ACKNOWLEDGED THAT, 01)-IER ENCRqACHMENTS 
FROM/ONTO ADJOINING PROPERTIES MAY EXIST~ BE CONSTRUCTED. rr SHAU. BETHE 
RESPONSISIUTY.Sot.a V OF THE PROPERTY OONERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE#« ISSUES 
THAT MA.Y ARISE FRDM ANY ENCROACHMENrsWHETI-IER DEPICTED HEREON'OR ~OT. Ttl!S 
MAP DOES NOT P!JRP.ORT.W CONVEY }Jr{ Ov'INERSHIP.lNTERESTJN AN ENCROACHMENT 
.AAEA TO AMY Pi=\OPERTY OWNER. . . . 

~ 

1. err, MONUMENT LINE$ PER MoNUMENT MAP No. 000 DA TED l!r74 mo REVISED 91117 
FILED lN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY AND .COUNTY SURVEYOR. NO OTHER VERSION Of 
SUCH MONUMElfT MAP Sw.tl. BE USED TO RETRACE TH!S SURVEY. 

2, THE SURVEY OF LOT 00,i HEREON WAS ESTASUSHEO BY A FIELD SURVEY. sUCH SURVEY 
WAS BASED UPON THAT CERT Al~ DEED RECOOD.ED JUNE II, 2014 fo.S OOC·2014-J892352,00, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS AAO IN CONFORW.NCE wm-1 COMPB.lJNG EVIDENCE OF OCCUPfo.T!ON 
AND FIELD DATA SUCH AS BUllDINGS ANO STRUCTURES. 

J. ALL DlMENSJONS FROM THE B0UN0fo.RIES OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION TO 
MONUMENT LINES Cf THE MONUMENT MAP REFERRED TO HEREON' ARE GIVEN 
FOR lHE SOLE PURPOSE OF rrs RETMcEMENT.- SUCH lNFORJMTIOtl sHALLNOT 
BE USED FOR AN( O"{HER PURPOSES. 

~. ALL DEFLECTION ANGLES HEREON ARE 00 OR 46DEGREES 
UNLESS EXP~~SSLY. OTH!:RW/SE INDICATED, 

FINAL MAP No. 9299 
A NINETEEN (19) RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND ONE (1) 

COMMERCIAL UNIT. MIXED USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 
A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL RROPER1Y 

DESCRIBED.IN THAT CERTAIN DEED 
·· . RECORDED ON JUNE 9,'2014 

AS DOC-2014..JB92352..00,' OFFICIAL-RECORD 
BEING A PORTION OF 50VARA BLOCK No. 154 

CITY & COUNTY OF~ FRANCISCO 
SCALE AS SHO'NN 

·STATE. OF CALIFORNIA 
APRIL 2018 

BARRY A PIERCE 
TRANSAMERICAH ENGINEERS & ASSOCIATES. 

SHEET J OF 3 
. APH: 0101-004, AOORESS: 17Jl-1H1 PO~L1. STREET 
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