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file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 131162 and are incorporated herein

[y SN -

On November 23, 2004 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 731-04 creating the
Western SoMa Citizens Planning Task Force (“Task Force”). The Task Force was charged with
conducting a comprehensive analysis of the Western SoMa plan area and developing
recommendations, and specifically to: '

(1) Use existing zoning as the starting point for an analysis of land use deciéions that will shape
the future of the entire community;

(2) Map and evaluate existing Residential Enclave Districts (REDs) and consider modifications to
existing RED zoning map boundaries;

(3) Recommend basic RED preéervation policies including height, density and design guidelines;
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Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco

Administrative Code. On September 25, 2013, the Planning Department issued an
Addendum to Environrhental Irﬁgacf Report gAd.dendumzz-analxzing minor modifications to the
Rezonin.g of Adjacent Parcels. The Addendum concluded that the conclusiohs of the EIR
remained valid, and that no additional environmental review was required, because the
revisions to_the project would not cause én;g new significant impacts not identified in the EIR.

and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. Copies of
the Planning Commission Motion,_and Final EIR,_and Addendum are on file with the Clerk of

the Board in File No. 130001 and are incorporated herein by reference.

G. The project evaluated in the Final EIR_and Addendum incfudes amendments to
the General Plan and Zoning Map related to the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels that the
Planning Départment has proposed. The Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels amend.ment is an
action pfoposed by the Planning Department that is within‘the sc’opé of the project evaluated
in the Final EIR_and Addendum. |

H. At the same hearing during which the'Planninngommissi.on certified the Final

CIDtheo Qlagnina. [ armiscian.edontod L&N D Rindinee withoraisnant b L‘lgplaug@nm\mlﬁf tha . 1. .

on June 20, 2012. ) '

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing onsaid DEIR on July 26, 2012, at which -
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on August 6,2012.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 60 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions
to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material

SAN FRANEISGO . :
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file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 130001. These and any and all other documents

referenced in this Ordinance have been made available to the Board of Supervisors and may

be found in either the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650

Mission Street, or in File No. 130001 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 1 Dr.

Carlton B. Goodlett Place,_ both in San Francisco, and are'incorporated herein by reference.
I. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR _the

Addendum. and the environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of

' Supervisors-has reviewed and considered the CEQA Findings adopted by the Planning

Commission in support of the approval of the Western SoMa Area Plan amendments and
Rezonihg of Adjacent Parcels, and hereby adopts as its own and incorporates the CEQA
Findings contained in Planning Commission Resolution No. 18757 by refetenee as though
fully set forth in this Ordinance.

J. The Boatd of Supervisors endorses the intplementation of the mitigation
measures identified in the Planning Commission's CEQA F indings including those for
implementation by other City Dep'artments an‘d recommends for adoption those mitigation
measures that are enforceable by agencies other than City agencies, all as set forth in the
CEQA Find‘ings

K. The Board of Superwsors finds that no substantial changes have occurred

related to the parcels to be rezoned since the time the Final EIR was certified that will require

revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects, no substantial
changes have occurred with resbect to the circumstances under which the Rezoning of
Adjacent Parcels is undertaken which will require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the
involvement of new environmental effects or e substantial increase in the severity of effects

identified in the Final EIR and no new information of substantial importance to the Rezoning of

Supervisor Kim ,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 4
1/13/2014
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Adjacent Parcels as proposed for approval in the Ordinance has become available which
indicates that (1) the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2)
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FEIR and hereby adopts the. Project Findings attached hereto ‘as Attachment A, including

adoption of Exhibit 1, the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and imposition of those

mitigation measures in that are within the Planning Commission jurisdiction as project

conditions, and incorporates the same herein by this reference.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Plarming Commission at its
regular meeting of December 6, 2012.
' Jonas P. Tonin

Acting Commission Seéretary
AYES: Antonini, Borden, Fong, Hillis, Moo-re, Sugaya, and Wu
..N-_OES:
AESENT:_
ADOPTED:  December 6, 2012
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ordinance unsigned or doés not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

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

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:

ANDREA UIDE
Deputy &i ey ..

n:\legana\as2014\1300202\00895904.doc

Supervisor Kim . _ v ‘ )
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ Page 6
‘ 1/13/2014
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FILE NO. 131162

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(1/13/2014, Amended in Committee)

[General Plan - Parcels Adjacent to the Western South of Market, East South of Market, and
Market and Octavia Area Plans]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by amending the boundaries of the East South
of Market Area Plan to incorporate 40 nearby parcels on Mission Street, generally

. bounded by 7™ Street to the east, 9" Street to the west, and Minna Street to the south;
amending the Market and Octavia Planning Area to incorporate nine adjacent parcels

along Mission Street and 10" Street, generally bound by Washburn Street to the east,

and Minna Street to the south; amending the Western South of Market Area Plan to
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ADJACENT PARCELS AND WESTERN SOMA CLEANUP L Bt e

Zoning Districts
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consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1. :

Existing Law

The General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco is a planning document that sets a
strategic and long term vision for the City. State law requires that the General Plan address -
seven issues: land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open spacer,ﬁnoise and »s_afety. In
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LANNING DEPARTNIENT

November 18, 2013

Angela Calvillo, Clerk

Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Transmittal of the Adjacent Paréels Rezoning and Western SoMa Cleanup
Planning Case No. 2013.0617MZ

Board File Number: (pending)
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Ca_lvillo, the Honorable Mayor Ed Lee, and the Honorable Supervisor Jane Kim:

I am pleased to transmit the Planning Commission’s recommendation for adoption of the
" Adjacent Parcels Rezoning and. Western SoMa Cleanup (Case 2013.0617MZ) to the Board of
Supervisors. Please find here a description of the approval actions and supporting documentation
for the Board’s consideration.

The “Adjacent Parcels” along Mission Street and 10t Street were left out of the Eastern
~ Neighborhoods and Market and Octavia plans and rezoning efforts because at the time these
parcels were being considered for rezoning as part of planning efforts related to -the then-
proposed Mid-Market Redevelopment Plan. In recognition of their omission, the rezoning of these
- parcels was analyzed in the Western SoMa Community Plan, Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels, and
350 8th Stréet Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which was certified by the
i’laxming Comumission on December 6, 2012. However, the “Adjacent Parcels” were 110t included
as part of the Western SoMa rezoning, which only included those parcels within the Western
SoMa Plan Area. Two additional parcels along Mission and Jessie Streets between 6% and 7t
Streets were added to the rezoning proposal. Additionally, the plan area boundaries of Market

and Ortawvia amd Fact SolMMa ara nrannesAd +n ho aviondad +a :r-a‘-nd-n-r-n +tho “A Aiacont Parcale” and tha
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA94103-2479

Reception:

- 415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning

- Information:
. 415.558.6377



"On August 15, 2013 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meetmg to consider the
iniiation of propesed Ordinances.

On October 10, 2013 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting and voted to recommend approval of the proposed Ordinances.

The following items are included in this package and were reviewed and approved by the -
Planning Commission: '

1 Enwronmental Rev1ew CEQA Fmdlngs and Mitigation Measures

The original Western SoMa Environmental Review findings 1den’afy sxgmﬁcant unavo1dable
environmental impacts, compare Pro]ect alternatives, describe mitigation measures, and make a
Statement of Overriding Considerations recognizing the Project’s unique benefits. The addendum
addresses the inclusion of additional properties to the “Adjacent Parcels” project.

2. General PIan Amendments Ordinance

Amendments to the General Plan include extending the plan area boundaries of Market and
Octavia and East SoMa to capture the “Adjacent Parcels” and the lone proposed C-3-G parcel

currently wiﬂu’n the Western SoMa Plan Area. '

3. Zoning Map Amendments Ordinance

Proposed amendments to the Zoning Maps include amendmients to Sectional Maps ZNO1, ZNO7,
ZNO08 (Zoning Districts), HT07, and HT08 (Height and Bulk Districts). Proposed map amendments
"will rezone the “Adjacent Parcels” as analyzed in the FEIR; rezone two nearby properties on
Mission and Jessie Streets that represent some of the last RSD zoning in the City, and correct the
zoning for several parcels within the Western SoMa Plan Area that received incorrect zoning
and/or height designations due to technical errors.

The Planning Commission adopted Resolution Nos. 18997 and 19014 that recommend the Board
approve these ordinances that are necessary to complete the work analyzed in the FEIR. If you
have further questions, please contact Marlo Isaac, the Plan Manager, at (415) 575-6835. We look

“~potental 6 consﬁuct i addifional 38 dwdlling Gnits on six parcels (Assessor’s Block 3505, Lots 018, 019,
036, 037, 040 and 042) No changes to the height and bulk districts are proposed.

SAH FRANCISCO ) i : - ’ 5
PLANNING DEPARTIMENT : :
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Alisa Miller, Clerk of the Land Use Commi’ttee

Attachments (two copies of the following):
Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 18997 and 19014
i Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 2013.0617MZ
" Environmental Review CEQA Findings and Addendum to the FEIR

Draft Ordinance General Plan Amendment and Legislative Digest
(original sent via interoffice mail) )

Draft Ordinance Zoning Map Amendment and Legislative Dlgest
(original sent via interoffice mail)

. Note: In compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic
Distribution of Multi-Page Documents”, the -Planning Department has submitted multi-page
documents related to the Western SoMa Plan [BF pending] in digital format. A hard copy of these
documents is available from the Clerk of the Board. Additional hard copies may be requested by
contacting Corey Teague of the Planning Department at 415-575-9081.
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 18997

Sulte 400
San Francisco,
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 10, 2013 GA S4103-2479 .
: ) Receplion:
_ o ‘ 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.0617MZ ' ;
2x:
‘ 415.558.6408
Project: “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup
Zoning Map Amendments Planning
. Information:
) « 415.558.6377
Staff Contact: Corey Teague - (415) 575-9081
- corey.teacue@sfeov.org
Recomméndation:

Approval

ADOPTING A RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN TO EXPAND
THE BOUNDARIES OF THE EAST SOMA AND MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN AREAS TO
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ADJACENT PARCELS AND WESTERN SOMA CLEANUP
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Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use Disfrict

Figure 3 — Expansion of Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
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Resolution No. 18997 _ CASE NO. 2013.0617MZ
Hearing Date: October 10, 2013 ”Ac_ijacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

district does prohibit office uses. Although they do not prohibit housing andfor office, the
MUO and C-3-G zoning districts permit many types of PDR uses. Additionally, specific
PDR zoning districts were created in the City (including the SALI) to preserve space for
PDR uses by prohibiting housing and office uses. Therefore, the proposed General Plan
amendment will have no effect on existing or future industrial and service sector
development.

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protéct against
injury and Joss of life in an earthquake. o

The proposed General Plan amendments will not adversely affect preparedness against
injury and loss of life in an earthquake and would comply with applicable safety
standards. All new buildings on. the subject properties will be subject to.the City's

€LLECLS LUL yL’cv;BUé’i?l’ﬂ’bCé‘fkutﬁfé Eﬁ(”é’égﬂﬁéﬁmdéf”réﬁu‘dsé,‘ Fland, aliazomng o T T T T T

Less-than-Sigriificant Impacts

‘The EIR identified less-than-significant environmental impécts as they relate to the Rezoning of Adjacent

Parcels in the following environmental topic areas: Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing,

Transportation and Circulation, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Recreation, Public Services, Utilities and.

Service Systems, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral and Energy Resources, and
Agricultural and Forest Resources. The rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of
the Van Ness and Market SUD would not result in any significant impacts in these topic areas, as
discussed below. '

Land Usg, Plans, and Zoning _ -
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less less-than than-significant land

use impacts. The two Additional Adjacent Parcels, Assessor’s Block 3703, Lots 025 and 026, that are the
subject of this addendum are currently zoned RSD. The RSD District runs along Harrison Street between
Fourth Street and Fifth Street. These district controls are intended to facilitate the development of high-
density, mid-rise housing, including residential hotels and live/work units, while also encouraging the
“expansion of retail, business service and commercial, and cultural arts activities.

The two Additional Adjacent Parcels would be rezoned as C-3-G, which is the use district that comprises

most of the block on which they are located. This use district covers the western portions of downtown
and is composed of a variety of uses: retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-
density residential. Many of these uses have a Citywide or regional function, although the intensity of
development is lower here than in the downtown core area. '

The two Additional Adjacent Parcels would be rezoned in order to be consistent with the use districts on

Assessor’s Block 3703 and the surrounding area. There would be no change in the existing 160-F Height

$AH FRANCISCO _ ' : 9
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Resolution INo. 18997 _ CASE NO. 2013.0617MZ
Hearing Date: October 10, 2013 “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on pubhc

transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily frips.

OB]ECTIVE 4
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS

LIFECYCLES.

Policy 4.6
Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site capacity.

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT A ND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S

NEIGHBORHOODS.

Pohcy 11.3 o
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantlaily and adversely impacting existing residential

neighborhood character.

NRIECTIVE. 17: BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH AREQUATE INFRASTRUCTURETHAT,
significant land use impacts Therefore the legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels would

not change the analysis or conclusions réached in the EIR and would to have less-than-significant land

use impacts.

As previously described, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD to include nine Adjacent Parcels
wotld result in an increase in development potential of 38 dwelling units on six of the Parcels.” This is
due to the ability to construct a taller building within a 160-foot Height District and add more units with
an increase in maximum FAR from 9 to above 9. There would be no change in Height or Bulk District
limits. The SUD expansion would absorb nine parcels into a grouping of parcels with the same C-3-G
zoning and land uses. The SUD expansion would not disrupt or divide the surrounding community,
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or, have a
substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity. As demonstrated above, the
expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would be consistent with the surrounding zoning districts
and would result in less-than-significant land use impacts. Therefore the legislation to expand the Van
Ness and Market SUD would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR and would to
have less-than-sgm.ﬁcant land use impacts. .

- Aesthetics
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Ad]acent Parcels would result in less-than-ﬂgmﬁcant aesthetic
impacts. With the rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels, there would be no change in the existing
160-F Height and Bulk District, therefore the maximum' developable building envelope would not
change. While the rezoning itself would not result in any physical changes, it could indirectly increase
inceritives for demolition of the existing strictures on these parcels and the development of nmew
structures that take advantage of the 160-F Height and Bulk limit. However, the subsequent development
plan would undergo separate and project-specific environmental review. The rezoning itself would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scermic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which .
contribute to a scemic public setting, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundihgs, or create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties.
Therefore, the legislation to rezone the additional parcels would not change the analysis or conclusjons






Resolution INo. 18997 . CASE NO. 2013.0617MZ
Hearing Date: October 10, 2013 “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

Policy 15.1
Discourage excessive automobile traffic on residential streets by lncorporatmg traffic-calming treatments.

OBJECTIVE 24
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2 ‘
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the mfrastructure to support them.

Policy 24.3
Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate.

Policy 24.4
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

OBJECTIVE 34
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND

USE PATTERNS.

Policy 34.1
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring excesses

- and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit- and are convenient
to neighborhood shopping.

The Market and Octavia and East SoMa Area Plans seek to capitalize on the areas’ rich local and regional transit
service and walkability to encourage travel by non-auto modes. The Plans support improvements to the existing
tmnsit pedestrian, and bicycle infmstructure of the areas. The proposed General Plan amendments will ensure that

otassiatssamn sprmapd fana tn ilin
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mduce substantial population growth in an area, or displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units or substantial numbers of people. Therefore the expanswn of the Van Ness and Market SUD would
not charige the analysis ot conclusions reached in the EIR -and would have less-ﬂ1an-51gm_ﬁcant
population and housing impacts. :

- Transportation and Circulation
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant transportation
and circulation impacts. The addition of the two additional properties would not change this analysis or
conclusion because a change in travel patterns, trip generation or drculation would not occur directly as a
-result of the rezoning. While the rezoning could indirectly increase incentives for demolition of the
existing strictures on these parcels and the development of new structures that take advantage of the 160-

'F Height and Bulk limit, the rezoning itself would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, conflict with
an applicable congestion management program or other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways, result in a change in air traffic patterns,

S&N FRANEISCO _ :
PLANNING DEPATTMENT : 11
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Resolution No. 18997 CASENO. 2013.0617MZ
Hearing Date: October 10, 2013 “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(d), the Planning
~Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare
require the proposed amendments to the Genera.l Plan;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the General Plan amendments, on
balance, consistent with the General Plan as proposed for amendment and with the eight priority policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1, for the reasons stated herein;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission approves the General Plan amendments, as

reflected in an ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney attached hereto as Exhibit ITT-2, and
incorporated herein by reference and recommends their adoption by the Board of Supervisors.

I hereby certify that the foregomg Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meetlng on October
10, 2013 :

Jonas P. Ionin

Acting Commission Secretary
AYﬁS: Commissioners Antonini, Border, Fong, Hillis, Moore( Sugaya, and Wu
NOES: None |
ABSENT: . None
ADOPTED: October IQ, 2013
SAN FRANCISCO 7

PLANNING DEPARTMIENT
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SAN FRANGCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

- 1650 Mission St
EXhlblt -1: . g:ﬁe;a?;ism
“Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup ShHOS2ATS

_ Reception:
_ Adoption. Packet : 4155586378
. _ r e
Executive Summary o
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 10, 2013 :
. Planning
Information:
Date: Qciober 3,2013 4 5'558’63?7
‘Case No.: . 2013.0617TMZ
Initiation of Amendments to the General Plan and Zomng Maps
Staff Contact: Corey Teague - (415) 575—9081 :
' - corey.teague@sfgov.org
Reviewed By: Joshua Switzky — (415) 575-6815

joshua.switzky@sfgoy.org

Recommendation: ~ Approval

SUMMARY

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to:

1) rezone a cluster of parcels along Mission and 10% Streets (the “Adjacent Parcels”) that were
analyzed in the Western SoMa Community Plan, Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels, and 350 8% Street
Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), but not induded within the Western SoMa

Plan Area or rezoning,

2) rezone two nearby properties on Mission and Jessie Streets that represent some of the last RSD
zoning in the City,

3) correct the zoning for several parcels within the Western SoMa plan area that received incorrect
zoning and/or height designations due to technical errors,

4) amend the General Plan to extend the plan area boundaries of Market and Octavia and East SoMa
to capture the “Adjacent Parcels” and the lone proposed C-3-G' parcel currently within the
Western SoMa Plan Area, and .

5) extend the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District to include the
parcels proposed to be rezoned to C-3-G and included in the Market and Octavia Plan Area,
which includes one parcel currently within the Western SoMa Special Use District.

www sfplanning.org
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Adoption of General Plan and ' Case Number 2013.0617MZ
Zoning Map Amendments ' “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

BACKGROUND

“Adjacent Parcels”
The “Adjacent Parcels” along Mission Street and 10% Street were left out of the Eastern Nelghborhoods

and Market and Octavia plans and rezoning efforts because at the time these parcels were being

vwuwdd uod wniges nne famaay sro—urtfeurdaatlurt rennedfa-ta and-tnd- docthouts ‘ﬁq‘?“‘“i?_‘i‘aﬂ“x.;.w.h[uk"b} Loadech

fransportation and circulation impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions impacts because of its compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse
' Gas Emissions, which is recognized as meeting the criteria of a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The rezoning of the two. Additional Adjacent
Parcels would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
u:npact on the environment, nor would it conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Therefore, the legislation to rezone
the additional parcels would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in thé EIR and would have
less-than-significant GHG impacts. -

Similarly, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not generate GHG emissions, either
directly or indirecily, that may have a significant impact on the environment, nor would it conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of GHGs. Therefore, the SUD expansion would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR
and would have less-than-significant GHG impacts. a

Recreation .

The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant impacts on
recreational facilities. The rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels would not incréase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical deterioration
of the facilities would occur or be accelerated, or include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational fadlities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The
rezoning would not physically degrade existing recreational resources. Therefore, the legislation to

SAN FRAND!SGO - ; ' 12
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Adoption of General Plan and i Case Nomber 2013.0617MZ
Zoning Map Amendmnients _ “Adjacent Parcels” and Western SoMa Cleanup

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

These Zoning Map and General Plan amendments are necessary to continue the implementation of the
Western SoMa, East SoMa, and Market and Octavia Area Plans, and the continued phase-out of the South

of Market Mixed Use Districts.

ATTACHMENTS

Current and Proposed Zoning Maps
Current and Proposed Height Maps
Current and Proposed Plan Area Maps
Current and Proposed SUD Maps
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‘place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative.flood hazard delineation map; place within a 100-year
flood hazard area structures that would, 1mpede or redirect flood flows; expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, the SUD expansion would not change the analysis
or condusmns reached in the EIR and would have less—than-mgm.ﬁcant hydrology and water quality
impacts. .

Geology and Soils
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Ad]acent Parcels would regult in less-than-mgm.ﬁcant Impacts on

" geology and soils. The rezoning itself would not result in any physical changes. However, it could
indirectly increase incentives for demolition of the existing strictures on these parcels and the
development of new structures that take advantage of the 160-F Height and Bulk limit. The rezoning of
the two additional parcels would not change the analysis or conclusion reached in the EIR because the
rezoning of two additional parcels would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse

SAN FRANCISCO : ' : 14
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The Van Ness and Market SUD expansion would not result in a physical effect but could induce
- development according to the increased FAR from 9 to above 9. The SUD expansion would not result in
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents
of the state; result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan; or encourage activities which
result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. The SUD
expansion would occur in an uwban area and would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract; conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezonir_lg of, forest land; result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to mon-forest use; or.involve other changes in. the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, the SUD expansmn would not change the analysis or conclusions
reached in the EIR and would continue to have less-than- -significant impacts on mineral and energy
- resources, and agricultural and forest resources.

Effects That Can Be Avoided or Rediced to a Less-than-Significant Level with Mitigation Measures

The EIR found that that future development that could be encouraged by the Rezoning of Adjacent
Parcels has the potential to result in significant impacts in the following topic areas: Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Noise, Wind, Biological Resources, and Hazardous Materials. However, these
potentially significant impacts can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation
measures incorporated as they relate to the Rezoming of the Adjacent Parcels. ‘The mitigation measures
are described below, under Mitigation Measures. The rezoning of the two Additional Adjacent Parcels
would not result in new impacts or require new or modified miﬁgaﬁon measures in these topic areas not

~ previously identified in the EIR. Similarly, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not
result in new impacts or require new or modified mitigation measures in these topic areas not previously
identified in the EIR. As described below, the rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion
of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the same impacts’ as those identified in the EIR for the
Adjacent Parcels and the same mitigation measures would apply..

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
The EIR found that the future development that could be e_ncouraged by the Rezorung of Adjacent Parcels

would derectly result in varying degrees of significant J_mpacts to Cultural and Paleontologlcal
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expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would neither increase the severity of the wind impact,

result in new or substantially different effects, nor require new or modified mitigation measures in this
topic area. - '

Biological Resources

The EIR found that the development that would occur with implementation of the Rezoning of the
Adjacent Parcels could indirectly involve removal of trees used for nesting by a variety of birds, as well as
demolitiont of buildings that are vacant, used seasonally or not occupied that may be used for roosting by
special-status bats. Mortality of special-status birds or bats as a result of such construction activities
would be considered a significant impact under CEQA. The existing environment is one of high ambient
disturbance due to human activity and noise generated by city and freeway traffic, and there are few trees
large enough to support nesting raptors. Therefore, special-status bats are not knowr to or expected to
nest within the Adjacent Parcels, or their vicinity, but are likely to use the project area for foraging
purposes. In addition to these CEQA impacts, tree removal resulting in the destruction of active nests or
* mortality of migratory birds would violate federal and state law. The rezoning of the®Additional
Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the same impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-Bl-1a and M-BI-1b, as described below, would reduce the
impact on special-status bat species and migratory birds resulting from development under the Rezoning
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*
the severity of the hazardous materials impact, result in new or substantially different effects, nor require
‘new or modified mitigation measures in this topic area. -

- Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

'jfhe EIR found the following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Rezoning of
Adjacent Parcels: Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Air Quality, and Shadow.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The EIR found that the implementation of the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels (individually and in
combination) could indirectly result in the demolition of individual historic architectural resources or
coﬁtribuﬁng resources to a historic district located in the Project Area, causing a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The
rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have
the same impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a, M-CP-1b and M-CP-1c, as described
below, are applicable, but would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Adoption of the
_ proposed legislation to rezone two Additional Adjacent Parcels and expand the Van Ness and Market

SUD would neither increase the severity of the significant impact to historic architectural resources
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Plannlng Commission Resolution No. 18757 San Fanciso,
HEARING DATE DECEMBER 6, 2012 CA 941032478

Reception:
415.558.6378
' : ' Fax
Date: November 29, 2012 415558 5408
" Case No.: 2008.0877EMTZU . -
Project: " Western SoMa Community Plan — : - - mﬂm
Adoption of CEQA Findings 415558 6377
S zaff Contuct: Corey Teague - (415) 575-9081 '

corey. teague@sfoo.ore

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDER_ATIONS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND
STATE GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE ADOPTION OF THE WESTERN
SOMA COMMUNITY PLAN AND RELATED ACTIONS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT

SUCH PLAN.

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, the Lead Agency responsible for the implementation of
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has undertaken a planning and ‘
environmental review process for the proposed Western SoMa Community Plan and provided
appropriate public hearings before the Planning Commission..

The Western SoMa community planning process began in 2001, originally as a part of Eastern
Neighborhoods, with the goal of developing new zoning controls for the industrial portion of this
neighborhood. The Westermn SoMa plan area, which focuses on the area roughly bounded by 7%
Street, Mission Street, Division Street, and Bryant Street on the western portion of the plan area,
“and 7t Street, Harrison Street, 4t Street, and Townsend Street on the eastern portion of the plan
prea.as.sventuallu remavad fram the Fastprn Neighborhonds nlannine nracess. | N

implementation of the rezoning.

The FIR indicates that such impacts could occur individually (to single parcel development) as well as

. cumulatively (to development of parcels in combination). The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent
Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the.same potential impact.
Implemen’catton of Mitigation Measures M-AQ- 2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-4, M- AQ-6 and M-AQ-7, described

. below, are applicable but would not reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Adoption of the
proposed legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expand the Van Ness and Market
SUD would neither increasé the severity of the significant impact to historic architectural resources’
associated would neither increase the severity of the air quality significant impacts associated with the
Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels, nor result in new or substantially different effects. Thus, the legislation
would not contribute considerably to adverse cumulative historic resource impacts identified in the EIR.

Shadow
Finally, with respect to the shadow Impac’cs the EIR found that the J.mplementaﬁon of the Rezomng of

Adjacent Parcels (md1v1dua11y and in combination) would indirectly create new shadow in a manner that
would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, thereby resulting in a
_potentially significant and unavoidable impact.

Tha Roramino of Adiacent Parcele corld-recilt in shadow impacts on other open spaces. such as the TU N.
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Hearmg Date: December 6, 2012 ' - Adoption of CEQA Findings Related fo the
Western SoMa Community Plan and Related Actions

(4) Map and evaluate land uses proximate to existing and proposed REDs and develop basic’
height, density and design guidelines in order to provide a buffer between REDs and areas where
more intense development might be allowed;

(5) Map overall western SoMa existing land use conditions;

- (6) Recommend policies for the preservation of service and light industrial jobs, residential uses,
and arts and entertainment opportunities;

(7) Consider policies to guide mcreased he1ghts and density along the major arterial streets where
appropriate;

(8) Recommend po]ideé that promote more community-serving retail and commerdial uses and
that encourage improvements to transportation, open space, street safety, bicycle circulation, and
mass transit; and .

(9) Develop recommendations to ensure that the creation of a future Folsom Boulevard be
developed in such a manner as to complement all of the above referenced goals.

The Task Force, with assistance from the, Planning Department held numercus public workshops
and worked with consultants throughout 2008, resulting in the publication of a Draft Western
SoMa Community Plan in September 2008. An updated version of the plan was published in
October 2011.-

The Western SoMa Area Plan (“the Plan”) supports and builds on the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan’s vision for the traditionally industrial and mixed use areas in the eastern part of the City.
The Plan complements the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan’s patterns of land use, urban form,
public space, circulation, and historic preservation, and makes adjustments to this specific area
based on today’s imderstanding of the issues and focused community outreach to the residents
and workers in the area.

The Plan lays the policy foundation for additional changes that are detailed in the Planming Code,

Z,gujnqr_MaI} and_qthex:imnlemgntaﬁnnmgsgwgc Tha fallnuring Kaxr Prinsinlacinfarm 21l#ha. _ - . ____
established on one of them is remote. Parks and open spaces further north would not be adversely
affected by the Adjacent Parcels, since any additional shade that could result from new development on
the Adjacent Parcels, even if buildings are constructed to take advantage of eXJSthg height limits, would
niot reach those properties, particularly since most of them already experience some shading from
intervening development. In addition, the Adjacent Parcels are unlikely to offer a suitable park location,

SAN FRANGISCO . . 19
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Resolutio'n 18757 : . ‘ CASE NO. 2008.0877EMTZU
Hearing Date: December 6, 2012 Adoptlon of CEQA Findings Related to the ,
Western SolMa Commumty Plan and Related Actions

*  Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of
complete neighborhoods;

¢ Protect and support the soaal heritage resources of the F1].1p1no and LBGT commu_mtles
within the plan area;

e Plan for new development thatwill serve the needs of existing residents and busmesses,
and .

* Maintain and promote a diversity of land uses, and reserve new areas for arts activities
and mighttime entertainment.

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Western SoMa

Community Plan. The core polidies and supporting discussion in the Plan have been incorporated

into an Area Plan proposed to be added to the General Plan. The Area Plan, together with the

General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Map Amendments, and Implementation Document

provide a comprehensive set of policies and implementation programming to realize the vision of

. the Plan. The Implementation Document outlines public improvements; funding mechanisms
and interagency coordination the City must pursue to implement the Plan.

The actions listed in Attachment A hereto (“Actions”) are -paxt of a series of considerations in _
 connection with the adoption of the Western SoMa Community Plan and various implementation
actions (“Project”), as more particularly described in Attachment A hereto.

The Planning Departmient determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR")
was required for the proposed Western SoMa Comununity Plan and provided public notice of
that determination by publication in a newspaper of general drculation on August 11, 2009.

Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearmg were posted in
the project area by Department staff on June 20, 2012.

On June 20, 2012, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
Tequesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. .

Notice of Commletion wae filad writh fha Qata Qacratowr ~f Dangrrmann win ghn Ciatn MTangio 1

accompanying HABS Historical Report, which shall be maJntaJned onsite, as well as in the appropnate

repositories.

Measure M-CP-1b, Oral Histories: requires the project sponsor to undertake an oral history project that
includes interviews of people such as residents, past owners, or former employees for projects that would
demolish a historical resource for which Planming Departmenit preservation staff determined that'such a
measure would be effective and feasible. Copies of the completed oral history project shall be submitted
to the San Francusco Public Library or other interested htstoncal institutions.

Measure M-CP-1c, Interpretive Program: requires the project sponsor work with a Historic Preservation
Technical Spedalist or' other qualified professional to institute an interpretive program on-site that
references - the property’s history and the contrlbu’aon of the historical resource to the broader

nelghborhood or historic district

® Western SoMa Community Plan and Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
Planmng Commission Motion No. 18756 adopted December 6; 2012 This document is avallable for review in

,~ AP AT 4 i wed o oy~ wm ae o L m ar g~ g —— P ——



Resolution 18757 - ' ’ CASE NO. 2008.0877EMTZU
Hearing Date: December 6, 2012 Adoption of CEQA Findings Related to the
Western SoMa Community Plan and Related Actions

was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses document, pub]iéhed on November 21, 2012,
distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available
to others upon request at the Department. :

- A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) was prepared by, the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses document all as
required by law.

The Planning Commission, on December 6, 2012, by Motion No. 18756 reviewed and considered
the FEIR and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR
was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Also by Motion No. 18756, the Planning Commission, finding that the FEIR was adequate,
accurate and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning Commission and that
the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, adopted
findings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified the completion of the
FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, including
mitigation measures and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR, adoption of -
such measures, rejection of alternatives, and overriding considerations for approving the Project,
induding all of the actions listed in Attachment A hereto, and a proposed mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, attached as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A. These materials were made -
available to the public and this Planning Commission for the Plarming Comunission’s review,
consideration, and actions.

PO RO NG RSINRLEGOLILS Walnteh y Memats o, ana’abouloruartg vendun deranrdar vl curgaows; - 0 -

and . convalescent facilities and the like) within two blocks or 900 feet of, and that have a direct
line-of-sight to, the project site, and at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with average and maximum
noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during
nighttime hours), pror to the first project approval acion. The analysis shall be conducted prior to
completion of the environmental review process.

Measure M-NO-1d, Open Space in Noisy Environmenfs: requires that project sponsors of new
development, including noise-sensitive uses, to minimize effects on development in noisy areas by
protecting open space required under the Planning Code to the maximum feasible extenit, from existing
ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation
of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield
on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources
and open space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings.

Measure M-NO-2a, General Construction Noise Control Measures: requires that the project sponsor
minimize construction noise from the project to the maximum extent feasible by ensuring that equipment
and trucks used for project construction use the best available noise control techniques, limit and reduce
noise from stationary noise sources, avoid moise associated with compressed air exhaust from
prieumatically powered tools, undertaking the most noisy activities du_nng times of least disturbance to
surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible, and selecting haul routes that avoid re51den11al.
buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. Finally, prior to the issuance of each building
permit, along with the submission of construction documents, the sponsor of a subsequent development
project shall submit to the San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection
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Case No.: 2008.0877E . : )
Project Title: Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels E’; 558.6409
EIR: Western South of Market (SoMa) Community Plan Rezonzng of Adjacent Parcels ~
o and 350 Eighth Streef P;ja]ecf, certified December 6, 2012 . Planniﬂg.
Project Sponsor: - Corey Teague, San Francisco Planning Department p ?;%r_rg?guggn
. (415) 575-9081 ‘ )
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Depariment .
Staff Contact: Andrea Contreras — (415) 575-9044

andrea.contreras@sfgov.org

REMARKS

Background

A final environmental impact report (EIR) for the Western SoMa Community Plan, Rezoning of Adjacent
Parcels and 350 Eighth Street Project, file number 2008.0877E, was certified on December 6, 2012. The
pioject analyzed in the EIR (“Project”) consists of three separate components: (1) adoption of the Western
SoMa Commumnity Plan;* (Z) the rezoning of 46 parcels, comprising 35 lots,2 proximate to the Draft Plan
. boundary in order to reconcile their use districts with those of the neighboring properties (“Rezoning of
Adjacent Parcels”); and (3) a mixed-use project proposed at 350 Eighth Street within the Western SoMa
Communiiy Plan Area (“Plan Area”), consisting of approximately 444 dwelling units, approximately
33,650 square feet of commercial space, apprommately 8,150 square feet of light industrial/artist space,

and apprommately 1,350 square feet of community space. The modified project analyzed in this :
m&%w the Reznnine af Adiarent Parcole tha earand .cnvananont ae daceribhad de foaethes .
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September 25, 2013 : Rezomng of Additional Ad]acent Parcels

analyzed in the EIR, the Adfacent Parcels would be rezoned as downtown General Commercial (C-3-G)
along the south side of Mission Street between Ninth and 11th Streets and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed
Use Office (MUQ) along the south side of Mission Street between Seventh and Ninth Streets. No changes
in existing height and bulk limits would occur. The Adjacent Parcels are not included in the Plan Area
because the Plan Area coincides with the adopted Western SoMa SUD. The Rezoning of the Adjacent
parcels has not been adopted by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor and is the subject of the legislation

described below.

Proposed Revisions to Project

The Planning Department is currently initiating legislation (Case No. 2013.0617MZ) to rezone the -
Adjacent Parcels and capture other minor rezoning efforts as described below. The proposed legislation
includes the following: 1) Rezoning of the Adjacent Parcels analyzed in the EIR; 2) Clean-up rezoning of
two additional parcels (Assessor’s Block 3703, Lots 025 and 026) from Residential/Service Mixed Use
District (RSD) to C-3-G with no change in the height and bulk district (”Addltlonal Adjacent Parcels™); 3)
Clean-up rezoning of parcels within the Plan Area that were erroneously zoned during the adoption of
the Western SoMa Community Plan, as described below; and 4) General Flan and Zoning Map amendments
to include the Adjacent Parcels into the Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhood plan area
boundaries, and expand the boundaries of the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use
Dictricttoinclinda nine, Adiacent Parcels nroppsed for rezonine ta G-3-G.

Measure M-BI-1b, Pre-Construction Special-Status Bat Surveys: requires that conditions of approval for
building pe@$ issued for construction on the Adjacent Parcels include a requiremerit for
-pre-construction spedial-status bat surveys by a qualified bat biologist when large trees (those with trunks

over 12 inches in diameter) are to be removed, or vacant buildings or buildings used seasonally or not -

occupied, espedially in the upper stories, are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are found, the
bat biologist shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building
demolition. A no-disturbance buffer shall be created around active bat roosts being used for matemity or

SAN FRANCISCO :
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CURRENT

plan, and poss1b1y a cap mainténance plan could be requ_Lred. The requirements of these plans and the
land use restriction shall transfer to the new property owners in the event that the property is sold.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, it is concluded that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the
final EIR certified on December 6, 2012 remain valid. The proposed revisions to the project would not
cause new significant impacts not identified in the EIR, and no new mitigation measures would be
necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the proposed project that would. cause significant environmental impacts to which the
project would contribute considerably, and no new information has become available that shows that the
project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental
review is required beyond this addendum.

SAN FRANGISCD ' . 24
PLARNING DEPANTVIENT .
203



CASE NO. 2008.0877E
Rezoning of Additional Adjacent Parcels

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report
September 25,2013

Clean-up Rezoning of Erroneously Zoned Parcels :

The third component of the legislation includes clean-up rezoning of six parcels within the Plan Area that
were erroneously zomed or omitted from the rezoning through an administrative error during the
adopuon of the Western SoMa Community Plan. Tables 1 and 2 below identify the individual parcels and
hightight the derical errors in the ordinance implementing the WSoMa Community Plan. Table 3 shows

the dlean-up rezoning proposed through this legislation.

Table 1 - Zonmg and Height District in Maps Approved by BOS under WSoMa Community Plan

Block/Lot Existing Zoning® | Proposed Zoning® | Existing He1ght Proposed Height
3520/031 ' SLR WMUG 50-X 55-X
3784/181 SLI RED-MX 50-X 45-X
3784/040 SLI RED-MX 50-X 45-X
3784/041 SLI RED-MX 50-X 45-X
3784/044 SLI RED-MX 50-X 45-X
3509/041 C-M C-3-G 160-M 160-M

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2013.

Notes:

a "Existing Zonmv’ " and ”EXJ.ST:LH"’ Helght in Table 1 refer to use and height districts pnor to the adoption of the Westzm SoMa

Community Plan.

b.“Proposed Zonmg’ and ”Proposed Height” in Table 1 refer to the use and height districts as proposed under the Western SoMa

Community Plan.

Table 2 - Zoning and Height District in Ordinance Approved by BOS under WSoMa Community Plan

Block/Lot Existing Zoning* | Proposed Zoning® | Existing Height | Proposed Helght .
3520/031 Omitted® " Omitted Omitted Omitted
3784/181 SLI SALI 50-X 40/55-X
3784/040 Omitted - Omitted Omijtted Omitted
3784/041 Omitted Ormitted Omitted Omitted
3784/044 Omitted QOmitted Omitted Omitted
3509/041 Cc-M C-3-G RCD 55X

Source: San Francisco Planning Departmient, 2013.

Notes:

a “Existing Zoning” and ”E)Gsbng Height” in Table 2 refer to the clerical errors of the Ordinance that implemented the Westzrn
SoMa Community Plan.
b.“Proposed Zoning” and “Proposed Helbht in Table 2 refer to the dlerical errors of the Ordma.nce that were adopted under the

Western SoMa Community Plan.
¢ “Omitted” refers to the omission of a parcel from the Ordinance that implemented the Western SoMa Community Plan.

SAN FRAMCISCO
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September 25, 2013 : : ' Rezoning of Additional Adjacent Parcels

Table 3 - Zoning and Height District Proposed in Legislation
Block/Tot Existing Zoning® | Proposed Zoning® | Existing Height Proposed Height
3520/031 _SLR - WMUG 50-X ' 55-X
3784/181 ' SALI RED-MX 40/55-X 45-X
3784/040 - SLI RED-MX _ 50-X 45-X
3784/041 SLI RED-MX | 50-X 45-X
3784/044 SLI RED-MX 50-X 45-X
3509/041 RCD C3G 55X 160-M
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2013.
Notes:

a “Existing Zoning” and “Existing Helght’ ”"in Table 3 refer to the current use and height d15tncts after implementation of the
Western SoMa Community Plan, inclusive of clerical errors.

b.”Proposed Zoning” and “Proposed Height” in Table 3 refer to the use and height drstncts proposed under the legislation. These
use districts are identical'to what was intended under and analyzed as part of the Western SoMa Community Plan EIR.

General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments
. This component of the proposed legislation differs from the Project analyzed in the EIR. The legislation
includes General Plan and Zoning Map amendments to include the Adjacent Parcels within the Market
- and Octavia and East SoMa plan area boundaries, due to the proximity of the parcels to the plan areas
" and their similar land uses (see Figure 2). The Adjacent Parcels are located proximate to parcels that have
already been rezoned as part of either the East SoMa Plan or the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plar.

The proposed legislation also includes a Zoning Map Amendment to expand the boundaries of the Van
Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District (“Van Ness and Market SUD”) as shown in
Figure 3. As described in Section 249.33 of the Plarning Code, the Van Ness SUD is comprised of parcels
zoned C-3-G in the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan area. It is generally focused at the
intersections of the Van Ness Avenue at Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue at Mission Street,
along with parcels on both sides of Market and Mission Streets between Tenth and Twelfth Streets. The
boundaries are designated on Sectional Map No. 25U and 75U of the Zoning Map of the City and County
of San Francisco. The boundaries would be expanded to include the Adjacent Parcels proposed for
_ rezoning to C-3-G excluding the two Additional Adjacent Parcels. The Adjacent Parcels proposed for
inclusion in the Van Ness and Market SUD include Assessor’s Block 3509, Lots 018, 019, 036, 037, 040, 041
and 042, and Assessor’s Block 3510, Lots 003 and 059. Expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would
allow for an FAR increase from a maximum of 9 to a maximum of above 9, Whlch would result in the
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response it deems appropriate within 12 days from the date of this referral
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Figure 2 — Allocation of Adjacent Parcels into East SoMa Plan and the Market and Octavia Neighborhood
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Regulatory Framework

Section 31.19(c)(1) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that a modified .project must be
. reevaluated and that, “Tf, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines_}-
based on the requjrements of CEQA, that no- additional environmental review is necessary, this
determination and the reasons therefor shall be noted in writing in the case record and no further
evaluation shall be requlred by this C’.hapter ' .

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead
agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already adequately
" covered in an existing certified -EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be supported
by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent EIR,. as
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present. "

Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects

The EIR is a comprehensive, programmatic and project-level document that analyzed the environmental
effects of implementing the Western SoMa Community Plan, Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels and 350 Eighth
Street Project, as well as the environmental impacts under alternative zoning scenarios. The EIR evaluated -
two reézoning alternatives (“No Pro]ect, Reduced Growth and Greater Growth Alternative”), and a "No-

Project” alternative.

Since certification of the EIR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the ongmal
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The second component of the proposed legislation, Rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels, differs
from the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels that was analyzed in the EIR. Thus, an analysis of potential
environmental effects not previously covered the EIR begins under “Land Use, Plans, and Zoning”.

Regarding thee third legislation component, Clean-up Rezoning of Erroneously Zoned Parcels, sirice there

‘are no new changes to the parcels within the Plan area from what was analyzed in the EIR, this
component will not be discussed further, as there would be no new or more severe physical
environmental effects.

Finally, as described above in the fourth legislation component, General Flan and Zoning Map
Amendments, the Planning Department proposes to absorb the Adjacent Parcels into the Market and
Octavia and East SoMa plan area boundaries. These changes to the area plan boundaries would not result -
in physical effects. Therefore, this component will not be discussed further. However, expansion of the
Van Ness and Market SUD to include nine Adjacent Parcels would increase the development potential of
six parcels (Assessor’s Block 3505, Lots 018, 019, 036, 037, 040 and 042) by 38 dwelling units. This differs
from the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels analyzed in the EIR. An analysis of potential environmental
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and Bulk District; therefore, the maximum developable building envelope would not change. Rezoning
of the two additional parcels would not disrupt or divide the surrounding community, conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including
but not limited to the general plan, spedfic plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or, have a substantial adverse impact on
the existing character of the vicinity. As demonstrated above, the rezoning of the Additional Adjacent *
Parcgle_gurrmild hznndch:‘n‘l- with tha c:l':'rnnhr“‘nc'gjn{na' Aictricte and wonld real, o lesethap
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increase in dwelling unit density. However, the SUD expansion itself would not have a substantial -
adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic
public setting, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
swrroundingss, or create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area or which would substantjally impact other people or properties. Therefore,
the Van Ness and Market SUD expansion would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the
EIR and wouild to have less-than-significant aesthetic impacts.

Population and Hoﬁsing ' :
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant population and

housing impacts. As stated above, the rezoning itself would not result in any physical changes. However,
it could indirectly increase incentives for demolition of the existing strictures on these parcels and the
development of new structures that take advantage of the 160-F Height and Bulk limit. While the
rezoning has the potential to induce population growth, that growth would not be large enough to make
a difference in the total housing and population of San Francisco. It would not induce substantial
population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). The rezoning would not
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing, or displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore the legislation to rezone the
additional parcels would not change the ahalysis or conclusions reached in the EIR and would have less-
than-significant population and housing impacts.

While the maximum developable building envelope would not change, there would be an increase in
“dwelling unit density by 38 dwelling units due to the ability to construct a taller building within a 160-
foot Height District and add more units with an increase in maximum FAR from 9 to above 9. These .
additional 38 units would result in a margina]l'y higher residential population. However, this growth
would not be large enough to make a difference in the total housing and population of San Francisco,
induce substantial ‘population growth in an area, or displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units or substantial numbers of people. Therefore the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would
not charige the analysis ot conclusions reached in the EIR -and would have less-ﬂ1an-51gm_ﬁcant

population and housing impacts.

- Transportation and Circulation
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant transportation
and circulation impacts. The addition of the two additional properties would not change this analysis or
conclusion because a change in travel patterns, trip generation or drculation would not occur directly as a
-result of the rezoning. While the rezoning could indirectly increase incentives for demolition of the
existing strictures on these parcels and the development of new structures that take advantage of the 160-

'F Height and Bulk limit, the rezoning itself would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, conflict with
an applicable congestion management program or other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways, result in a change in air traffic patterns,

SAN FRANGISCO _ , . ' 11
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substantially increase hazards due to a'design feature or incompatible uses, result in inadequate
emergency access, or conflict with adopted policies; plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities. i}

- While the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would result in an increase in development
potential of 38 dwelling units, any subseq_ﬁent development on the nine Adjacent Parcels would undergo
separate and project-specific environmental review. The SUD expansion itself would not conflict with an
applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, conflict with an applicable congestion management program or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, result in a
. change in air traffic patterns, substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses,
result in inadequate emergency access, or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public fransit, bikeways, or pédesb:ian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities. ’ '

Therefore the legislation to rezone the additional parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD
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rezone the A dditional Adjacent Parcels would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR
and would have less-than-significant recreation impacts.

Although the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would add additional residents to six of the
mine Adjacent Parcels proposed for inclusion in the SUD, the expansion would not substantially increase
the use of exdsting neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated, or include recreational facilities or require the

g’f‘_

' ey 1uéoe[p\/) But

environment. The expansion would not physically degrade existing recreatlonal resources. Therefore, the
SUD expansion would not change the analysis or.conclusions reached in the EIR and would have less-
than-significant recreation impacts.

Public Services and Utilities and Service Systems

The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant impacts on
public services and utilities and service systems. The rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels would
not result in the need for new or physically altered fire protection, police facilities, or sctiool facilities.
The rezoning would not require or result in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities,
and the City would continue to have suffident water supply available from existing entiflements as
described in the EIR analysis. The rezoning would not result in the expansion or construction of new
wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed capacity of the wastewater treatment provider
when combined with other commitments, or exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the
Regjonal Water Quality Control Board. The two additional parcels would be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by their rezoning and would comply

. with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the legislation to

rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR
.and would have less-than-significant public services and utilities and service systems impacts.

While the expansion of the Van Ness and Market'SUD would add additional residents to six of the nine
Adjacent Parcels proposed for indlusion in the SUD, the expansion would not result in the need for new
or physically altered fire protection, police facilities, or school facilities. The SUD expansion would not
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water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer.
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level; substantially. alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, In a manner that
would result in substantial erosion of siltation on- ar off-site; substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream Or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manmer that would result in flooding on-
or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or’ provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; otherwise
substantially degrade water quality; place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard
delineation map; place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood ﬂoWs; expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or expose pedple or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore,
the legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels would not change the analysis or conclusions
reached in the EIR and would have less-than-significant hydrology and water quality impacts.

Similarly, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site; substanta]ly alter the existing drainage pattem of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute
runoff water Whlch Would exceed the capacity of exlsimv or planned stormwater drainage systems or
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‘place housing w1thm a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped ona federal Flood Haza:d Bounda.ry or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative.flood hazard delineation map; place within a 100-year
flood hazard area structures that would, 1mpede or redirect flood flows; expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, the SUD expansion would not change the analysis
or condusmns reached in the EIR and would have less—than-mgm.ﬁcant hydrology and water quality

impacts.




Addendum to Environmental Impact Report CASE NO. 2008.0877E
September 25,2013 o : Rezoning of Additional Adjacent Parcels

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong
seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or landslides; result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform
Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property; have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater; or change substantially the topography or any unique geologic
or physical features of the site. Thus, the legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels would not
change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR and would have less-than-significant geology and
soils impacts.

The Van Ness and Market SUD expansion itself would not result in any physical changes. However it .
could mdirecﬂy increase incentives for development of new structures that take advantage of the
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change the analysis or conclusion reached i in the EIR because the expansion would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction; or landslides; result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; be located on
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstablé as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; be
located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or
property; have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater

_ disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater; or change substantially
the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site. Thus, tlie SUD expansion would
not change the analysis or concusions reached in the EIR and would have less—tha.n -significant geology
and soils impacts.

Mineral and Energy Resources and Agricultural and Forest Resources

The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant impacts on
mineral and energy resources, and agricultural and forest resources. The rezoning would not result in a
physical effect but could incentivize development according to the new use, height and bulk districts. The
rezoning of two Additional ‘Adjacent Parcels would not result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the -state; result in the loss of -
availability of a locally importaﬁt mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan; or encourage activities which .result in the use of laree amounts of
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reached in the EIR and would continue to have less-than-significant impacts’on mineral and energy
resources, and agricultural and forest resources. _

The Van Ness and Market SUD expansion would not result in a physical effect but could induce
- development according to the increased FAR from 9 to above 9. The SUD expansion would not result in
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents
of the state; result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan; or encourage activities which
result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. The SUD
expansion would occur in an uwban area and would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract; conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezonir_lg of, forest land; result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to mon-forest use; or.involve other changes in. the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, the SUD expansion would not change the analysis or conclusions
reached in the EIR and would continue to have less—tllan—signiﬁcant impacts on mineral and energy
- resources, and agricultural and forest resources. -

Effects That Can Be Avoided or Rediced to a Less-than-Significant Level with Mitigation Measures

The EIR found that that future development that could be encouraged by the Rezoning of Adjacent
Parcels has the potential to result in significant impacts in the following topic areas: Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Noise, Wind, Biological Resources, and Hazardous Materials. However, these
potentially significant impacts can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation
measures incorporated as they relate to the Rezoming of the Adjacent Parcels. ‘The mitigation measures
are described below, under Mitigation Measures. The rezoning of the two Additional Adjacent Parcels
would not result in new impacts or require new or modified mitigation measures in these topic areas not
~ previously identified in the EIR. Similarly, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not
result in new impacts or require new or modified mitigation measures in these topic areas not previously
. identified in the EIR. As described below, the rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion
of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the same impacts’ as those identified in the EIR for the
Adjacent Parcels and the same mitigation measures would apply..

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The EIR found that the future development that could be e_ncouraged by the Rezorung of Adjacent Parcels .
would derectly result in varying degrees of s1gruﬁcant Impacts to Cultural and Paleontologlcal
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. result in new or substantially different effects, nor require new or modified mitigation measures in this
“topic area.

Noise

The EIR found that future development that could be encouraged by the Rezoning of Ad]acent Parcels
would indirectly result in noise impacts due to exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of
noise standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code). The Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would also cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient
nioise levels, or be suBs_tanﬁale affected by existing noise levels as a result of these project components.
The construction activities in the Adjacent Parcels would expose persons to temporary increases in noise
levels substantially in excess of ambient levels, and expose people to or generate excessive groundborne
vibration. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market
SUD would have the same impacts. However, Mitigaﬁon Measures M-'NO-la, M-NO-1b, M-NO-1¢, M-
NO-1d, M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b, as described below, would reduce -potential operational and
construction noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent
Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would neither increase the severity of the noise
impact, result in new or substantally different effects, nor require new or modified mitigation measures
in this topic area.

Wind : .

The EIR found that future development that could be encouraged by the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels
has the potential to result in significant wind impacts on public areas, particularly on Adjacent Parcels
that are zoned for height limits of up to 160 feet. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and
acpahsion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the same potential impact. Implementaﬁon of
Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 as desc:nbed below would reduce the wind: impact of the Rezoning of
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[y

of Adjacent Parcels to a less-than-significant level. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and
expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would neither increase the severity of the biological
resources impact, result in new or substantially different effects, nor require new or modified mitigation
measures in this topic area. ' '

Hazardous Materials

The EIR found that the potential development of the Adjacent Parcels subsequent to their rezoning would
indirectly result in the handling of items containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and mercury that
are intended for disposal and must be managed as hazardous waste in accordance with applicable
federal, state, and local laws. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van

Ness and Market SUD Would have the same impact. Implementation of Mlttgahon Measure M-HZ-2

would reduce the indirect lmpact associated with potential PCB and mercury exposute that could occur
. with implementation of the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels to a less- -than-significant level The rezomng of
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the severity of the hazardous materials impact, result in new or substantially different effects, nor require
‘new or modified mitigation measures in this topic area. -

- Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

'jfhe EIR found the following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Rezoning of
Adjacent Parcels: Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Air Quality, and Shadow.

Cultural and Paléontological Resources

The EIR found that the implementation of the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels (individually and in
combination) could indirectly result in the demolition of individual historic architectural resources or
coﬁtribuﬁng resources to a historic district located in the Project Area, causing a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The
rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have
the same Impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a, M-CP-1b and M-CP-1¢, as described
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criteria air pollutants from subsequent individual development projects .that would contribute to an
exlstmg or pro]ected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria

Thganta ted. .t as. a resy/lt of develov ;Lbse(ment to

Zoning (Jess
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implementation of the rezoning.

The FIR indicates that such impacts could occur individually (to single parcel development) as well as
cumulatively (to development of parcels in combination). The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent
Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the.same potential impact.
Implemen’catton of Mitigation Measures M-AQ- 2, M-AQ-3, M-AQ-4, M- AQ-6 and M-AQ-7, described
below, are applicable but would not reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Adoption of the
proposed legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expand the Van Ness and Market
SUD would neither increasé the severity of the significant impact to historic architectural resources’
associated would neither increase the severity of the air quality significant impacts associated with the
Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels, nor result in new or substantially different effects. Thus, the legislation
would not contribute considerably to adverse cumulative historic resource impacts identified in the EIR.

Shadow
Finally, with respect to the shadow Impac’cs the EIR found that the J.mplementaﬁon of the Rezomng of

Adjacent Parcels (md1v1dua11y and in combination) would indirectly create new shadow in a manner that
would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, thereby resulting in a
~potentially signiﬁcant and unavoidable impact.

The Rezoning of Ad]acent Parcels could result in shadow lIIlPaCtS on other open spaces, such as the U.N.

Plaza and Civic Center Plaza, if the Adjacent Parcels are developed with buildings that take advantage of
existing height limits. However, shading from potentially taller new stritctures is Lmllkely to reach UN.
Plaza and Civic Center Plaza (only the former of which is under. the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park- Department), because these spaces are separated from the Adjacent Parcels by
several rows of relatively tall buildings south of Market Street (45 to 50 feet) and are surrounded by other
mid- to high-rise buildings noted above north of Market Street. Furthermore, they are located far enough
away that, during winter morning and evenings, when shadows are the longest, the d.lstance and location
of these open spaces relative to the Adjacent Parcels is such that no néw shad.mg would occur (maxdmum
shadow would extend 960 feet, whereas these open spaces are located over 1, 000 feet away). Based on the
above, impacts on existing parks and open spaces attributable to the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels are also

. considered less than significant.
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~with ‘the possible exception of a mini park. Nevertheless, the EIR could mot conclude.that the
implementation of the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would not create new shadow in a manner that
could substantially affect potential future parks and open spaces. Therefore, in an abundance of caution,
potential shadow impacts on future parks and open spaces attributable to the Rezoning of Adjacent
Parcels were judged to be significant and unavoidable. There are no applicable mitigation measures.

The rezoning of the Additional ‘Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would
have the same significant and unavoidable impact. Any future development proposal over 40-feet in
height on the Additional Adjacent Parcels or nine parcels proposed for inclusion in the Van Ness and
Market SUD would be subject to the Planning Depaitment’s requirement to prepare a shadow study to
evaluate project-specific shading impacts to comply with Planning Code Section 295 and CEQA. At this
time, the Depariment cannot conclude that the rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels or expansion
of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not create new shadow that could substantially affect future
parks and open spaces. Similarly, in an abundance of caution, potential shadow impacts on future parks
and open Spaces due to development on the Additional Adjacent Parcels and nine parcels proposed for
inclusion in the expanded SUD would also be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures

The EIR’s mitigation measures, incorporated here by reference, may apply to future development projects
within the two Additional Adjacent Parcels and nine parcels proposed for inclusion in the expanded Van
Ness and Market SUD as applicable, if project-specific review finds that such a project were to result in
potentially sigrificant environmental impacts.? The measures are summarized below.

Measure M-CP-1a, Documentation of Historical Resource: requi_reé the sponsors of individual projects
" that would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource through
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Measure. M—CP—4a, Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment: requires an ) evaluation of
the pote.nha] archeological effects of a proposed individual project that involves any soils-disturbing or
soils-improving activities to a depth of five (5) feet or greater below- ground surface.and located within
“those Properﬁés on the Adjacent Parcels for which no archeolo gical assessment report has been prepared.

- Measure M-CP-4b, Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources: requires the
project head. foreman and/or project sponsor to immediately notify the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO) and immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the Vicinity of the discovery until the
ERO has determined additional measures that should be undertaken to avoid any potential adverse effect
on accidentally discovered buried or submerged hlstoncal resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064. 5(a) ().

Measure M-CP-7a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities: requires the
project sponsor of a development project in the Adjacent Parcels to consult with Planning Department
environmental planning/preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings constitute
historical resources that could be adversely affected by construction-generated vibration. If one or more
historical resotrces is identified that could be adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate
into construction specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction contractor(s)
use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings.

Measure M-CP-7b, Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources: requires that for or
those historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-7a, and where heavy equipment would
be used on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a
monitoring program to minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such
damage is documented and repaired.

Measure M-NO-1a, Interior Noise Levels for Residential Uses: requires the project sponsor of future
~ individual developments within the Adjacent Parcels, including noise sensitive uses located alohg streets
with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), where such development is not already subject to the California
Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, to conduct a detailed
analysis of noise reduction requirements prior to completion of environmental review. Noise insulation
features identified and recommended by the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified in the
San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise to reduce potential
interior noise levels o the maximum extent feasible. ' -

Measure M-NO-1b, Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses: requires the project 'sponsor of new residential
development and development that includes other noise-sensitive uses (i.e., incuding schools and child,
care, religious, and convalescent facilities and the like) to reduce potential conflicts between existing
noise-generating uses and new sensitive receptors through preparation of an analysis that includes, ata-
minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within 900 feet of, and that have a
direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and includes at least one 24-hour noise measurement prior to the
-first project approval action. The analysis shall be conducted prior to completion of the environmental
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review process in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the
Title 24 standards can be attained.

Measure M-NO-1c, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses: fequires the project sponsor of new development
including commerdal, industrial, or other uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess
of ambient noise, to reduce potential conflicts between existing sensitive receptors and new
noise-generating uses, by preparing an analyms that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify

Emrmtrml mATea cam nn and alea il Aina nrﬂ—u\ 1o and ,-.'L.J'IA raro 1-n11mn11c-
: f ]

]

WHET

AR GR

Proposed Clea




Addendum to Environmental Impact Report ' .~ CASENO. 2008.0877E
September 25, 2013 ’ Rezoning of Additional Adjacent Parcels

Measure M—~AQ-3, Reduction in Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants for New Sensitive Receptors:
requires development projects in the Project Area to undergo site-specific evaluation and to incorporate the -

. maximum feasible mitigation for impacts resulting from PM:s or TAC levels in excess of significance
thresholds or other appropriate standards as may be amended in the future.

Measure M-AQ-4, Siting of Uses that Emit PMzs or DPM and Other TACs: requires the preparation of
an analysis by a qualified air quality specialist that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify
residential ox other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site, and assessment of the health risk
from all potential stationary and mobile sources of TACs generated by the proposed project.

Measure M-AQ-6, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan for Criteria Air Pollutants: requires
project sponsors of subsequent development projects that may exceed the standards for criteria air
pollutants to undergo an analysis of the project’s construction emissions and if, based on that analysis,
construction period emissions may be significant, submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to
the Environmental Review Officer for review and approval by an Envu'onmental Planning Air Quality
Spedialist. '

Measure M-AQ-7, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan for Health Risks and Hazards: requires
" the project sponsor of each development project in the Draft Plan Area or on Ad]acent Parcels to
undertake a project-specific construction health risk ‘analysis performed by a qualified air quality
specialist, as appropriate and determined by the Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco
Planning Department. -

Measure M-W5-1, Screening-Level Wind Analysis and Wind Testing: requires that projects within the
Adjacent Parcels undergo a Screening-Level Wind Analysis, and if required, a Pro]ect -Level Wind Test
and Design Modifications.

Measure M-Bl-1a, Pre-Construction Spedal—Status Bird Surveys: requires that conditions of approval
for building permits issued for construction on the Adjacent Parcels incude a requirement for
pre-construction special-status bird surveys when trees would be removed or buildings demolished as
part of an individual project. Preconstruction special-status bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist between February 1 and August 15 if tree removal or building demolition is scheduled to take
place during that period. Special-status birds that establish riests during the construction period are
considered habituated to such activity and no buffer shall be required, except as needed to av01d direct-
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hibernation purposes at a distance to be determined in consultation with the California Department of
_Fish and Wildlife. '

Measure M-HZ-2, Hazardous Building Materials Abatement: requires that the subsequent project
sponsors ensure that any equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or mércury, such as
fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of according to app]icable.federal, state,
and local laws prior to the start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light tube fixtures, which could
contain mercury, are similarly removed intact and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials -
identified, either before or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local

laws.

Measure M-HZ-3, Site Assessment and Corrective Action: requires that the subsequent project sponsor
shall ensure thata site—speciﬁc Phase I environmental site assessment is prepared prior to development.
Where the Phase I site assessment indicates evidence of site contaﬁﬁnaﬁon, additional data shall be
gathered during a Phase II investigation. If the level(s) of chemical(s) would create an unacceptable risk to
human health or the environment, appropriate cleanup levels for each chemical, based on current and
' planned land use, shall be determined in accordance with accepted procedures. If agreed-upon dleanup
levels were exceeded, a remedial action plan or similar plan for remediation shall be prepared and:
submitted review and approval by the approj_:;riate regulatory agency. Upon determination that a site
remediation has been successfully completed, the regulatory agency shall issue a closure letter to the
responsible party. For sites that are deaned to levels that do not allow unrestricted land use, or where
containment measures were used to prevent éxposure to hazardous materials, there may be a limitation
on the future use of the property. The types of land use restriction include deed notice, deed restriction,
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Date of Determination:

cc. Marlo Issac, Planning Department
Corey Teague, Planning Department

SAN FRANCISCOD
PLANNING DEPARTNMENT

CASE NO. 2008.0877E .
Rezoning of Additional Adjacent Parcels

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

Splendper 25,2012
Sarah Jlones )
Environmental Review Officer

Bulletin Board / Master Decision File
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227.

BOARD» of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department

FROM: Ahd»rea Ausberry, Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development Committee
- Board of Supervisors

DATE: ‘ December 30, 2013

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

~ The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Economic Development Committee has received the
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on December 10, 2013:

File No. 131162

Ordinance amending the General Plan by amending the boundaries of the East
South of Market Area Plan to incorporate 40 nearby parcels on Mission Street,
generally bounded by 7th Street to the east, 9th Street to the west, and Minna
Street to the south; amending the Market and Octavia Planning Area to
incorporate nine adjacent parcels along Mission Street and 10th Street, generally
bound by Washburn Street to the east, and Minna Street to the south; amending
the Western South Market Area Plan to remove one parcel on 10th Street; and
making environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them
to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San

Francisco, CA 94102.
c:

Sarah Jones, Acting Envnronmental Review Ofﬂcer
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs

Monica Pereira, Environmental Planning

Nannie Turrell, Environmental Planning
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
. TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Reglna chk-Endnzzn Director
Chris Schulman, Commlssmn Secretary
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Less-than-Sigriificant Impacts

‘The EIR identified less-than-significant environmental impécts as they relate to the Rezoning of Adjacent

Parcels in the following environmental topic areas: Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing,

Transportation and Circulation, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Recreation, Public Services, Utilities and.

Service Systems, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral and Energy Resources, and
Agricultural and Forest Resources. The rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion of
the Van Ness and Market SUD would not result in any significant impacts in these topic areas, as
discussed below. '

Land Usg, Plans, and Zoning _ - ‘
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less less-than than-significant land

use impacts. The two Additional Adjacent Parcels, Assessor’s Block 3703, Lots 025 and 026, that are the
subject of this addendum are currently zoned RSD. The RSD District runs along Harrison Street between
Fourth Street and Fifth Street. These district controls are intended to facilitate the development of high-

-
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significant land use J.mpacts Therefore the legislation to rezone the Additional Adjacent Parcels would
not change the analysis or conclusions réached in the EIR and would to have less-than-significant land
use impacts.

As previously described, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD to include nine Adjacent Parcels
wotld result in an increase in development potential of 38 dwelling units on six of the Parcels.” This is
due to the ability to construct a taller building within a 160-foot Height District and add more units with
an increase in maximum FAR from 9 to above 9. There would be no change in Height or Bulk District
limits. The SUD expansion would absorb nine parcels into a grouping of parcels with the same C-3-G
zoning and land uses. The SUD expansion would not disrupt or divide the surrounding community,
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or, have a
substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity. As demonstrated above, the
e>q$ansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would be consistent with the surrounding zoning districts
and would result in less-than-significant land use impacts. Therefore the legislation to expand the Van
Ness and Market SUD would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR and would to
have less-than-sgm.ﬁcant land use impacts. .

. Aesthetics
The EIR found that the Rezonmg of Ad]acent Parcels Would Iesult in less-than-ﬂgmﬁcant aesthenc
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Szmllarly, the éxpansmn of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not change the Height and Bulk

Districts. While the maximum developable building envelope would not change, there would be an
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fransportation and circulation impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions impacts because of its compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse
' Gas Emissions, which is recognized as meeting the criteria of a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The rezoning of the two. Additional Adjacent
Parcels would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
u:npact on the environment, nor would it conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Therefore, the legislation to rezone
the additional parcels would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in thé EIR and would have
less-than-significant GHG impacts.

Similarly, the expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would not generate GHG emissions, either
directly or indirecily, that may have a significant impact on the environment, nor would it conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of GHGs. Therefore, the SUD expansion would not change the analysis or conclusions reached in the EIR
and would have less-than-significant GHG impacts. a

Recreation

The EIR found that the Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels would result in less-than-significant impacts on
recreational facilities. The rezoning of two Additional Adjacent Parcels would not incréase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical deterioration
of the facilities would occur or be accelerated, or include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational fadlities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The
rezoning would not physically degrade existing recreational resources. Therefore, the legislation to
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archeological and historic architectural resources due to ground-disturbing activities from future
construction. The rezoning of the Additional Adjacent Parcels expansion of the Van Ness and Market
SUD would have the same impacts. Mitigation Measures M-CP4a, M—CP-éb, M-CP-7a and M-CP-7b, as
described below, would reduce potential construction impacts to archeological and historic architectural
resources to less-than-significant levels. The re_zor;jng of the Additional Adjacent Parcels and expansion
of the Van Ness and Market SUD would neither increase the severity of the cultural resotrces impact,
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expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would neither increase the severity of the wind impact,
result in new or substantially different effects, nor require new or modified mitigation measures in this

topicarea.

Biological Resources : _
The EIR found that the development that would occur with implementation of the Rezoning of the
Adjacent Parcels could indirectly involve removal of trees used for nesting by a variety of birds, as well as
demolitiont of buildings that are vacant, used seasonally or not occupied that may be used for roosting by
special-status bats. Mortality of special-status birds or bats as a result of such construction activities
would be considered a significant impact under CEQA. The existing environment is one of high ambient
disturbance due to human activity and noise generated by city and freeway traffic, and there are few trees
large enough to support nesting raptors. Therefore, special-status bats are not knowr to or expected to
nest within the Adjacent Parcels, or their vicinity, but are likely to use the project area for foraging
purposes. In addition to these CEQA impacts, tree removal resulting in the destruction of active nests or
* mortality of migratory birds would violate federal and state law. The rezoning of the®Additional
Adjacent Parcels and expansion of the Van Ness and Market SUD would have the same impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-Bl-1a and M-BI-1b, as described below, would reduce the
impact on special-status bat species and migratory birds resulting from development under the Rezoning
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established on one of them is remote. Parks and open spaces further north would not be adversely
affected by the Adjacent Parcels, since any additional shade that could result from new development on
the Adjacent Parcels, even if buildings are constructed to take advantage of eXJSthg height limits, would
niot reach those properties, particularly since most of them already experience some shading from
intervening development. In addition, the Adjacent Parcels are unlikely to offer a suitable park location,
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accompanylﬁg HABS Hlstoncal Report, whlch sha]l be maJntaJned onsite, as Well as in the appropriate
repositories.

Measure M-CP-1b, Oral Histories: requires the project sponsor to undertake an oral history project that
includes interviews of people such as residents, past owners, or former employees for projects that would
demolish a historical resource for which Planning Department preservation staff determined that such a
measure would be effective and feasible. Copies of the completed oral history project shall be submitted
to the San Francusco Public Library or other interested hlstoncal institutions.

Measure M-CP-1c, Interpretive Program: requires the project sponsor work with a Historic Preservation
Technical Spedalist or' other qualified professional to institute an interpretive program on-site that
references - the property’s history and the contrlbu’aon of the historical resource to the broader
nelghborhood or historic district

4

® Western SoMa Community Plan and Rezoning of Adjacent Parcels Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
Planning Comumission Motion No. 18756, adopted Decemnber 6; 2012. This document is available for review in
Case File No. 2008.0877E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Frandisco, CA.
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and . convalescent facilities and the like) within two blocks or 900 feet of, and that have a direct
line-of-sight to, the project site, and at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with average and maximum
noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during
nighttime hours), pror to the first project approval acion. The analysis shall be conducted prior to

completion of the environmental review process.

Measure M-NO-1d, Open Space in Noisy Environmenfs: requires that project sponsors of new
development, including noise-sensitive uses, to minimize effects on development in noisy areas by
protecting open space required under the Plarming Code to the maximum feasible extenit, from existing
ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation
of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield
on-site open sinace from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources
and open space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings.

Measure M-NO-2a, General Construction Noise Control Measures: requires that the project sponsor
minimize construction noise from the project to the maximum extent feasible by ensuring that equipment
and trucks used for project construction use the best available noise control techniques, limit and reduce
noise from stationary noise sources, avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools, undertaking the most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to
surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible, and selecting haul routes that avoid residenﬁz‘al.
buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. Finally, prior to the issuance of each building
permit, along with the submission of construction documents, the sponsor of a subsequent development
project shall submit to the San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection
(DBI) a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise.

Measure M-NO-2b, Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving: requires that sponsors for individual
projects within the Adjacent Parcels that require pile driving complete a set of site-specific noise
atfenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. -

Measure M-AQ-2, Transportation Demand Management Strategies for Future Development: requires
project sponsors develop and implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan as a
requirement of project approval in order to reduce vehicle trip generation for such projects that would
generate more than 3,500 daily vehicle trips, or would emit criteria pollutants in excess of one or more
applicable significance thresholds, as determined by the Environmental Review Office.

SAN FRANDISCO ©

ca

Rand ol




3o -

L

Measure M-BI-1b, Pre-Construction Spedial-Status Bat Surveys: requires that conditions of approval for
building permits issued for construction on the Adjacent Parcels include a requiremert for
-pre-construction spedal-status bat surveys bj a qualified bat biclogist when large trees (those with trunks
over 12 inches in diameter) are to be removed, or vacant buildings or buildings used seasonally or not -
occupied, especially in the upper stories, are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are found, the
bat biologist shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building
demolition. A no-disturbance buffer shall be created around active bat roosts being used for matemity or
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The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Economic Development Committee has received the
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on December 10, 2013:

File No. 131162

Ordinance amending the General Plan by amending the boundaries of the East
South of Market Area Plan to incorporate 40 nearby parcels on Mission Street,
generally bounded by 7th Street to the east, Sth Street to the west, and Minna
Street to the south; amending the Market and Octavia Planning Area to
incorporate nine adjacent parcels along Mission Street and 10th Street, generally -
bound by Washburn Street to the east, and Minna Street to the south; amending
the Western South Market Area Plan to remove one parcel on 10th Street; and
making environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them
to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San

Francisco, CA 94102.
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Sarah Jones, Acting Environmental Review Officer
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FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Clerk Land Use and Economic Development
Committee Board of Supervisors

DATE: December 27, 2013 -

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Land Use & Economic Development Committee

The Board of Superwsors Land Use and Economic Development Committee has
received the following legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business
Commission for comment and recommendation. The Commission may provide any
response it deems appropriate within 12 days from the date of this referral

File No. 131161

Ordinance amendlng Zoning Map, Sheets ZN01, ZN07, ZN08, HTO7, HT08
and SUO07, to revise use districts and height and bulk dlstrlcts for parcels
adjacent to and within the Western South of Market Plan Area; to extend
the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District; and
making environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and

. findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the elght priority

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

File No. 131162

Ordinance eme,nding the General Plan by amending the boundaries of the
East South of Market Area Plan to incorporate 40 nearby parcels on
Mission Street. denerallv bounded bhv 7+h Sfraat ta tha asct Ofh Cfrant fA
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